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INTRODUCTION

The City Council, as the governing body of the City of Saint Paul, is responsible for establishing
City policies and ensuring that City practices are consistent with these policies. As the body
responsible for approving the City Budget and authorizing the tax levy, the Council must also
assess the efficiency and effectiveness of City operations. Therefore, the City Council
established a Performance Audit Program in the fall of 1996 to help it fulfill these legislative
oversight and budgetary responsibilities and it directed Council Research to conduct performance
audits of City operations. Performance audits analyze the consistency of departmental practices
with City policies, as well as provide insight into how policy directives are implemented. The
performance audit also examines whether an organization’s practices are efficient and reflective
of those used by high-performing organizations.

The City Council is very interested in the value received by citizens for the money expended.
Taxpayers rightly expect that money provided for services will be spent to achieve the best result
possible with the least expenditure of public funds. The efficiency and effectiveness of
government operations and processes can be assessed in many ways, One common approach is
for auditors to examine an organization at a micro-level to try to determine if the organization is
following sound procurement practices, properly protecting its resources, and complying with
laws and regulations. This micro-level approach to auditing is closely related to financial auditing
and is often conducted by accountants who spend a great deal of time and effort examining the
inner workings of the organization. While we accept there are situations where this type of micro-
level auditing is appropriate, such as when fraud is suspected, we believe a higher level audit is
most appropriate here. The City Council is less concerned with the minutia of daily operations of
its departments and more concerned with knowing if its departments and offices are top-quality
organizations whose operations are efficient, effective and in compliance with appropriate laws
and policies. If they are not, the Council is interested in knowing what can be done to remedy any
deficiencies preventing the department or office from achieving a level of excellence.

SCOPE OF PERFORMANCE AUDIT

This audit is an examination of the policy compliance, efficiency and effectiveness of the
permitting, trade inspections and plan and zoning review activities of the Office of License,
Inspections and Environmental Protection (LIEP).!  Future references to LIEP in the audit will
refer to only these activities, not the entire organization. The office and functions selected for
review were identified by the City Council because of the importance of LIEP’s activities in
relation to promoting and protecting the City’s housing and building stock. The structure and
functions of LIEP will be described in more detail in a following section.

V' The audit does not examine other functions performed by LIEP, which include Animal Control, Gambling Enforcement,
Environmental Health, License Inspections or License Investigation and Compliance Checks.

2000 Saimt Paul City Council Research



Performance Audit of the City of Saint Paul’s Building Permit, Plan Review and Inspections Functions

RESEARCH METHODS

Policies pertaining to the functions of LIEP were gathered from the Saint Paul Administrative
Code, the Saint Paul Legislative Code, City Council resolutions, the Land Use and Housing
Chapters of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, as well as LIEP’s own internal plans, policies and
budget objectives. It is not Council Research’s intent to make specific findings on every
individual policy statement. Rather, we focus on groups of policies that relate to specific
functional areas within LIEP (permitting, plan review or inspections),’ and have grouped them
according to the most relevant quality category. Tt is our belief this approach is more useful to
both policy makers and participants in understanding how to improve the efficiency,
effectiveness and compliance of the organization.

We believe the best way to assess the level of organizational development is to ask those most
knowledgeable about the organization—the people who work in the organization. We believe
that the people who work in LIEP best know the strengths and weaknesses of their organizations
and will, when asked, candidly report their opinions. Therefore, we have gone directly to LIEP
staff to ask them about their work. We were able to survey 67 of 73 (92%) LIEP staff involved
in the permitting/ customer service areas, plan review and zoning and trade inspections, and we
also conducted 35 interviews with LIEP staff members. The findings and recommendations in
this report are based on these surveys and interviews as well as an examination of written
materials on LIEP’s practices.

ORGANIZATIONAL ASSESSMENT

A key aspect of an organization’s performance is its compliance with the laws and directives
under which it is required to operate. Governmental agencies have a high level of responsibility
to operate within the parameters established by governing bodies, as well as within parameters
established by the organization itself. Because LIEP is a regulatory agency, it not only has to
comply with regulations as do all City departments, it also has to enforce regulations to which
developers, builders, home and business owners and contractors have to comply. Quite often,
these policies can be closely linked to the quality of an organization’s operations. Throughout
this report, we will illustrate how compliance with certain policies does or could enhance the
efficiency and effectiveness of LIEP. A listing of policies, practices and documents reviewed is
in Appendix A of this report.

The efficiency and effectiveness of LIEP’s permitting, plan review, zoning, and inspections
functions are evaluated using an Organizational Quality Assessment. While there are several
methods to evaluate effectiveness and efficiency, our approach is based on work done by the
organizers of the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award who identified the characteristics of
a high-performing organization.

The study of high-performing organizations has typically identified seven characteristics believed

to be essential for an organization to achieve excellence. These criteria have been identified from
“ .

2 por a complete listing of all policies reviewed, plcase see Appendix A.
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studies over many years and are widely accepted as indicators of organizational excellence. The
criteria used by the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award and the Minnesota Quality Award
to assess organizational development and to identify quality organizations are summarized in the
table below. For the purposes of this audit we have split the category of Training and
Development into two separate discussions for a more useful discussion of both areas. None of
the quality categories stand alone. Each impacts the other, and all are essential to achieving a

significantly impacts both Results and Improvement Processes.

Assessment Categories

high level of performance. Quite often improvement in one quality category will positively
impact another. For example, improvement in the category of Information and Analysis often

Quality Category

Key Concepts

Discussed on Pages:

Planning

Leadership

Training

Development

Information and
: Analysis

Improvement
Practices

Customer Focus

Results

Internal Plans
Plan Development
Plan Dissemination & Implementation

Mission, Vision, Values
Stakeholder Relationships
Staff Recognition

Training & Education Resource Allocation
Employer Commitment

Employee Contribution

Work Environment
Labor-Management Relationship
Empioyee Evaluation

Coilection of Data
Analysis of Data
Effective Use of Automation Systems

Identification of Potential Improvements
Implementation of Improvements
Evaluation of Improvement Practices

Customer Identification & Knowledge
Managing Customer Relationships
Customer Service Practices

Customer Service Standards

Organizational Outcomes
Financial Qutcomes

Customer Satisfaction

Use of Performance Indicators

9-14

15-24

25-27

28-32

33-37

38-41

42-49

50-52

Each of these quality categories is a chapter in the report, and each chapter is comprised of the

following discussions:

O Ratings

[ Policy discussion, Findings, Recommendations
03 Quality discussion, Findings, Recommendations
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In addition to the Results chapter, which focuses on organizational outcomes, an overview of
performance measures and their potential application in LIEP is provided in the Performance
Measures. Performance measurement in this performance audit means the regular collection of
specific information about the effectiveness, quality and efficiency of services and programs.’
The suggested measures will enable LIEP to evaluate on its own whether the resources expended
(labor or financial resources) on an activity are used efficiently, have the intended effect and
result in a quality outcome. Measures can be based on information obtained from written
records, observations by specially trained staff or through surveys of customers. This
performance audit will examine existing performance measures and suggest other performance
measures. However, the audit will not perform the actual measurements.

Criteria Ratings

We have gathered a wealth of information about the permitting, plan review, zoning and
inspection activities of LIEP while conducting this performance audit. Although capturing all of
this information in any rating system is impossible, we believe a rating system will help
decision-makers grasp the essence of the information. We have developed a simple summary
rating system we believe conveys the essence of our findings. We intend these ratings to reflect
what interview subjects have told us about LIEP. While organizations and processes consist of
individuals, we intend the ratings to reflect current organizational practices and they should not
be interpreted as judgements about individuals.

The rating system used for policy compliance is simple and straightforward using a plus (+) sign,
indicating LIEP is substantially in compliance with the relevant policies, or a minus (-) sign
indicating LIEP is not in compliance. If it is not found in compliance, recommendations will be
made to assist the organization in achieving compliance.

The summary ratings for the guality categories are intended to portray both the level of
development and the level of integration of each quality criterion. Development, in this
performance audit, means the extent to which high-valued characteristics arc in evidence. High-
value characteristics are ones in which the criteria being examined are systematic, manifest, pro-
active, fact-based, and evaluated. Integration refers to the extent criteria are practiced. It is
possible, indeed likely, for criteria to be practiced in some parts of the organization, but not in
others.

The summary ratings used for quality assessment are:

*% %% Criteria fully developed and practiced throughout the organization.
x%% Criteria well developed and practiced throughout most of the organization.
%% Criteria present and practiced in some parts of the organization.

%  Criteria sometimes present, occasionally practiced in parts of the otganization.

3 The Urban Institute (1980). Performance Measurement: A Guide for Local Elected Officials. Washington D.C.:
The Urban Institute, p. 1.

2000 Saint Paul City Council Research
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OVERVIEW OF LIEP

Before discussing the findings of the audit, it is necessary to give a brief overview of the Office
of License, Inspections and Environmental Protection (LIEP). LIEP was formed in 1992 as a
result of the consolidation of Environmental Health, the Building Inspection and Design Division
(BIDD), the License Division and Animal Control. Four reasons were offered for the merger:*

“l. The need for improved customer service and the creation of a ‘one-stop-shop’ for
businesses.

2. The desire to provide customer service training for inspectors and to improve the
coordination of services.

3. The need to review and update the City’s regulations.

4. A desire to reduce the overall costs of enforcement in order to save money.”

The graph on the following page illustrates the current organizational structure of LIEP. The
blue boxes indicate the areas of LIEP that were examined in this audit. LIEP currently has just
over 100 employees, and an adopted year 2000 budget of $9,136,890. The vast majority of
LIEP’s revenues are from license and permit fees collected. Only about 15% of LIEP’s year
2000 budget is money allocated from the City’s general fund.

Permitting, Plan Review, Site Plan Review and Inspections

The graphics on the page 8 illustrates the permitting process, from entering the office to filling
out a permit application to completing the work and receiving a certificate of occupancy or
compliance, if required. The permitting, plan review and inspections activities are closely
intertwined. Typically, the first point of contact for a customer is with a member of
permitting/customer service staff. A customer will either call with questions or come in to obtain
information and apply for a building permit. A permit is required for all structural revisions for
residences, garages, carports, decks and similar structures or buildings. Non-structural revisions
or remodeling projects may also require a permit if the labor value and the cost of the materials
exceeds $300. Permits can be paid for with cash, check or charge, and payments are accepted in
person or by fax, phone or mail. The fee schedule is established in City Code, and is based on
the fee schedule in the 1994 Uniform Building Code.’

Staff must verify the information contained in the permit application, such as the address, the
contractor’s license, whether the building is a dangerous structure or nuisance building. The
address file is currently used to verify this information, but it will be eventually available through

the new computer systems.

4 Information taken from Robert Kessler, Director of LIEP, letter to employees, May 18, 1992.

3 City code states that refunds can be given for permit fees if the work was not started within a given amount of
time, and or if the fee was calculated incorrectly. Project values can also be reassessed according to Code, and new
fees charged or refunds given. Finally, fees can be imposed for work that is started prior to obtaining a permit,
Typically LIEP finds out about such work through contractors, neighbors, or when inspectors are out in the field and
they see work occurring without a permit.

2000 Saint Paul City Council Research
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LIEP ORGANIZATIONAL CHART

Budget/

Accounting

Director,
Robert Kessler

Legislation/
Policy BRC

Building Code Official,
Thomas Riddering

Customer Services
Manager, Christine Rozek

Licetse
Zoning Investigation

Environmental Computer

Health a . .
t?ce:s:d Site PIZnBI;iwew c *‘:'_ nevse!::r:ent
Inspections an ompiiance Help Desk

Checks

Plan Review
& Historic
Preservation

Trade
Inspections

Clerical Support
and Payroll

Program Housing Gambling Hearing
Analyst Initiative Enforcement Officer

Indicates Area Covered by
Performance Audit
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In most cases, a customer must submit building plans and possibly site plans for review in order to obtain
the necessary permits.® The few cases in which plans are not required include roofing, soffit and fascia
improvements and furnace replacements. LIEP staff involved in plan review include the plan reviewers,
site plan reviewers, the structural engineer and the inspectors, though they are not all involved in
reviewing every plan. The following table shows their involvement.

LIEP Staff Involved in Plan Review —

"Plan Reviewers Al plans not requiring significant structural changes or changes in use of the propetty 1
Site Plan Reviewer Commercial, multi-family additions, new construction, changes in use of the property
Structural Engineer All significant structural changes or additions i
Trade Inspectors Complex building plans ) |

The site plan reviewer also coordinates an interdepartmental review team that includes representatives
from Zoning, Public Works, the Water Utility, and Police and Fire departments, as appropriate. The
applicant will meet with staff two to three weeks afier the site plan is submitted. At this meeting
questions can be answered and revisions offered. Staff also work diligently to assist applicants if their
plans do not meet code standards.” District Councils may also be involved if the project will have an
impact on the surrounding area. While site plan review is occurting, the trade inspectors may be
involved in reviewing specific plans designed to show the electrical, plumbing, mechanical or other
relevant work. In some cases, the plan review process is on-going, such as for the Minnesota Wild Arena
which is a large construction project and requires a variety of different plans. The site plan reviewer also
prepares staff reports for site plans that are reviewed by the Planning Commission and he handles any
subsequent appeals to the City Council. This staff person also serves as backup staff for the Board of

Zoning Appeals.

Once the plans have been reviewed and the permits issued, the inspectors will do an initial inspection.
Depending on the type of project, there are given points at which a project must be inspected. The
contractors or property owners are responsible for calling LIEP to arrange for an inspection at the
appropriate time. In general, inspections are required at the “rough-in” stage and upon project completion.
However, inspections are done weekly at bigger construction projects such as the Lawson.Commons
building and the Minnesota Wild Arena. Once the work is completed and approved, the inspector signs the
back of the permit, signs the copy of the permit kept in LIEP’s files, and submits it to clerical staff to be
formally closed out. LIEP issues the temporary certificate of occupancy, if required, upon permit closure.
If the Fire Department is also performing inspections of the project, they are notified of LIEP’s approval of
the project. The temporary certificate of accupancy will not be issued until the Fire Department has also
signed off on the permits. LIEP issues only the temporary certificate of occupancy; periodic
(armual/biennial) inspections and ongoing certificates of occupancy are issued by the Fire Department.

6 Building plans indicate all internal or structural work, site plans show existing and proposed conditions of the
property (such as site layout, grading, drainage and utilities, landscaping), and building information (such as height,
type of construction, sprinklers, and elevation). In limited cases, a tree preservation plan must also be submitted.

T1tis possible that plans cannot feasibly meet code standards. In those cases, the zoning code provides a couple of
options to allow for uses other than those specifically stated in the code, namely variances and special condition use
permits (SCUPs).

2000 Saint Paul City Council Research
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Information Provided on
Permit Application, Review
and Inspection Processes

Front Counter, Project Facilitator
{Potemital Future Use af Web Site)

Permit Issued, Payment Made,
and (if necessary) Temporary
C of O Issued

Building Official, Fire Marshall

Inspection at Rough-In and
Complete Stages, As
Necessary on Large Projects

o I o Trades Inspectors and Fire Prevention

i Sign-Off on Permit(s) and
. Issuance of C of O's

Pt Trades Inspectors, Fire Prevention,
| Building Official

Permit, Plan Review and Inspection Process

contractor/owner prepares
materials for permit
application (plans, etc.)

Permit Application Submitted
(if partial project permit,
repeat process for

other project phases)

Potential Use of
Preliminary Plan Review

Front Counter, Expert on Duty

-~

if small/simple project,
such as roof or fence

Review of Permit Application

Plan Review - all non "simple" projects
Zoning Review - new structures, new use, complex zoning
Site Plan Review - multi-unit residentail or commercial
Structural Plan Review - multi-unit residential, commercial,
or complex structure
Heritage Preservation Review - in heritage preservation
district or designated historic structure or site

Plans Approved
&
SCUPs and variances
granted if neaded

Appeal(s)
of Plan
Review(s)
Granted

Public hearings for zoning, site plan,
heritage preservation or plan reviews

Plans Fail
Review and
Board of Zoning Appeals, Heritage Preservation Are Not
Commission, Plannitig Commission Modified to

Pass Review

could also be appealed to the City Council, i .
and poasibly district court b

Appoal(s) of
Plan Review(s) Denied

Permit Application Danied
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KEY PLANNING CONCEPTS:

. PLANNING o et
Q0 Plan Development Participation

0 Plan Dissemination & Implementation

Policy Alignment: —
Quality Rating: ¥« v¢

Planning is an activity that incorporates a strong future orientation and a willingness to make
long-term commitments to stakeholders. High-performing organizations actively engage in
planning and recognize the impact not only of internal changes, but also of environmental factors
on the organization. Planning considers resource atlocation, economic projections, future needs
of employees, future customer needs and expectations, technological developments, and
stakeholder requirements. Plans can be long- or short-term, and can be issue specific,
organization-wide, departmental-wide or unit-wide. In order to be effective, plans need to be
carried out and updated frequently. Comprehensive plans are also considered policy documents.

LIEP’s Internal Plans

LIEP has a history of engaging in planning activities. In the mid-1990's, LIEP developed a
number of plans to enable and enhance its streamtining efforts. While these plans were
reactionary (they were necessary to meet the objectives for consolidation and mandates from the
Mayor’s Office), LIEP was addressing a problem, namely integrating functions, and did the
appropriate planning to manage the changing circumstances. The plans LIEP produced were:

O Business Process Redesign Project (1994-1996), which consisted of the following plans:

o Functional Redesign Report/Plan (Business Process Redesign Project), 1994
A high-level pian that identified common data and info used across all LIEP functions.
Its objective was to design work processes around shared, property-based information. It
focused on customer service delivery and sought to replace repetitive, duplicative, and
labor intensive administrative processes. (The Business Review Council has in many
ways collaborated in doing much of the work of identifying unnecessary regulations and
duplicate processes.)

0 Administrative Redesign Report/Plan, 1994
The focus of this plan was on service delivery processes and line employees as
customers. It sought to replace administrative processes that were repetitive, duplicative
and labor intensive through information sharing and technology support tools.

o Change Management Plan 1994-1996

This plan had 5 objectives for which steering teams were developed to work on:
reduce processing time for permits and licenses;
reduce number of and increase collections on delinquent license renewals;
reduce cost to businesses by reducing time to obtain permit and license;
eliminate redundancy and complexity in local codes; and
o reduce paperwork and eliminate forms.

[ = = =]

0 Strategic Action Plan, 1996
This plan was required as part of the Office’s annual budget.

i 2000 Saint Paul City Council Research
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Since 1996, LIEP has not done any long-term strategic planning. All recent planning is very
short-term and meant to address very specific issues such as the computer systems. However,
these plans focused only on the steps to make the new computer systems operational. They did
not include plans to help LIEP transition from the old methods of operation to new ones.
Extensive work on basic automation of LIEP’s services appears to have consumed much of the
office’s creative energy in recent years, and LIEP, in effect, has used the automation as an excuse
not to plan. An attitude also exists in LIEP that it is difficult to do planning because of the
regulatory nature of the Office’s functions and the constrainis LIEP faces as a governmental
entity. However, a number of factors could have been considered in LIEP’s planning such as the
growth in construction and the current vitality of the economy.

Overall, LIEP is currently engaging in very limited planning activities. However, LIEP held a
retreat in late 1999 to look at areas that still need to be addressed. They identified three areas of
importance for focused improvement efforts: communication, staff and training, and technology.
There is no clear product yet from this retreat, such as specific activities, or a clear commitment
from the organization to follow through. However, LIEP reports that individual staff member
commitments have been made to facilitate and lead committees to work on the areas identified
for improvement. Nonetheless, in light of the current City culture which does not value
planning, the fact they are still engaging in planning efforts is noteworthy.

The Saint Paul Zoning Code, in Chapter 64.400, requires the zoning code be reviewed every five
years. LIEP and PED staff report that routine text amendments are done on a regular basis, but
the zoning code has not been examined or reevaluated. PED maintains primary responsibility for
fulfilling this requirement, though LIEP shares responsibility for implementing the requirements
of the zoning code. Had LIEP engaged in a planning process that considers its responsibilities
related to the zoning code, it may have addressed this and, therefore, been in compliance.

e s o
R

Gt

fi
%}2 N

Saint Paul Comprehensive Plan

LIEP activities are directly related to the City’s Comprehensive Plan, particularly the Land Use
and Housing Chapters. For example, an objective of the Land Use Plan is to “ensure that 2
building supports broader city-building goals,” and “make a contribution to the neighborhood
and public realm.”® Cleatly, activities related to this goal would require permits, plan reviews
and site plan reviews, and inspections. LIEPs site plan review activities could easily incorporate
such objectives into their criteria. However, it is cleat from staff statements that while certain
staff members try to incorporate these objectives, they feel they can only apply them to a certain
extent because the Comprehensive Plan is not adequately incorporated into LIEP’s practices.

Not only does LIEP fail to actively pursue the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan, they also
fail to use it to identify changing circumstances and priorities. LIEP does not see a direct
relationship between its activities and the objectives of the Plan. They do not consider the
Comprehensive Plan when preparing their own internal plans and look for areas of change or
growth in activities. Rather, it is used by a few select staff members to a limited extent as they
perform their duties. To LIEP, the Plan fails to have the same level of authority as the code,
though in reality the Comprehensive Plan has the same effect of law when used in the review
process as justification for City actions and decisions.

8 Land Use Plan, page 17.

2000 Saint Paul City Council Research
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LIEP tends only to minimally respond and react to the Comprehensive Plan, but is not a part of
the plan formulation process. It is also apparent there are conflicts between some strict
requirements of the zoning code and the objectives of the Plan. If LIEP were involved in the
plan formulation process, these conflicts may be more readily and easily resolved, and the code
and Plan would be more compatible.

=50

Policy Compliance Findings
—1¢

Finding #1: LIEP did a great deal of internal planning in the mid-1990's. Recent planning
activities have been very limited.

= Finding #2: LIEP followed through on many of its planning objectives. An example of this is
LIEP’s 1996 Strategic Action Plan, where LIEP has done an admirable job of following through
on many of its objectives, such as trying to respond to inquiries within 48 hours, providing
information to customers through meetings, written material, classes (such as the January 20,
2000 session held for small contractors), testing, and developing two project facilitator positions.®

-

Finding #3: Many of LIEP’s activities relate directly to the City’s Comprehensive Plan, but
LIEP is not involved in developing the Plan.

- Finding #4: LIEP does not view the Comprehensive Plan as a policy document to which it must
comply.

kf Finding #5: LIEP does not use the Comprehensive Plan as a guide when making its own
organizational plans.

Finding #6: LIEP did not prepare adequate plans in regard to the transition from a system that
involved paper and an outdated, non-Y2K compliant computer system to a fully automated
system. This type of work process analysis and planning at all levels of the organization would
have assisted LIEP in its difficult and complex transition.

u

ate | Policy Compliance Recommendations

ol Recommendation # 1: PED should perform, in conjunction with LIEP, a thorough analysis of
the current Zoning Code. In order to be in compliance with current City Code, this should be

done every five years. The analysis should consider the Code’s compatibilities with the City's

" | Comprehensive Plan and other development priorities, and the Code should be modified

accordingly.

Recommendation # 2: Both PED and LIEP need to take more responsibility for including LIEP
’ in the development processes for the City’s Comprehensive Plan. By taking responsibility for
development, LIEP will feel more responsible for the objectives of the Plan, and will incorporate
the Comprehensive Plan into its own internal plans and practices.

® One objective that has not been implemented will be discussed in the Development section.

arch 2000 Saint Panl City Council Research
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gy LIEP’s involvement in the planning and implementation processes of the City's comprehensive

: plans will enable it to make more recommended changes to the zoning code, so that the code and
i the plans are compatible and mutually enforceable. In cases where the zoning code and the
Comprehensive Plan are not compatible, LIEP should consider granting variances,
equivalencies, or bringing the problem the to Business Review Council for further review and
recommendations.

Recommendation # 3: LIEP should incorporate objectives of the Comprehensive Plans into its
plans for its own operations. By doing so, LIEP will ensure it considers future changes and
remains flexible and uses opportunities to ensure the building stock of the City is solid, safe and
contributes to the vitality of the City.

The Quality of Planning

Planning was evaluated above on a policy compliance level, but an examination of planning from

a quality perspective is also essential to ensure that planning activities are effective and efficient.

If the activities are not evaluated, then the planning efforts will be futite and the plans will mean .
;; nothing to staff. :

Knowledge of Plans

According to the survey results, there seems to be a disconnect between those who do not know
about planning efforts or are not involved in planning and those who are. According to the
survey, one-half the staff surveyed do not know if plans exist. This question received the highest
level of “don’t know” responses of all the survey questions. Further analysis of this group of
respondents gave us no indication that some staff members or groups of staff were purposely
omitted from planning activities.

o g e ST
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Plan Development Participation
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From survey responses, it appears only a few key line staff are consistently involved in planning.
For example, according to the survey, 85% of plan review staff are not aware of any of LIEP’s
planning efforts. From interviews, it seems staff are not actively recruited to pasticipate in
planning. We heard many comments echoing the sentiment that “if you want to be involved, you
can be.” Involvement in planning clearly has to be self-motivated. This is somewhat
i problematic, as employee participation in planning at all levels is valuable to an organization as
3 often the line-staff are in the most direct contact with customers and other outside influences.
' Their input and perspective may be more aligned with the realities of daily operations, and they
may have ideas on how to do things better in the future, It also enhances their ability to
understand how their work contributes to the future of the organization. However, it should be
noted many organizations struggle with how to involve all employees in important decision-
making processes. Clearly, not every employee can be directly involved in writing the planning,
but they should be given the opportunity to provide input before the plan is finalized. It was also
clear the Budget Office, PED and the City Attorney’s Office are not involved in LIEP’s planning,
though they are key stakeholders and participants in LIEP’s activities.
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iy Pian Dissemination and Implementation

The recent limited planning efforts that have taken place could not be based on data analysis
because LIEP did not have comprehensive data, partially due to its antiquated computer systems.
Staff indicate the new computer systems will allow them to collect more comprehensive data.
Finally, it is evident the plans created in the mid-90's have not been analyzed to determine areas
of success, failure, or continued development and inclusion in other plans for the future,

]

What LIEP now considers to be plans, such as progress updates on the new information systems,
are disseminated through e-mail, meetings and monthly newsletters. As for implementation,
according to the survey, 40% of staff “don’t know” how often plans are implemented. In the
past, committees have implemented various aspects of the plans, particularly the quick fixes that

were identified.

While not considered LIEP plans, some LIEP staff are involved in the planning activities of
related organizations. Some inspectors are involved in code planning for their respective trades
at the national, state and local level. They meet to discuss how to implement changes in the
codes, which happen every three years. The Heritage Preservation Commission does an annual
workplan, which is commendable given that it is a citizen commission with very limited staffing.
Very few voluntary commissions in the City of Saint Paul do such planning.

Planning Quality Findings

Finding #7: Many staff are unaware of plans made by LIEP.

Finding #8: Only a few staff are involved in planning. It seems staff have to actively pursue
opportunities to contribute to planning. Leadership rarely seeks out employee participation in
terms of cultivating involvement from those traditionally not involved.

Finding #9: There is an apparent lack of connection between information gathering, analysis,
results evaluation and planning. LIEP does not measure results and therefore cannot pian as
effectively based on their outcomes. In other words, they do not look at where they have been,
so it is difficult to know where they are going.

Finding #10: Many LIEP staff, particularly inspectors, are involved in planning efforts of the
professional organizations to which they belong.

Planning Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 4: LIEP should resume proactive planning, including assessing the current
landscape and future economic, social, human resources, political, and technical impacts on

LIEP’s work.

Q  LIEP must understand the connection between planning and resource allocation to
prevent situations such as the one currently occurring with staff being overworked,
resulting in a highly stressful work environment because technological, economic, and

'

-
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human resource changes were not comprehensively planned. Closer monitoring of
outside influences will assist in projecting changes in workload and resources, such as
those resulting from increased construction in recent years.

Q  Outcome measurement must be incorporated into future planning. LIEP must look at the
results of past planning efforts for lessons learned and areas to continue to work on.
They must also look at results of past quick fixes to determine effectiveness and
remaining issues to be resolved resulting from the changes.

[ LIEP should involve other stakeholders, such as the City Attorney’s Office, Planning and
Economic Development and Public Works in planning process to incorporate the
requirements of other departments and develop an understanding as to how the work of
LIEP affects other departments.

Recommendation # 5: LIEP should involve staff in defining organizational goals and offer ways
for staff to contribute to them. LIEP needs to find ways to include less-involved staff in decision-
making and make them more aware of planning and improvements taking place in the office and
how they can contribute. LIEP should not wait for them to approach management, as history

shows they will not.

2000 Saint Paul Clty Council Research’
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work of Senior organizational leaders need to set direction, create a customer focus, establish and
articulate a clear vision and communicate and make visible the values of the organization.
Reinforcing values and expectations requires personal commitment and involvement. Leaders

fer ways need to take part in the creation of strategies, systems and methods for achieving excellence.

Jecision- These systems and methods need to guide all activities and decisions of the organization.

fice and Leaders must also recognize the role of stakeholders in these processes, and maintain positive

story relationships with them. Finally, staff need to be recognized for their contributions to the

organization and to its mission, vision and values.

Many of an organization’s policies and practices are derived from strong leadership principles.
In this discussion, we look at three leadership areas in which LIEP has developed policies and
practices: mission and vision, internal practices, and stakeholders. Good leadership works to
ensure that all in the organization understand the organization’s purpose — its mission - and
where the organization is going - its vision. Good leaders also articulate values clearly and
exemplify them on a daily basis. Strong leadership forms meaningful relationships with
stakeholders and maintain good communication and cooperation between the two.

Mission and Vision

LIEP has spent a great deal of time developing and refining its vision/mission statement, which is:

“To be a unified, customer service organization, which promotes a healthy and safe
environment through information and enforcement of codes and ordinances.”

The vision of a unified customer service organization was derived from a desire by then Mayor
Scheibel to meet the following four objectives, as mentioned in the introduction:

“]1. The need for improved customer service and the creation of a “one-stop-shop’ for
businesses.

2. The desire to provide customer service training for inspectors and to improve the
coordination of services.

3. The need to review and update the City’s regulations.

4. A desire to reduce the overall costs of enforcement in order to save money.”
The mission and vision will be discussed more fully in the Quality of Leadership discussion,
starting on page 22, but it should be noted that the leadership of LIEP has placed a high level of

importance on ensuring that the mission statement is understood and communicated, a highly
commendable practice. The Director of LIEP is also very concerned with ensuring that staff
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understand his expectations for them, and these expectations have been clearly articulated in
written form, and, according to some staff, modeled by senior leadership. Not only does the
Director have expectations for his management staff, the managers also have clearly articulated
expectations for him. One key piece missing from the expectations is a values statement for all
staff, which will be discussed in more detail in the Quality of Leadership discussion.

Internal Policies

LIEP has developed a number of internal policies to make for more efficient and understandable
operations. These policies are contained in a policy manual which has not yet been finalized,
though all staff have the policies and receive updates as changes are made. Staff also have a
LIEP information booklet which is useful for finding answers to basic questions or determining
which staff member to contact for the correct answer to complicated questions. Certainly this is
an efficient practice as the information is readily available to all staff and allows them to answer
questions immediately and correctly.

Stakeholders

Positive stakeholder relationships are essential to maintaining strong leadership. Leadership
must be able to identify its stakeholders. Stakeholders are “any person, group, or organization
that can place a claim on an organization’s attention, resources, of output or is affected by that
output.”"® Customers also fall under the definition of a stakeholder. LIEP’s customers include
contractors and citizens who apply for permits and go through the plan review, permitting and
inspection processes. They are discussed in more detail in the Customer Focus section of this
audit. Listed below are many of LIEP’s stakeholders followed by a discussion of the
stakeholders with whom LIEP interacts the most:

Q Fire Department O Citizen Service Office and Property

O Saint Paul Regional Water Services Code Enforcement
(formerly the Saint Paul Water Utility) O Problem Properties Committee and

[ Public Works Department Enforcement Coordination Committee

@ Planning and Economic Development O Business Review Council (BRC)
(PED) 3 City Council

O Community Organizations O Other levels of government

0 Design Center 0 Mayor

a

Police Department

Fire Department

LIEP has developed a strong relationship with the Fire Department, namely the Fire Marshal and
the Fire Prevention and Inspection unit. Clearly, this is due to the efforts of the LIEP Director
and the Fire Marshal to maintain open communication and mutual respect between the two
organizations. The Fire Department is primarily responsible for the enforcing the fire code, and
LIEP enforces the building code, though the two codes do overlap in a few areas. For example,
the building code addresses smoke issues, but the building inspectors will defer to the Fire
Department in making determinations as to whether a building meets code on smoke issues. The

10 Bryson, John. Strategic Planning for Public and Nown-Profit Organizations. Jossey-Bass, 1995 page 27,
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Fire Department will also defer to LIEP when a situation is more of a building code issue than a
fire safety concern. While it would seem logical that good communication between the two is
essential, it appears as though the positive relationship between the two Saint Paul departments is
somewhat unusual.’

Saint Paul Regional Water Services

Some overlap exists between the responsibilities of LIEP and Saint Paul Regional Water Services
regarding the enforcement of the plumbing code. Traditionally, LIEP has done inspections of the
plumbing inside the building, and Regional Water has performed inspections for the plumbing
from the water main up to the building for new construction projects only. Regional Water deals
only with drinking water; LIEP handles the waste and ventilation. However, ultimately, the
Building Official has the responsibility for ensuring the plumbing code is enforced. Both
departments currently issue permits relevant to the inspections they perform. While this has not
caused any serious problems to date, the practice of both departments enforcing the same code
should be examined for potential efficiency improvements.

Public Works

LIEP must also interact with other city departments such as Public Works. Part of the interaction
is through site plan review. The site plan reviewer in LIEP has done an excellent job of
convening a group that meets biweekly to review site plans. This review group has decreased the
time it takes to review site plans and increased coordination and communication between the
departments. All involved parties should be commended for their participation in this group.

LIEP and Public Works both retain some responsibility for individual sewage treatment systems.
LIEP would like to see these treatment systems eliminated over time, though LIEP has stated
Public Works has not been as proactive in promoting sewer systems. City code does not require
that individual sewage treatment systems be eliminated, though the City’s Comprehensive Sewer
Plan, written in 1980 and currently being updated, states as policy that the City should “phase out
septic tanks after sewers are made available in newly developed areas.” In an interesting twist,
LIEP is proactively pursuing the objectives of this Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan, unlike
the Land Use and Housing Chapters.

Department of Planning and Economic Development (PED)

In addition to the site plan review group, LIEP and PED also collaborate on business
development projects, but it has been suggested further collaboration between all departments
who work with small businesses should occur. Small businesses may approach PED or PED’s
Business Resource Center for funding and other development questions, while they approach

1 he reality is often poor communication and turf battles between building and fire departments. This is
particularly apparent at the state level, which was discussed in detail in a report on the State Building Code by the
Minnesota Office of the Legislative Auditor. {(Minnesota Office of the Legislative Auditor. State Building Code, A
Program Evaluation Report. 7 January, 1999). The Department of Administration, responsible for the Building
Code, and the departments of Public Safety and Public Service, responsible for the Fire Code and Energy Code
respectively, have not coordinated their efforts well. The codes were not adopted at the same time, and
consequently there were some conflicting requirements. Had coordination occurred, the code conflicts could have
been resolved prior to adoption and implementation, thus reducing the confusion for builders who have to comply
with all codes.
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LIEP for licensing and possibly permitting, plan review and inspections. Therefore, it would be
beneficial to both the departments and the small business owner if there was greater
communication and collaboration between the parties.

PED and LIEP also have a common interest in building construction and rehabilitation projects.
It is clear from many of LIEP’s budget objectives they would like to be involved in these
projects, but they have not yet developed the relationship with PED or with neighbothood
organizations to be as effective as they would like. LIEP also stated they would like to know
more about development projects PED is considering. PED states that many of these projects
never progress beyond the development stage, therefore it would only create unnecessary work
for LIEP. The poor information-sharing practices between PED and LIEP are probably due, in
part, to the poorly shared information systems. The new computer systems in LIEP provide
potential for increased data sharing between PED, LIEP and other offices such as Code
Enforcement, provided they all have access to the systems. More information would allow all
involved parties to track the status of these rehabilitation projects, as well as other concerns and
projects.

Community Organizations

In a similar vein, various community organizations are stakeholders of LIEP. Community
Development Corporations (CDCs) are stakeholders that are involved in building rehabilitations
and the identification of “improvement areas” in which Code Enforcement, LIEP, the
neighborhood, and any other relevant departments or groups collaborate to improve the building
stock of an area. CDCs also have the option of working with LIEP to obtain a building
evaluation. According to LIEP, this is rarely done, although it could be a very valuable tool for
the CDCs. District Councils are often involved with LIEP, especially when projects have to go
through a public review process.

Saint Paul Design Center

This inter-agency group is composed of several city staff from Public Works, PED and Parks and
Recreation. They also have a number of outside partners, including Public Art Saint Paul, the
Capital City Partnership, the Riverfront Corporation, the Port Authority and Ramsey County.
The Design Center is technically overseen by the Riverfront Corporation. The Board and the
Director of the Riverfront Corporation manage the policy work. If the Mayor is in disagreement
with the Riverfront Corporation, the Design Center serves the interests of the Mayor.

Since the creation of the Design Center, there has been some confusion over its regulatory
authority. It does not exert regulatory authority, but rather serves as a consultant and advisor to
downtown design projects. LIEP maintains the regulatory authority for ensuring the buildings
are safe. The Design Center makes recommendations to LIEP, at which point LIEP could choose
to make the recommendations part of the design, or they could choose to ignore them. It is
reported that the Design Center and LIEP have a good working relationship, and that LIEP
recognizes the importance of the Design Center in ensuring downtown structures meet the
objectives of the Saint Paul on the Mississippi Development Framework. The Design Center is
working to be seen as part of a business-friendly environment in Saint Paul and less of a
regulatory body.

2000 Saint Paud City Council Research



ons

Ul

]

—1g

-
=0

=and

Nt

earch

Performance Audit of the City of Saint Paul's Building Permit, Plan Review and Inspections Functions 19

Business Review Council

The Business Review Council (BRC) is composed of representatives from City staff, labor,
neighborhood councils, residents with relevant experience, and Saint Paul business owners and
organizations. The BRC meets monthly, and has two subcommittees, the Business Issues
Committee and the General Legislation Committee, that also meet monthly. The BRC has been
most active in identifying unnecessary licensing regulations. They were recently involved in
reaching an agreement with the taxicab industry in Saint Paul to increase the number of licensed
taxis in the City and allow a rate increase. LIEP provides the staff support for the BRC, and
other departments, suich as PED and Public Works, also participate and provide support as
necessary, The BRC is involved in only a limited capacity in the permitting, plan review, site
plan review and inspections processes of LIEP.

Citizen Service Office, Property Code Enforcement and the Police
Department

Citizen complaints are often funneled through the Citizen Service Office to the appropriate
departments. Therefore, some zoning complaints go through this office to reach LIEP, and the two
offices must share information, On a broader scale, LIEP and Property Code Enforcement, a
section of the Citizen Service Office, interact in a number of ways. LIEP inspects vacant buildings
to determine the building code violations that must be addressed to bring the building into
compliance. LIEP will inspect later to determine if those issues have been addressed. Code
Enforcement inspects them for property maintenance code violations, and maintains the vacant
building list for the city. LIEP and Code Enforcement must interact to ensure that when a permit is
pulled for work on a vacant building, that the permit is not closed until the building meets the
minimum property maintenance requirements. Code Enforcement and LIEP’s Animal Control
Unit also cooperate extensively in rodent baiting efforts. Finally, LIEP and Code Enforcement
must interact on building projects which have become *problems” because of the long time it takes
for their completion, and the nuisance these projects create for neighbors. Notably, these two
offices view this issue very differently. Code Enforcement believes there are many such projects
which are long-term problems, while LIEP holds that there are only a half a dozen such cases.

City Council

LIEP leadership is also responsible for communicating with the legislative body of the City, the
City Council. The City Council is certainly a stakeholder in LIEP’s activities, as many of the
policies passed by the Council directly affect LIEP, and the Council is also responsible for
approving LIEP’s budget. The City Council is also the final arbiter on many LIEP decisions
such as appeals from the Heritage Preservation Commission, Planning Commission and Board of
Zoning Appeals. Maintaining open communication is essentiai to the vitality of the department.
Overall, this relationship is handled relatively well. The BRC communicates with the Council on
a regular basis, and LIEP uses the BRC to communicate many of its concerns and issues,
particularly related to licensing, to the Council.

However, LIEP is also responsible for communicating directly with the Council, particularly at
this time as a result of funding provisions for the new computer systems, known as ECLIPS and
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AMANDA.2 LIEP has done some updates for the Council, though they do not appear to
adequately address the problems LIEP encountered in regard to the ECLIPS and AMANDA
systems.’* LIEP has fallen far behind on its implementation dates for the systems, and has been
open about it, though not entirely ciear about the reasons for the delay. Written documentation
given to the Council does not entirely explain the problems LIEP faced with its original software
developer, Online Services, Inc. Nor does the documentation explain the transition in the
software name from ECLIPS to ECLIPS II to AMANDA, which is an off-the-shelf software that
CSDC, Inc., the current contracted software developer, sells for permitting and inspections. The
original ECLIPS project was to include what AMANDA does. To differentiate it from the
original Online project it was call ECLIPS I before LIEP contracted with CSDC, Inc. While
this may seem insignificant, it is actually an important piece to comprehending the current
situation in LIEP. LIEP has not updated the Council on the status of the computer systems since
April, 1999, though they have since implemented major portions of the programs.

Other Levels of Government

LIEP essentially enforces state law through enforcement of the building codes. However, the
state retains some responsibility. With few exceptions, LIEP maintains all responsibility for
inspections within the City, including inspection of most state property in Saint Paul and Saint
Paul School District property. One outstanding exception is the permitting and inspections
process for tank instatiation and removal. The City is required to issue permits for above-ground
tank installations, but the State Fire Marshal is required to issue a letter of approval to the
contractor. The State Fire Marshal is responsible for inspecting them, but it is not clear that this
is happening, and it appears that no one is doing inspections.

The City of Saint Paul is also represented at the state level on a number of committees, including
the Minnesota Uniformity Committee, which is a group that shares common equivalencies and
code interpretations.

The State gives primary responsibility to the City for hearing appeals to the Building Code.
Appeals are generally dealt with at the department level before they go to a Legislative Hearing
Officer. However, the City Code does not allow Saint Paul’s Legislative Hearing Officer to
grant waivers to the state building code. The Uniform Building Code, which the state building
code is based upon, requires all municipalities establish a local board of appeals. However, the
Minnesota Legislative Auditor reports that few municipalities have done this. Minnesota
Statutes also state that anyone who disagrees with the final decision of a municipality may appeal
that decision to the Commissioner of Administration. Some concern exists that perhaps another
method should be used to hear appeals to the building code at the city level.

LIEP is also required to submit annual reports the State Historic Preservation Office on heritage
preservation activities, per our local government agreement. These reports are tardy by several

years. In the interview process, this was attributed to a significant staff shortage in the heritage
preservation area. However, LIEP management indicate the reason for the lateness is that these
reports are a low priority.

12 ECLIPS is an acronym for Etectronic Computerizes License, Inspection and Permitting System. AMANDA is
an acronym that stands for Automated Management of Data and Applications.

13 The new computer systems are discussed in more detail in the Information and Analysis section,
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LIEP also has to interact with the federal government either when the federal government is
doing a building project in Saint Paul or when a project is taking place in a floodplain. In the
first case, as with private parties, the federal government is required to pull permits for all work
as is required by law. However, LIEP reports the federal government refuses to pull permits or
to let the City inspect its projects. The other situation where the City works with the federal
government is if a non-governmental project is taking place within a flood plain. Federal
agencies, such as the Federal Emergency Management Administration and the Army Corp of
Engineers, will then become involved in permitting and inspections. With these projects, the
Site Plan Reviewer coordinates the involvement of the necessary parties.

Sasat ot

Leadership Policy Compliance Findings

Finding #11: LIEP has developed a mission/vision statement.
Finding #12: LIEP has developed internal policies which are widely circulated.

Finding #13: LIEP has a wide variety of stakeholders, some of whom it works with very well,
and others with whom the relationship needs to be further developed or clarified.

Finding #14: LIEP has not kept the City Council as up-to-date as it should on the progress of
the automation or the problems LIEP has encountered in implementing the systems.

Finding #15: Some of LIEP’s responsibilities overlap with those of other governmental entities.
Sometimes these are not coordinated effectively.

Finding #16: The City appears not to be in compliance with state law as it has not established a
local board of appeals to hear appeals to decisions of the building code official. Appeals can be
heard by the Legislative Hearing Officer, though the Hearing Officer is denied the authority to
grant waivers to the building code by the City Code. However, in the State Auditor’s report on
this subject, the State did not seem concerned with this lack of local appeal boards.

Finding #17: LIEP has been tardy on reports it is supposed to submit annually to the State of
Minnesota’s Historic Preservation Office .

Leadership Policy Compliance Recommendations

Recommendation # 6: At a minimum, communication between LIEP and the State Fire Marshal
needs to be improved so they can insure that inspections, installations, and removal of fuel storage
tanks are occurring, In order to ensure compliance the approval should come from the City,
rather than from the state, leaving all responsibility at the City level. LIEP should work with the
State Fire Marshal to determine procedural and legislative changes required to bring this about.

Recommendation # 7: LIEP and Saint Paul Regional Water Services need to clarify their roles
relating to the plumbing code. As the Building Official has ultimate responsibility for enforcing
the plumbing code, perhaps LIEP should conduct the inspections currently performed by Regional
Water. This may lead to enhanced efficiency for both entities.
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Recommendation # 8: LIEP should market its service of providing building evaluations to
community development corporations. This valuable tool would enhance the relationship between
CDCs and the City and ensure that rehabilitations address building code problems appropriately.

Recommendation # 9: LIEP and the Design Center should clarify their respective roles and
level of authority and clearly explain them to permit applicants.

Recommendation # 10: LIEP and the City Attorney’s Office need to clarify whether the City is
in compliance with state law regarding appeals of decisions of the building code official.

Recommendation # 11: LIEP and PED should take leadership in developing a quarterly
interdepartmental meeting for all staff who work with small businesses.

Recommendation # 12: LIEP should meet with Code Enforcement and other appropriate City
agencies to discuss and find solutions to the issue of long-term incomplete projects in the City’s
neighborhoods.

Recommendation # 13: LIEP needs to come into, and remain in, compliance with state
reporting requirements for both its building code and heritage preservation activities.

Recommendation # 14: LIEP should provide the City Council at regularly scheduled intervals,
a complete explanation of the current aufomation situation including funding, hours spent on the
project, timeline and reasons for the lengthened timeline. '

See also Recommendations 4 and 5 on inclusion in planning activities.

Quality of Leadership

Vision and Mission

As mentioned previously, the vision and mission have to be clearly articulated from the top of
the organization down. This is a vitally important characteristic of a high-performing
organization. In the case of the City, the Mayor has ultimate responsibility for communicating
his vision to staff, whether this is communicated directly from him or through department and
office directors. According to the survey responses, the Mayor’s vision is ineffectively
communicated to staff. However, based on a January 20, 2000 presentation at LIEP’s training
for small contractors (held after the survey was conducted), it was evident the Mayor does have a
vision of enhanced customer service which portrays LIEP as an easy place to do business—a one-
stop shop. Clearly, a vision exists, but the Mayor has either failed to find a way to communicate
this to LIEP, or management has failed to articulate the Mayor’s vision to staff. On the other
hand, according to the majority of survey responses, the Director and managers effectively
convey the Office’s mission and vision. But, it must also be mentioned that one-quarter of LIEP
staff surveyed feel the Director and managers do not effectively convey the mission and vision.

From interviews with staff, it seems there is some confusion between the definition of vision and
mission. Part of this may stem from LIEP management, who use the words “mission” and
“vision” interchangeably in internal documents. Therefore, most interview responses indicated
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L that the mission and vision are the same for LIEP. Upon closer examination, Council Research

3 determined that the mission statement does not fit exclusively into either category. By

definition, “a mission outlines an organizational purpose while a vision goes on to describe how
the organization should look if it is working extremely well in relation to its environment and its
key stakeholders.”™* A vision incorporates the mission, values, goals, strategies and performance
criteria, According to staff, this vision/mission comes from the Director, though it does not seem
to be integrated into the practices of the organization. It appears the employees do not
understand how their responsibilities contribute to achieving the mission and vision, at least
partially because there are no clear objectives directly linked to the mission.

LIEP reports that as a part of the recent planning retreat it clarified its organizational vision, in
order to make it “more inspiring and challenging.” LIEP also reports that it has established core
organizational values. However, in the interview process which followed this retreat, no staff
mentioned any specific vision~~distinct from the mission, or organizational values.

Values

By definition, values are a “desirable code of behavior to which the organization adheres or
aspires.™’ Despite the lack of a clear values statement in LIEP, staff reported that the managers
and the Director effectively convey the values of the organization, another characteristic of high
performing organizations. Interviewees responded that values are exemplified through the
actions of the Director and the values applied to policy decisions. During the interview process
the values of good customer service and timeliness were emphasized, though rarely was anything
more specific stated. Values statements that were articulated were essentially the same as the
mission statement. LIEP clearly places a high value on offering good customer service, although
it does not have a clear and uniformly identified set of well-articulated values, However, one-
quarter of the staff felt the managers and Director were not effective in conveying the values of

the organization.

Staff Recognition

E Another essential component of effective leadership is staff recognition. Overall, it was reported
‘ the Director and managers do a good job of recognizing staff. This seemed to be particularty true
for plan review staff, 92% of whom felt managers and the Director do a good job recognizing
staff, LIEP clearly places a high value and emphasis on employee recognition. In interviews,
many staff mentioned they feel recognized through the respect they are shown and level of
decision-making authority they are given by their colleagues and by management. Management
also expressed they are trying to determine the best ways to recognize staff without being
patronizing. Management currently use both informal methods to recognize staff, such as “I
Love AMANDA?” buttons (AMANDA is one of the new computer systems) and polo shirts, and
more formal methods such as an employee-of-the-month program. The City also had a city-wide
employee of the month program, but it appears to have been terminated. LIEP staff expressed
frustration with the termination, particularly since one of their own employees had been
nominated for the program. In response, LIEP started its own program.

14 Bryson, page 155.
¥ Ibid. p. 77.
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Leadership Quality Findings
Finding #18: The Mayor has not effectively communicated his vision directly to LIEP staff.

Finding #19: LIEP Director and managers are good at communicating the organization’s
mission to staff.

Finding #20: LIEP doces not have clearly articulated values.

Finding #21: LIEP management do a good job of recognizing staff contributions. They
continue to seek better methods to recognize staff.

Leadership Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 15: LIEP should evaluate its mission statement to ensure it answers the
following questions:

0 Who are we? What distinguishes LIEP from other City departments?
Q What do we do?

Q For whom do we do it?

Q Why do we do it?

Recommendation # 16: LIEP should identify objectives to pul the mission statement into action
and also identify specific objectives for each area of LIEP. This will enhance employee
understanding of how their particular responsibilities help meet those objectives and thus Julfill
the mission. Finally, LIEP should identify specific organizational values under which all
employees operate and exemplify them at all levels of the organization.

2000 Saint Paul City Council Research
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- TRAINING

KEY TRAINING CONCEPTS:
o Education & Training Resource Allocation
o Employer Commitment
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Policy Compliance: T+

Quality Rating: PA Gk Gk ¢

The Malcolm Baldrige Quality system pairs the concepts of training and development. We have
chosen to split training and development into two subsections because our findings warrant two
separate discussions.

Employee success depends on having opportunities for personal learning and opportunities to
develop and practice skills. “Personal learning can result in more satisfied and versatile
employees, greater opportunity for organizational cross-functional learning, and an improved
environment for innovation.”® Providing training and education is also a good way to
demonstrate commitment to employees.

Employees in successful organizations are provided the tools they need to produce quality
services. These same employees are given encouragement and the resources to develop a set of
skills that allows them to contribute more effectively to the organization over time. Training can
help employees better serve customers. Successful organizations also link the training and
development of their employees to the organization’s goals and priorities. This linkage occurs
through the development and implementation of a long-term strategic plan tied to basic
organizational values.

Training Objectives and Policies

LIEP has clearly placed a high level of importance on training. One of the stated goals of its
1996 Strategic Plan was “to provide continuing education and training that achieves customer
service goals and ensures competency in new technologies, codes, regulations and procedures.”
Objectives to achieve this goal include providing adequate funding for training, ensuring that the
training staff receive is appropriate, and completing an educational plan for every employec. The
Director also stressed the importance of providing relevant and meaningful training particularly
when it is difficult to add more staff.

LIEP provides a great deal of information to its new employees. New front-counter employees
receive a packet of information which contains LIEP policies, time cards, and other human
resource information. New inspectors are paired with more experienced inspectors during the
initial weeks of their employment with LIEP. Employees also have a comprehensive LIEP
handbook that assists them in answering customer questions.

LIEP provides a substantial amount of both financial and time resources for staff to obtain
training, and they have developed educational plans for all employees. Counter staff have

18 2000 Criteria for Performance Excellence, Baldrige National Quality Program.
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received customer service training and have also been cross-trained t0 handle both permit and
license applications. Inspectors have received trade-specific training primarily through the
Minnesota Department of Administration or through their particular trade associations. Plan
examiners have also received some general training in the basics of the electrical and mechanical
codes, and are able to do structural reviews for residential projects and basic zoning reviews.
With the implementation of the new computer systems, many staff have received relevant
training in order to utilize the systems and train other staff members.

Some concerns have been raised by LIEP staff and by other City staff that too many training
resources have been focused on the trade inspectors, while other staff have more limited training
opportunities. Some of this may simply be because there are more training opportunities
available for inspectors due in part to certification requirements,

Training Policy Compliance Findings
Finding #22: LIEP has invested significant financial and human resources in training.

Finding #23: The LIEP handbook is a very comprehensive and useful tool to which all staff
have access.

Finding #24: Each employee has an annually-updated educational plan.

Finding #25: Counter staff are cross-irained in permitting and licensing. Other staff have
received some limited cross-training.

Finding #26: Too many training resources may be altocated to the trades inspectors, potentially
limiting training opportunities for other staff.

Training Policy Recommendation

Recommendation # 17: LIEP should reassess where resources are allocated for training to
determine if some staff have less access to training than others, and whether this is appropriate.

LIEP should also determine if, and how, the training is affecting workload allocation.

Quality of Training

LIEP employees were asked their opinion on the effectiveness of LIEP’s use of education and
training opportunities. The survey results indicate that 98% of staff feel LIEP “effectively” or
“very effectively” uses education and training opportunities. This speaks very well for the
organization and demonstrates its willingness to invest in its employees. From the interviews, it
was apparent that training is widely available and encouraged. Some staff, such as the
inspectors, are required to obtain a certain amount of training to maintain their licenses. LIEP
provides the funding and the time for this training. Commendably, this Office sets aside a
relatively large amount of its budget for these necessary training activities. Also mentioned
previously, there is some internal cross training for front counter staff, but not in the other areas. o

2000 Samt Paul City Council Research E
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Finally, the development of the Project Facilitator positions has assisted the organization in
having at least two staff operate as “generalists.” The Project Facilitator [ works as a generalist
in the licensing area, although she is somewhat knowledgeable in plan review and inspections as
well, The yet-to-be-filled Project Facilitator II position will be a generalist in permitting, review
and inspections area.

Training Quality Finding

Finding #27: Through the survey, we found the vast majority of LIEP staff feel the resources
provided by LIEP are “somewhat effective” or better. As mentioned above, training is widely
encouraged and available, though more so for trade inspectors than for other staff.

Training Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 18: LIEP needs to encourage all staff in all work areas to pursue relevant
training and provide the resources whenever possible,

Recommendation # 19: More cross-education of all LIEP functions would be valuable. Staff
tend to have limited knowledge of the functions of work areas beyond their own. Having a good
working knowledge of the other functional areas will assist staff in answering customer
questions and coordinating efforts to prevent problems.

2000 Saimt Paul City Council Research
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KEY DEVELOPMENT CONCEPTS:
Employee Contribution e

DEVELOPMENT |2 Voxtmimmen

o Labor/Management Relationship
a Employee Evaluation
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Policy Compliance: —

Quality: PAGK ¢

An organization’s success depends largely on the knowledge, skills, innovation, creativity and
motivation of its employees. Valuing employees means committing to their development,
satisfaction, and well-being. High performing organizations often provide opportunities within
the organization for development and growth. Organizational knowledge is shared so employees
can better serve customers and contribute to achieving the organization’s goals and objectives.
Development also includes building internal partnerships with employees through means such as
labor-management cooperation and the creation of a supportive work environment for all
employees.

Development Policies

One of LIEP’s goals from its 1996 Strategic Action Plan was 1o improve employee torale in all
areas of the Office of LIEP. This goal included the following objectives:

O Encourage managers to nomjnate employees for recognition. (As mentioned previously,
LIEP does a good job of recognizing staff.)

0 Use the Labor Issues Focus Group to resolve job and morale concermns. (This group 1S no
longer meeting.)

Relating to the last objective, one of LIEP’s 1998 Budget Objectives was to “Monitor employee
views and ideas for improvements and develop a labor-management partnership to address areas
of mutual concern.” Clearly, this labor-management partnership has not come to fruition. The
need for such a group will be more clearly articulated in the following quality discussion.

Development Policy Findings

Finding #28: LIEP addressed the need to improve employee morale in its 1996 Strategic Action
Plan, but has not followed through on some important objectives to reach this goal.

Finding #29: LIEP does not have an active labor-management group.

Development Policy Recommendations

Recommendation # 20: LIEP should follow through on its commitment fo open communication
between staff and management and discuss together issues related 1o morale and other

1000 Saint Paul City Council Research
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workplace concerns. This could involve increased management attendance at work-group or
feam meetings, as well as more proactive involvement of staff not traditionally involved in
organization-wide discussions.

Recommendation # 21: LIEP should reconvene a labor-management group to actively pursue
issues of mutual concern. Clear guidelines and expectations should be established so meetings
are a place for cooperation, not confrontation and complaining. Leaders should emphasize this
is a non-grievance discussion forum. The leaders of the group will also need to engage the
problems encountered by the first labor-management group, such as too many participants —
The last group had two representatives from each bargaining unit in LIEP which may have made
the group too unwieldy and ineffective.

Quality of Development

Staff Contribution to Organizational Goals and Processes

It was clear through the survey results staff feel disconnected from decision-making in LIEP. When
asked about opportunities to contribute to decisions made about operations and procedures in LIEP,
58% of staff surveyed stated there were few to no opportunities. We found very similar results to
the question regarding opportunities to contribute to the organization’s goals. We examined more
closely the overall responses of the group that stated few to no opportunities exist to contribute to
decisions regarding operations and procedures to determine whether this group’s responses differed
from the general population. Their responses are highlighted in the following chart.

Responses and characteristics of staff who felt there were few to no
opportunities to contribute to decisions —

When asked about oppottunities to contribute to decisions made about operations and procedures of LIEP,
58% of staff felt there were few to no opportunities. Commeon characteristics and responses of this group:

O Tenured and representative of all work areas surveyed;

Generally less involved in professional organizations;

See work environment as slightly more negative than the general population;

Significantly less aware of data collection practices and whether the data is used effectively;

More negative on the usefulness of ECLIPS, AMANDA, and other computer systems; g
i
i

Generally see less monitoring and responsiveness of customer needs and satisfaction; and

[ R A A A

Unaware of any results measurement in LIEP, and don’t know if goals are achieved. el

%
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It appears this group is less involved in the organization. This may be due partially to
management not involving them in the decision-making process, and partially due to their own
lack of motivation to be involved. One interviewee suggested management creates the “big
picture” and staff have to decide how to fit in. This sentiment was reflected in comments from
other interviews where staff expressed that opportunities exist, but that staff have to pursue those

2000 Saint Paul City Council Research

L



Performance Audit of the City of Saint Paul’s Building Permit, Plan Review and Inspections Functions

opportunities. However, one of the expectations the Director has of LIEP managers is that they
“involve employees in decision making; seek input.” Involvement may also vary by work unit—
different units within the Office seem to have different means to garner staff input. Some use
very formal methods, such as staff mectings, while other supervisors visit informally with their
staff on a daily basis. Some methods may be more effective than others and the effectiveness of
methods will vary by employee.

Work Environment

Nearly two-thirds of the LIEP staff surveyed feel the environment is “conducive” or “very
conductive” to the well-being of all staff. However, 36% of staff stated they feel the
environment is “not conducive” to the well-being of all staff. While it is alarming that one-third
of the staff feel this way, it is also important to note this negativity could impact the rest of the
staff. This group’s responses are explored in the following table.

Responses of staff who felt the work environment was not conducive to well-
being and growth of all staff —

36% of LIEP staff surveyed felt the work environment was not conducive fo the well-being and growth
all staff. This group typically gave more negative responses to nearly every question. General responses
of this group:

O  See less planning in their work arca and staff involvement in planning;

O Feel the Mayor, Director, and managers do not effectively convey a clear vision,
mission, or values;

Do not feel encouraged 1o participate in professional organizations,

Less positive about labor-management relationship;

Less involved in decisions made about operations, procedures, and goals of LIEP;

See less monitoring and responsiveness to custormer needs and satisfaction; and

o 00 oo

| Less aware of the results measurement activities of LIEP, less knowledgeable as to whether LIEP
compares its results with other arganizations, and less knowledgeable as to whether or not LIEP meets |§
i its goals. :

S aprhg, AR RO A BT TR et

Possible explanations for the less conducive work environment include stress due to increased
workloads and computerization, staft shortages, and the high volume of construction over the
past couple of years. It was also reported by a number of people that there is a division between
those in the Office willing to make changes and those who prefer the old methods of operation.
An uneven workload distribution between sections may exist in LIEP. Some sections, such as
plan review, seem to have more work than staff. The lack of planning by LIEP may also be
contributing to the stress level. LIEP has not done an adequate job of anticipating and planning
for the changing workloads resulting from increased construction, the health of the economy, and
the automation of the office. Another possible explanation for the lower rating of the work
environment may be the lack of empowerment some staff feel, which makes the environment
more stressful. Some staff expressed a sense that their needs and input are largely ignored by
decision-making staff, notably those involved in developing and implementing the ECLIPS and
AMANDA systems. Other external factors beyond LIEP’s control may also affect morale such

2000 Saint Paui City Council Researc!
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as potential privatization/competition of city services and drawn-out labor negotiations. LIEP

Y

it— management report the reason some staff feel the work environment is not conducive to their
well-being is the changeover to a new computer system, although Council Research believes the

ir dynamics are significantly more complex.

of
Finally, with respect to work environment, another survey question asked how the Director and
managers are at creating a work environment that is equally supportive of all employees
regardless of race, color, class, gender, age, national origin, sexual orientation or physical ability.
Fully ninety percent of the staff surveyed stated they are “fairly good” to “very good” at creating
a supportive work environment.

. Labor-Management Relationship

© The lack of a formal labor-management partnership was mentioned in the policy compliance
section of Development. This lack of partnership may have an impact on the staff’s view of the

1 relationship. Overall, most staff feel the labor-management relationship is mediocre or fair,

although one-fourth of staff say labor and management “work together poorly.” This group’s
responses are examined in more detail in the following table. There is a general sense from other
City staff who frequently interact with LIEP that within LIEP, particularly within the trades
inspection area, loyalty is to the union first and then to the City. This attitude may influence the
way staff perform their duties, as discussed further in the Customer Focus section. It should be
mentioned that LIEP management is not exclusively responsible for the bargaining unit’s
relationship to the City. Contract negotiation is not conducted by LIEP, but rather by the Office
of Labor Relations. However, LIEP management is directly involved in the grievance resolution
process for LIEP staff. Notably, an examination of the number and type of grievances filed by
LIEP employees shows they are similar to those of other departments, taking into account
department size. So this reportedly poor relationship does not manifest itself in grievances filed.

Responses from staff who believe labor & management work together poorly—

One-fourth of staff feel that labor and management “work together poorly.” This group’s responses are ;
consistently more negative than LIEP staff is, in general, in all categories. Listed below are some key :
findings of the responses of this group:

1 Not aware of the Mayor’s vision for LIEP, do not believe the director conveys the vision effectively,
do not see the director or managers as conveying the mission or values of the organization effectively;

View the work environment as not conducive to the well-being of staff;

State the overall work environment for persons of protected classes is not good to fairly good;

cn See few to no oppottunities to contribute to decisions;
:‘ Not aware of what data is coliected for permitting, plan review, or inspections;
i Do not know if the computer systems meet the needs of LIEP;
:(Igld Not aware of any systematic internal evatuation in LIEP;
Not aware of any monitoring of changes in customer needs or satisfaction performed by LIEP, and feel
that at best LIEP is “partially responsive” to changes in customer needs and satisfaction; and
d Unaware of any results measurement and goal achievement in EIEP.
h
sarch 2000 Saint Paul City Council Research
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Labor representatives within LIEP may view themselves as having less of a role in decision-
making. At the same time, some management staff also expressed a sense of hopelessness about
their ability to work with the unions. Unions are seen as an obstacle rather than as a partner.
Unions may also perpetuate this feeling by being adversarial and uncooperative. These attitudes
may permeate throughout the organization, hampering the relationship. An example of this
situation is the creation and implementation of the Project Facilitator positions, recommended in
the 1994 Functional Redesign Plan. In 1998, the Process Redesign Change Management
Committee was reorganized into a formal labor-management committee to address union
concerns regarding the creation of these positions. The proposal was held up in this committee
as the unions could not agree on who would represent the Project Facilitator positions.

Employee Evaluation

The majority of surveyed employees responded their performance is reviewed annually, LIEP
continues to make a concerted effort to review employee evaluation methods for their usefulness.
Sixty percent of respondents feel the evaluations are somewhat useful or better, the other 40%
feel they are not useful.

Development Quality Findings

Finding #30: Over half of the surveyed LIEP staff say there are “few” to “no opportunities” to
contribute to the organization’s decisions about operations and procedures. The same statistic
exists for opportunities for staff to contribute to the goals of the organization,

Finding #31: Two-thirds of staff feel the work environment is “somewhat conducive” to “very
conducive” to the well-being of all staff. The other one-third of staff who feel the work
environment is “not conducive” have a more negative view of the organization in general.

Finding #32: Ninety percent of staff surveyed feel the Director and managers have created a
supportive work environment for people of protected classes.

Finding #33: The labor-management relationship is mediocre to fair. One-quarter of LIEP staff
surveyed feel the two groups work together poorly. This group gave consistently more negative
responses to survey questions than LIEP staff as a whole.

Development Quality Recommendation

Recommendation # 22: LIEP should address work environment issues. The proposed Labor-
Management Committee should discuss both the factors negatively impacting the environment
and what specific steps can be taken to decrease the stress level experienced by many staff.
Additionally, this group could examine what specifically could be done to make LIEP a more
supportive work environment for those who feel it is not currently supportive.

2000 Saint Paul City Council Research
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Information and analysis is the foundation of a performance management system. Relevant
information relates to customers, services, employees, and costs. Analysis of this data should be
used for evaluation, decision-making and operational improvement within the organization. Data
are used to determine trends, projections, and cause and effect. They also support planning,
performance reviews, comparisons and benchmarks.

Automation Policies

Given LIEP’s activities refated to permitting, plan review and inspections, one might expect a
great deal of data to be collected on functions such as permit fees collected, inspections
completed and change orders written — among numerous other functions. In the past, LIEP has
collected data on the number of inspections conducted, permit values, permit revenues and other
budgetary data. However, LIEP is currently collecting very little data beyond the budgetary
information to support its operations. Some of this is due to the changing information systems in
LIEP from a dBase system that was not Y2K compliant to ECLIPS and AMANDA. The dBase
system did not allow communication between functions such as licensing and permitting.
Therefore, LIEP began, back in 1995, to look for a new information system that would be useful
across activities. To this end, they contracted with Online Business Systems, Inc. in late 1995 to
design a system that would integrate the licensing, permitting, plan review, zoning and
inspections processes, known as ECLIPS. The goal was *“to install a custom designed computer
system that will allow a single point of contact for the customer, a single request (application) for
information, and a 48-hour maximum response time to customer requests.”’

Unfortunately, Online failed to deliver a product in a reasonable, specified amount of time and
the contract was terminated. In early 1999, LIEP contracted with CSDC Systems, Inc. to design
ECLIPS 2, which is now known as AMANDA. The system is in the early stages of operation.
A great deal of information remains to be loaded into the system and other functions to be
completed before AMANDA is entirely operational. LIEP is over one year behind schedule on
implementation of the system, though they remain within budget. The foliowing table outlines

each system’s budget to date.

Paid Balance
ECLIPS (Online Business Systems) $697,228 $0
AMANDA (CSDC) $319,712 $211,099

17 LIEP report to the City Council, April 1, 1997,
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The problems with office automation have also pushed back the implementation dates for the
hand-held computers for the inspectors. LIEP is hopeful that some inspectors will be able to

begin using them this year, with the remainder in use in 2001. The hand-held computers will
allow inspectors to retrieve inspections records and issue and log written citations in the field.

Other City departments have also expressed interest in implementing AMANDA. LIEP is
currently assisting the Fire Department with developing the system for fire inspections, and PED
and Citizens Service Office have also expressed interest in utilizing the system. A unified
system would allow all departments access to the same property information through the shared
address files. This would create efficiencies for City operations and improve communication
between the various departments. A City-wide GIS team is also working to identify software
that would interface between AMANDA and GIS. The current software, Arcview, is cost
prohibitive to install City-wide (about $1000 - $1500 per copy), thus only a limited number of
people have access to it. Other, far less expensive programs exist, and the GIS group is
developing specifications for these products. Such a program would allow all departments that
currently use or will be using AMANDA to access the same information from the GIS system.

Information and Analysis Policy Compliance Findings

Finding #34: In the past, LIEP collected some information on the number of inspections
conducted and some budgetary data such as permit values and permit revenues. Cutrently, no
data is collected or analyzed beyond required budgetary data.

Finding #35: LIEP staff should be given a great deal of credit for taking on the task of automating
the Office’s information systems. It has involved many staff hours to monitor the contracts as well
as develop and learn new systems. It has also required that staff not directly involved in
developing the systems take on responsibilities formerly assigned to the staff now working on
developing the new computer systems. Staff have shown a strong commitment to the project.

Finding #36: The anticipated implementation dates of 2000 and 2001 for hand-held computers
for inspectors seems lengthy given the potential usefulness and efficiency of hand-held
computers. It does not appear that specific plans are in place to begin the implementation of the
hand-helds or train inspectors to effectively use them.

Finding #37: Other departments are interested in implementing AMANDA. LIEP is providing
them with staff assistance.

Finding #38: A City-wide GIS team is working to identify economically feasible software that
would interface between AMANDA and GIS.

Information and Analysis Policy Compliance
Recommendations
Recommendation # 23: The City of Saint Paul should provide the financial resources to allow

for the purchase of an economical software package that would interface between the GIS system
and AMANDA. This would allow broad access to GIS for all departments utilizing the
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AMANDA system and enhance the ability to coordinate activities and information between
various departments.

Recommendation # 24: Not only must LIEP work to implement hand-held computers as soon as
possible due to their usefulness, LIEP must also train its inspectors to integrate the hand-held
computers into their work practices. Inspectors must make it a practice to load all inspections
comments into the database so other inspectors have the same information. Inspectors should
also begin the practice of looking up information to ensure they are providing permittees with
accurate information.

Quality of Information and Analysis

Data Collection and Analysis

From the interviews, it was clear LIEP did have data on paper and in the old computer systems,
though it was rarely compiled for analysis. When data was collected, it was primarily basic
performance statistics, such as the number of inspections done, and used for balancing workload.
LIEP is also collecting data on revenue received from permits and the value of the permitted
projects. This data is used for\budget preparation. LIEP is not currently doing any further data
compilation. One-third to one-half of LIEP staff surveyed stated they do not know what data is
collected on the customer service/permitting, plan review, and inspections processes. One-third
of staff do not know if data is used effectively. Of those who answered the question, they believe
data is used “somewhat effectively.” Therefore, the data that is collected is not widely shared or

used by many staff.

Staff Awareness of Automation

We found staff to be generally unaware of the effectiveness of LIEP’s automation efforts. When
asked if needs were met through ECLIPS:

O One-half of staff surveyed do not know if LIEP’s needs are met.

O Of those who do know if LIEP’s needs are met, the average answer was “few needs are met.”
@ Over one-third of staff indicated “needs are not met.”

We received somewhat similar responses to the same questions regarding AMANDA:

O One-third of LIEP staff surveyed don’t know if needs are met through AMANDA.

O Of those who do, the majority stated that “few of the needs are met.”

Q 37% indicated “needs are not met.”

We also asked about the other information systems in the office (word processing, e-mail,
Intemnet access). In this case, we found one-quarter of LIEP staff do not know if needs are met,
and, of those who do, the most common response was “few of the needs are met.”

We anticipated finding that needs may not yet be met with AMANDA, but were somewhat
surprised with the responses regarding ECLIPS and the other computer systems. There may be a

number of reasons for these findings:
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| O They could be a result of the problems with the company originally hired to design ECLIPS,
and that once AMANDA, the second phase of the ECLIPS project, is fully operational, more
needs will be met.

| O Most staff surveyed do not work directly with ECLIPS, and may have heard only complaints
of some staff.

| a We heard in interviews that it sometimes takes longer to perform routine tasks now with
ECLIPS and AMANDA. Interviewees suggested that it will take time to learn the new :
systems, and once staff are comfortable with the systems, efficiency will be improved. !

Some staff are resistant to change and rather unwilling to learn the new systems.

Planning for LIEP’s information systems may not have been sufficiently inclusive of all
users such as inspectors and counter staff. Some staff stated their input was not considered
in the development of ECLIPS. Additionally, they report that when problems have arisen
with ECLIPS, they were not addressed because information systems staff were working on
AMANDA.

The move toward increased automation is a highly commendable task. The development of the
address files and their integration with the GIS system will be very beneficial to the City.
However, the City needs to be more proactive in pursuing GIS City-wide. Other departments
will also be utilizing AMANDA: Fire, Citizens Services Office, Public Works and PED. LIEP
also has staff members in each area who are on-site experts in the computer systems and can
answer questions. This is a very good practice and likely helps to alleviate some frustration on
the part of end-users.

i Information and Analysis Quality Findings
The Future of LIEP’s Information and Analysis - Yr 7%

| We felt it necessary to not only rate LIEP on their current information and analysis
activities, but also speculate on a future rating if they are able to successfully implement

N systems and follow through on statements made in the interviews. Therefore, if we were to
audit LIEP one year from now, we anticipate they have the potential to receive three stars,
However, if they do not effectively use their computer systems to collect and analyze data,
we do not believe their assessment would improve. The automation should:

| [ assist with fee justification based on data and workload analysis; ;

1 provide inspectors with an inspections results database allowing them to provide
consistent information {o property owners and contractors; and

U give other departments such as PED, Public Works, and the Fire Department
comprehensive data that will allow them to coordinate activities.

iyt oo e g Sspe o
Eer oo

|
J Finding #39: LIEP currently does very little data collection or analysis. @7
. Finding #40: Staff are generally unaware of what data is collected and how it is used. j
i
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/
Finding #41: Staff do not feel the ECLIPS or AMANDA system currently meets their needs.

Finding #42: Great potential exists for LIEP to perform meaningful data collection and analysis
and improve its performance by utilizing new automated system. LIEP should be given credit
for taking on such a task.

Information and Analysis Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 25: LIEP should clearly identify the information gathering potential of the
new computer systems and the usefulness of the data. (See previous box for suggestion). Data
collected and analyzed should be related to the mission and objectives of the organization.

Recommendation # 26: LIEP should analyze the effectiveness of the computer systems. One
method to analyze the effectiveness would be to follow-up with staff based on survey responses
indicating the systems are not useful. LIEP should encourage and gather input on the systems
and respond to the input, even if it is not possible to immediately address all concerns or

suggestions.

See also Recommendation #41 in Results and the Performance Measures Chapier.
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Improvement practices occur when an organization considers the design, management and
improvement of internal organizational processes. Similarly, improvement processes such as
internal evaluation should be part of daily work within the organization, and should seek to
eliminate problems at the source and be driven by opportunities to improve. Improvements may
enhance value through new and better services, increased responsiveness, and a higher level of
efficiency. Notably, the development of new services may or may not be an improvement practice,
depending on whether it meaningfully improves services already provided by the organization.
Improvement processes must contain cycles of planning, implementation and evaluation which
require information and methods for assessing progress. All practices of an organization should be
continually evaluated to identify problems and successes, and should be incorporated into an
organization’s daily practices. These practices are charted in the following diagram.

The Improvement Process

Tdentify Identify Methods to
Address Deficiencics;
Select the Most
Appropriate

Deficiencies
in the
Current Process

Plan Implementation

of New/Revised
Method(s)

Evaluate the
Effectiveness and
Efficiency of the

New/Revised Method

Quick Fixes and Past Improvement Efforts

The very development of LIEP was an improvement practice. The City saw the need to combine
functions to increase efficiency and better meet citizens’ needs. Historically, LIEP itself has
been very active in engaging in improvement practices. Since its inception in 1992, LIEP has
developed plans and action steps to address both major and minor problems and processes.
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Many of these were developed in the mid-1990s along with the Office’s Strategic Action Plan
and its Functional Redesign Report. LIEP’s past improvement efforts include the report titled
119 Targets for Redesign, which was part of the Business Process Redesign Project. This report
also identified a number of “Quick Fixes,” many of which were implemented. Certainly, it was
not possible to implement all of them either because it simply was not feasible or perhaps even
necessary. LIEP should be acknowledged not only for such a proactive effort to improve its
operations, but also for involving many levels of staff in these improvement efforts. Indeed, all
of the quick fixes were identified by employee work teams.

Improved Automation

The most visible of LIEP’s improvement practices is its current automation efforts. The new
computer systems will have a number of valuable features including: access to the City’s address
files; the ability to track plans currently in the review process; and checkoff lists for plan
reviewers and inspectors allowing them to quickly note deficiencies or compliance. While these
are good practices which will likely have a positive impact on its functions, LIEP did very little
planning to handle activities and problems created by automation, such as increased workloads,
stress and the inability to effectively collect data duting the transition period. It also remains to
be seen how much evaluation LIEP will do of the systems once they have been implemented,
particularly given LIEP’s historical lack of internal evaluation, discussed later in this section.

Project Facilitators and Experts-on-Duty

The Project Facilitator positions were originally identified as part of LIEP’s Functional Redesign
Plan, and have taken a long time to implement. The Project Facilitator positions were originally
designed to encompass a wide range of functional knowledge in zoning, environmental health,
licensing, construction and heritage preservation and to track larger projects and serve as a
resource for customer questions. Since then, LIEP determined that some of the functions should
be separated to allow for specialization. Currently, a Project Facilitator I assists businesses in
obtaining the necessary licenses, and will also help them through the permitting, plan review and
inspections process if necessary. The position is primarily focused on the licensing aspect and
reports to the Customer Services Manager. The Project Facilitator I1, soon to be hired, will be
the primary contact person for customers for permitting, plan review and inspections. This
position will report to the supervisor for Plan Review and Historic Preservation. Currently plan
reviewers track their own projects, so it is unclear how responsibilities will be shared between the
Project Facilitator Il and the plan review staff,

LIEP also has a policy designating a daily experi-on-duty who is available to handle customer calls
and walk-in customers. The expert-on-duty answers questions when the person who usually handles
those questions is unavailable or when technical issues are encountered that front counter staff are
unable to handle. The expert-on-duty is a commendable practice and valuable to the organization.

Recent Improvement Practices

LIEP has not—actively—identified new improvement practices since the mid-1990's. Perhaps
more importantly, LIEP has not reviewed the effectiveness of its past efforts. Improvements
have to be evaluated in order to determine their worth and to learn from past efforts. While LIEP
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typically does not evaluate the effectiveness of its improvement efforts, LIEP has taken one
particular experience to heart: the problems encountered with Online Services, Inc. during the
development of the ECLIPS system. LIEP used the experience with Online to formulate a more
effective contract with CSDC Sysfems, Inc. With the new contract, LIEP decided to use an off-
the-shelf system which could be customized internally as necessary primarily utilizing their own
staff. They also wrote the new contract to better protect the interests of LIEP.

LIEP has incorporated a number of their improvement practices into their annual budget
objectives, and LIEP should be given credit here for their efforts. One such example is their
2000 Budget Ongoing Performance Indicator which lists their complaint response time (for
zoning complaints) in days as four, down from nine in 1997. Clearly, LIEP focused effotts on
this as part of their goal of increased customer service. Other performance indicators, though,
have not been monitored and do not have supporting information to show the indicator has been
met. Without supporting data, the indicators are meaningless.

LIEP staff have also been very active in reducing plan review and site plan review times. As
mentioned previously in the Leadership chapter, the site plan reviewer coordinates the
interdepartmental site plan review group, which has effectively reduced review time and
increased communication. The plan reviewers also make it their goal to turn plan reviews around
quickly and return them to the applicant as soon as possible. And certainly, front-counter staff
have also pursued methods to decrease the time it takes to issue permits, and are able to issue
“express” permits for simple projects such as basic re-roofing projects.

Heritage Preservation staff in LIEP should also be commended for their efforts in developing
some Heritage Preservation brochures which will be sent this spring to every resident of the
City’s Heritage Preservation districts. The brochures explain the benefits and responsibilities of
living in such districts. These same staff members are currently working to have Heritage
Preservation information included on the Truth-in-Housing forms, though this has taken longer
than anticipated due to lack of staff resources.

Improvement Practices Policy Compliance Findings
Finding #43: In the past, LIEP has actively engaged in developing improvement practices.

Finding #44: Most current improvement initiatives are manifestations of past improvement
efforts. Examples are the office automation efforts and the project facilitator positions,

Finding #45: While LIEP has committed to improvement, it has not evaluated the results of its
efforts, and, therefore, cannot say with any certainty that changes in practices have led to actual
improvements. They did, however, learn from the experience with Online Services, Inc., and
used that experience to create a contract that better serves the interests LIEP.

Finding #46: Select sections and staff members in LIEP are working on improvement practices
such as plan review with its interdepartmental review team and heritage preservation with its
informational brochures.
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Improvement Practices Policy Compliance Recommendations

Recommendation # 27: LIEP should involve itself in a complete improvement practices process
that includes planning, implementation and evaluation of its improvements.

Recommendation # 28: LIEP needs to use data analysis to evaluate the effectiveness of its
improvement practices. So far, they have little documentation to substantiate claims of
improvement other than anecdotal evidence.

Quality of Improvement Practices

Internal Evaluation

As mentioned above, an important component of improvement practices is evaluation of current
practices. It was clear from interviews and surveys that there is very little systematic evaluation
taking place in LIEP. Alarmingly, 72% of survey respondents stated they “don’t know” if LIEP
systematically evaluates its activities. Of those who did know, they stated it was once a year.
Most evaluation in LIEP seems to be very informal — essentially reacting to a problem when it
arises and devising a method to address the problem, but not really searching for the source of
the problem. It is entirely possible staff who stated evaluation is done annually were considering
their annual reviews as the systematic evaluation of LIEP. It is also possible that the high
number of “don’t know” responses may be a result of respondents not understanding the
meaning of systematic evaluation. We consider systematic evaluation to be periodic
measurement and examination of organizational results. An example is a car owner calculating
miles per gallon under different circumstances. The responses in this category are similar to
those in Planning, with a large percentage of staff saying they don’t know how often evaliation

occurs or what the results are.

Improvement Practices Quality Findings

Finding #47: LIEP staff are largely unaware of any internal evaluation taking place in LIEP.

Finding #48: LIEP has not prepared concrete plans to implement its larger improvement
practices, such as the automation efforts.

Improvement Practices Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 29: It is apparent that LIEP has few formalized and widely understood
goals. Therefore, LIEP staff should be involved in defining improvement practices, setting goals
and evaluating activities. (Goal setting is discussed in the planning, leadership and resulis
quality sections). Improvement practices should link activities to goals and objectives. They
should also help organizations achieve their goals and objectives.

See also Recommendation #41 in Results and the Performance Measures Chapter.
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Attention to customer needs is critical for achieving organizational excellence. Through the
creation and management of relationships with their customers, organizations which excel in
customer satisfaction obtain information on customer service requirements, expectations and
satisfaction. Knowing the requirements of its customers enables an organization to develop
standards which are designed to enhance customer satisfaction. For these standards to be
effective, they must be understood and followed by everyone in the organization.

In recent years, LIEP has placed a great deal of emphasis on providing good customer service,
although there are still some areas in which LIEP could improve. It deserves mention that
developing a culture of providing good customer service requires a cultural shift from a rigid
code and “rule” enforcement emphasis to a more customer focused approach. Recently published
research indicates that the burden associated with regulation is not inspection per se, but the
manner in which enforcement is carried out. “Bringing about the right kind of building code
enforcement is more difficult than taking a meat axe to regulations and enforcement staffs, which
has been the rallying cry of those who wail against regulatory burdens.”'®

Improvement in this area also requires that staff understand the importance of customer service
training and that good customer service skills can be learned or enhanced. Some members of
LIEP’s staff do not believe good customer service can be learned, so management has felt the
only option in these cases is simply to model good customer service in the hope that staff will
mimic that behavior.

LIEP’s Customers

LIEP considers its primary customers to be those who apply for building permits and go through
the plan review and inspections processes. They have improved a number of their services and
practices to better meet these customers’ needs. Unfortunately, few people outside LIEP know of
these improved services. Marketing these services may improve code compliance and assist
LIEP in enhancing its one-stop-shop image. For example, LIEP offers an express site plan
review if the customer is anxious to begin the project. LIEP also provides preliminary plan
reviews, issues express permits for such things as roofs, and offers one-hour free parking while
visiting LIEP. Marketing these valuable services to the general population could be beneficial in
assisting property owners and contractors in understanding that the process of obtaining a

18 Raymond J. Burby, Peter J. May, Emil E. Malizia, and Joyce Levine, Building Code Enforcement Burdens and
Central City Decline. Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol. 66, No.2, Spring 2000. page 155.
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building permit is not nearly as cumbersome as they might expect. Certainly word-of-mouth is
also an important method for sharing this information as many contractors work with each other
on various projects and are likely to share experiences.

A very useful marketing tool, largely neglected by LIEP, is the Internet. Not only could LIEP’s
website be used for marketing, but also for providing services directly to customers, such as
building permits, zoning and code information, plan review and inspections results. LIEP has as
one of its objectives, identified in its 1996 Strategic Action Plan, to “Develop a Home Page on
the Internet to provide information to our customers and a means to accommodate remote
transactions 24 hours per day” by the end of 1996. Online Business Systems, Inc. was to
develop this resource, but their contract was terminated prior to completion. The fact their web
site is essentially useless to customets demonstrates a gap in LIEP’s efforts to become a
customer-focused organization.

Customer Service Practices

Permitting/Customer Service Section

In general, LIEP’s first point of customer contact is the front-counter staff. Property owners and
contractors will most likely call LIEP to ask questions or come to the front counter to apply for a
permit. LIEP has a number of informational sheets available answering basic questions about
requirements for certain types of projects, and sample plans indicating the minimum building
requirements for common projects such as stairways and garages. It was reported by other LIEP
staff that the front-counter employees are very good at providing customer service and are always
willing to make changes that improve customer satisfaction. LIEP has also designed a system to
issue express permits for simple and straight-forward projects such as roofing and fences. LIEP
will also issue “early start” permits which allow a project to begin before all permits have been
issued. An example would be issuing a foundation permit for a building before the mechanical
plans have been approved. In some cases, LIEP also maintains accounts for contractors or
businesses that frequently pull permits, and simply deducts the permit fees from that account.

Plan Review and Zoning Site Plan Review Section

While the plan reviewers and site plan reviewers have few formal customer service guidelines,
they all attempt to review plans as quickly and accurately as possible. Another very positive
customer-oriented practice is the aforementioned preliminary plan review process, during which
LIEP staff meet with developers, contractors, or property owners to go over plans informally to
look for any potential problem areas. This allows the plan submitter to make changes to the
plans prior to formal review, at which point changes become more expensive to make and the
process takes longer. The hardest step for many people is initially gathering the right
information for plan review. The preliminary plan review provides them the opportunity to find
out what they still need before they pay any fees or spend a lot of time changing plans and
adding information. If necessary, staff will also perform a preliminary site plan inspection.

Plan Review staff meet with plan submitters to discuss the necessary changes upon formal review
of the plans, and will follow up the meeting with a letter explaining the required changes. Plan
reviewers will also call the applicant if they do not meet with them. Staff should be commended
for this customer-focused practice.
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Inspections Section

Council Research found several areas where inspections policies could be clarified across trades
groups. We also found several situations in which a policy would be helpful in creating clearer
expectations for both the inspectors and the customers. Customer service standards would also
assist in alleviating some of this confusion,

LIEP does not have a policy pertaining to providing customers with appeals information. Some
inspectors provide verbal information when they give the correction orders; others provide
written information when they send out change orders. The lack of clarity may be causing
confusion for the customer. Without a clear policy and a uniform practice, customers will not
receive the same information in a consistent manner.

Council Research found through the interview process that some inspectors do not suggest
equivalencies when they require changes. They simply say “you can’t do that.” Inspectors have
a great deal of latitude, as they are given the authority to grant equivalences provided the intent
of the code has been met. Interviews with LIEP staff indicated some inspectors will grant
equivalences themselves, others will defer to their supervisor or to the building official, and
others simply avoid granting them if to hide at all possible. However, it is important to also
mention that although consistency is in use of equivalencies is necessary, a “business-friendly”
approach demands that inspectors maintain a fair amount decision-making authority in the field.'

Linked to the lack of equivalencies granted may be an attitude of a few inspectors that contractors
and property owners are attempting code violations from them. In many cases, it could simply be
an oversight or the property owners or contractor’s lack of knowledge. If the inspector took time
to explain why the code infraction is a life/safety issue, contractors or property owners may
willingly comply. It is possible that the less flexible inspectors may lack a sense of accountability
for their actions. Some inspectors do not appear to feel accountable to anyone except themselves
and operate seemingly in a vacuum. They know many contractors fear retaliation if they complain
about an inspector. A couple of business owners mentioned to Council Research they have felt
sufficiently intimidated by particular inspectors that they did not complain about an inspection,
when they otherwise would have. These problems may be linked to comments from other City
staff who interact with LIEP’s inspectors and customers that some inspectors serve the interests of
their own trade associations before the interests of LIEP or the City. Some inspectors forego more
customer-friendly actions because they view safety as their main objective and use enforcement as
their primary method of obtaining compliance. It must also be mentioned that many of LIEP’s
inspectors are interested in working with contractors and property owners. The few who are not
damage relationships between the City, its residents and businesses.

Another problematic practice in inspections is the final inspection. Most inspectors will sign the
back of the permit indicating the work meets code standards. Some inspectors will leave either a
yellow card, if they are unable to sign-off on the permit because changes still need to be made, or
a green card if they are unable to get in to inspect a project because no one is home. Most
communication appears to be with the contractor. While this is certainly important, it would be
beneficial to the owner if they were given the same information as the contractor, particularly
when a permit cannot be closed out due to remaining required changes.

19 “Business-friendly supervisory practices emphasize the attainment of enforcement goals while giving inspectors
a considerable degree of freedom in how they interact with contractors and developers.” Burby, et al, Ihid. p. 155,
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One final problem discovered with the inspections process is that not all inspectors readily identify
themselves by either showing or wearing a badge stating they are an inspector for the City of Saint
Paul. This has caused some wariness and concern by property owners who find an unfamiliar
person on their property. Notably, it is LIEP policy that all inspectors verbally make known their
presence and purpose as soon as is practical at the work site. Certainly wearing a badge to a site
that an inspector visits on a regular basis may seem unnecessary, but it would aid all workers on
site in identifying the inspector. However, we found during our field visits with inspectors that the
inspectors immediately identified themselves to the contractors or property owners,

The Housing Initiative

Another customer-focused improvement practice is the Housing Initiative, which is an effort to
increase the number of housing units in Saint Paul. Part of the Initiative is to speed housing
projects through the site plan review process and lower the permit and plan review fees.
Reportedly, the Initiative has been marketed through newsletters, seminars, newspaper reporters,
the BRC, and relevant organizations.

Initially, the community received misleading information regarding the purpose of the Housing
Initiative. The original resolution establishing the Housing Initiative, presented by LIEP and
approved by the City Council and Mayor, stated the amount of fees for all housing units
approved from September 1, 1999 to August 31, 2000 would be cut in half. Two problems
existed with the resolution. First, LIEP cut the fees for new housing projects only, not for
rehabilitation projects, which caused some confusion. Second, the permit and plan review fee
cuts were instituted through a resolution, not through an ordinance as is required, as Council
Research discovered. The problems were corrected in late 1999 through passage of an ordinance
cutting the fees in half during this time period for new construction only.

Customer Service Policy Compliance Findings

Finding #49: LIEP has improved a number of practices which benefit customers, but they have
not marketed them effectively. We found a number of good customer-focused practices such as:

express permits;

handouts with basic information particularly beneficial to first-time applicants;
pre-paid permit fee accounts;

express site plan reviews;

preliminary plan reviews and inspections; and

early start authorization.

oo oo

Finding #50: LIEP has not effectively developed its website to allow for online permit
applications, zoning and building code information, plan review, inspections results notification
and Housing Initiative information.

Finding #51: LIEP encountered a number of problems with the Housing Initiative, such as the
definition of applicable projects and the legislative authority required to implement the program.

Finding #52: Only a few trade inspectors wear badges visually identifying themselves on-site
during inspections. While it is policy that all inspectors identify themselves and carry
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identification, a policy requiring them to wear a badge may assist contractors and building
owners in more readily identifying the inspector.

Finding #53: No uniform procedure exists for giving customers appeals process information.

Finding #54: No uniform process exists for granting equivalencies, and some trade inspectors
are resistant to granting them.

Finding #55: Some inspectors seem to hold the attitude that contractors and property owners are
trying to hide violations from them. This attitude sometimes results in antagonistic behavior
toward the contractor or property owner.

Finding #56: No uniform process exists for leaving final inspection information with a
contractor or property owner.

Customer Service Policy Compliance Recommendations

Recommendation # 30: Develop marketing strategies for promoting the express permits, the
preliminary plan review process, pre-paid permit accounts, parking reimbursement and any
other customer-focused practices.

Recommendation # 31: LIEP is one of the City agencies which has the most direct contact with
residents and businesses seeking information, and stands to benefit greatly from having as much
information as possible on its web page. Completion of the web site should be a high priority
Jor LIEP, particularly in light of the goal to have it completed by the end of 1996. Information
that should be available to customers on-line includes:

permit applications and permit status information;

inspections resulls;

general building code and zoning information, similar to the paper handouts available;
information on special programs and projects, such as the Housing Initiative;

a Frequently-Asked-Questions (FAQ) page; and

an “ask-the-inspector” page in which visitors could post general questions to trade
inspectors.

oo

Recommendation # 32: LIEP should develop a policy requiring trade inspectors to wear an
identification badge at all times while performing inspections.

Recommendation # 33: LIEP should develop a policy for granting equivalencies which is known
and used by all inspectors in an effort to make the practice fair, consistent and useful. The City
Attorney should be involved in developing this policy to ensure it is legally sound. The
development of these policies will enhance LIEP’s image in the City.

Recommendation # 34: LIEP should work to change the attitude of its inspectors who believe
that contractors and property owners are trying to hide something from them. They should
immediately cease threatening property owners with retaliation, which is contrary to LIEP
policy, but is reported to happen from time to time.
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Recommendation # 35: LIEP should develop a process for leaving information with both
property owners and contractors upon final inspections, particularly when changes are still
required before the permit can be closed.

Recommendation # 36: LIEP should look at the practices of building inspections departments in
other cities for possible customers service improvements. One suggestion would be maintaining
evening hours one or two nights a week to make it easier for homeowners who work during the
day to apply for permits, such as is the practice in San Diego.

Quality of Customer Focus

Customer Identification

It is vital that employees in an organization identify a uniform group of customers in order to
best serve the interests of their customers. Within LIEP, both survey and interview respondents
identified very similar customers: property owners, citizens and contractors. LIEP staff indicated
that sometimes these different customers have competing interests, which are difficult to balance.
What a contractor wants may not be in the best interest of the citizens, and LIEP staff are
required to make determinations based on life-safety criteria, rather than on what the “customer
at the desk” may want.

Customer Knowledge

Customer knowledge consists of understanding the customers needs and desires, and having
mechanisms in place to monitor those needs and desires. The survey indicated that many staff
feel customer needs and satisfaction are monitored occasionally, though approximately one-third
of staff are not aware of how often this is done. Interviews and documents indicate LIEP has
done customer service surveys in past years and is preparing to do another one in 2000. The last
survey, done in 1998, was not useful due to a low response rate.”® LIEP also tracks complaints
and gets information on customer needs through professional associations, word-of-mouth,
correspondence and elected officials. Most information gathering on customer needs and
satisfaction is informal, LIEP does little to anticipate the future needs of customers.

Customer Relations

Staff indicated through the survey that LIEP is “mostly responsive” to changes in customer needs
and satisfaction, though again, one-half to one-third of staff do not know how responsive LIEP is.
One staff member in an interview described very well what good customer service is for LIEP:

@ being as responsive and timely as possible;

O being as proactive as possible by going to housing fairs and having a LIEP booth at fairs and
at home improvement stores to answer questions;

20 Evaluation of this experience could help LIEP in making future improvements to the survey process.
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meeting with contractor groups to get information and feedback;

holding classes on code compliance;

O d e

meeting with engineers to go over plans before work begins; and

[ answering questions.

The lack of planning affects LIEP’s ability to respond to customer needs and satisfaction
thoroughly. Planning takes into account potential changes in needs that result from changing
economic, technological and social factors and other influences. Associated with this lack of
planning is the slow development of the Internet site for LIEP. The ability to look up permits,
apply for permits, and receive zoning and other information over the Internet would be invaluable
to many of LIEP’s customers. However, LIEP has focused very little energy on developing this
resource.

Some staff also mentioned the struggle between enforcement and customer service. They seem
to be unsure of how to provide good customer service while also enforcing codes effectively.
Many staff stated good customer service is defined in the LIEP employee performance evaluation
form, although they could provide no universally understood definition. The lack of a useful,
well-known definition of good customer service indicates a gap between the vision of senior
leaders and the implementation of that vision.

Customer Service Standards

Formal customer service standards help all staff understand what is expected of them by the
organization and by their customers, About half the staff indicated there are customer service
guidetines for LIEP, but about one-third do not know of their existence. Staff surveyed indicated
“some” customer service standards are written, though one-half of staff didn’t know of their
existence. Staff also felt customer service guidelines are “somewhat widely circulated,” again
with one-half of staff not knowing of their existence.

The customer service guidelines LIEP has in place are “mostly understood” and followed
frequently. The survey question relating to how often customer service guidelines are followed
received one of the highest average scores of all the survey questions, indicating staff felt very
strongly that the guidelines are followed. Interviews also indicated that staff are very good at
providing customer service, and take great pride in this aspect of their work.

Customer Focus Quality Findings

Finding #57: LIEP staff consistently identified property owners, citizens and contractors as their
primary customers.

Finding #58: Staff are either unaware of customer needs and satisfaction monitoring or feel it is
done only occasionally.
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Finding #59: A useful customer service survey has not been done in three years, though LIEP is
preparing to conduct one in 2000.

Finding #60: The lack of planning may affect LIEP’s ability to effectively respond to changes
in customer needs and satisfaction.

Finding #61: LIEP has few formal written customer service standards.

Customer Focus Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 37: LIEP should consider other options besides an annual or biennial
survey for monitoring customer needs and satisfaction. Some suggestions include survey cards
issued with the Certificate of Occupancy or when a permit is closed. Another option is to focus
on evaluating one activity per month. For example, give surveys to everyone who applies for a
permit in February, in March give surveys to everyone who has a site plan review, and in August
to everyone who receives an inspection. This way, not all sections are burdened with conducting
a survey at the same time. If another, organization-wide survey is desired, LIEP should consider
consulting with organizations which have been successful in reaching a high response rate from

their customers.

Recommendation # 38: LIEP should formalize customer service standards, such as plan
review’s three day turn-around for basic plan reviews. This would help all staff understand the
customer service standards and how their work contributes to the goals set by the organization.

Recommendation # 39: LIEP should provide more customer service training for inspectors to
help them understand how they can provide good customer service and good code enforcement.

Recommendation # 40: Develop an idea/complaint/compliment line and/or e-mail address that
would allow customers to directly communicate with LIEP at their own convenience and at any

time, rather than just through the annual customer survey.

See also the Performance Measures Chapter.
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Results is the section of the Malcolm Baldrige system which deals with an organization’s ability
to determine if and how well it is accomplishing its mission. Results should focus on creating
and balancing value for all stakeholders, whether they be customers, employees, suppliers, the
general public or individual neighborhoods. The use of performance indicators, also known as
performance measures, offers an effective means to communicate both short- and long-term
priorities and provide a focus for improving results. Results measurement should be the last
phase in an ongoing cycle involving goal setting, planning, the execution of plans and |
improvement practices. Using results information in this way, can help staff provide the best :
service in the most efficient way possible. Decision and policy makers can also use results ‘
information to monitor the provision of services on the public’s behalf, ensuring government '
accountability. 1
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LIEP received its lowest rating in this performance audit in the Results area. This is particularly ‘
problematic in that the Malcolm Baldrige system weights Results the most heavily of its seven !
categories. In recent years, the Results category in the Malcolm Baldrige award program has
been given between 40% and 60% of the total points available. The reasons for LIEP’s low
rating are discussed in detail below. However, Council Research also believes there is potential
for improvement in this area in the near future due to computer system improvements. Those
possibilities are discussed on page 36. Finally, the essence of Results is a system of performance
i indicators. Although the presence and use of performance indicators is covered in this chapter,
the following chapter, beginning on page 53, is dedicated exclusively to performance indicators
for LIEP.

We did not include a separate discussion of policies in the Results area, only a quality assessment
discussion. Results policies are embedded in the City’s annual budget process, as well as other
places, and are discussed in detail in the Performance Indicators chapter.

3 Results Measurement in LIEP

Results measurement requires adequate information systems, a carefully thought-out system of
) indicators and consistent, periodic measuring. As discussed at length in earlier sections of this
report, LIEP has nearly completed its transition to using the ECLIPS and AMANDA systems.
These systems have the potential to provide a variety of data for the organization to analyze. The
challenge will be determining what is good and useful information for the day-to-day
management of operations, and what are good indicators of how the organization is performing.
! Finally, it cannot be overemphasized that measures of results can and often do involve
| assessments which are not quantitative in nature. Not all useful things can be “counted,” but they
‘ do need to be taken into account, documented and reported over time.

.
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LIEP has historically gathered and analyzed some information on its performance. This is
exemplified in past years’ budgets and in the annual reports prepared by the former Building
Inspection and Design Division, However, in recent years, these activities have ceased almost
completely. LIEP continues to only estimate all vital organizational statistics, except for the
revenue derived from licenses and permits.?! For 1998 and 1999, there are no firm numbers in
the budget indicating the annual number and type of permits, the number and type of plan
reviews conducted or inspections performed. However, it must be noted that in the budget
process, the Mayor’s Budget Office did not review LIEP’s performance indicators with staff to
determine their usefulness in pottraying LIEP’s workload. This is perplexing given the
reportedly high volume of construction and rehabilitation in Saint Paul in recent years. However,
this lack of measurement is symptomatic of inadequate performance measurement and
accountability standards on a Citywide basis,

Given this lack of information and analysis, it is not surprising that over half the staff surveyed
do not know how often LIEP measures its results. In fact, this survey question elicited the
highest proportion of “don’t knows” of all 46 of the surveys questions. Of those who did answer,
the most common response was “occasionally.” Not surprisingly, most staff are unaware of
comparisons between LIEP and other, similar organizations. The interviews conducted also
indicated that when comparisons are made, they tend to be anecdotal.

Despite the lack of specific performance measures, the most common response to the survey
question on how often LIEP meets its goals was “frequently” for those who answered the
question. This question received one of the hi ghest average responses of all survey questions. In
a follow-up survey question, Council Research asked how staff knew they were meeting their
goals, The majority of the written answers indicated staff knew they were meeting the
organization’s goals because of 1) positive customer feedback received in customer surveys and
in person; and 2) the quality of the City’s building stock.22 Notably, these are two areas where
some specific performance measures can and have been done.

It also became apparent in the performance audit process that staff had valid concerns about the
use of performance indicators. Some were concerned that activities which could not be easily
“measured” would lose value. Others thought it would be near impossible to measure the final
“results” of LIEP’s activities—-such as a quality building stock and urban landscape which is
likely to have a useful life well into the future. Therefore, they believed the organization would
then begin to shift its focus to work “outputs,” such as the number of inspections conducted or
plans reviewed, which can be easily tabulated, but may not speak to the quality of work
performed. The Performance Indicators chapter will provide guidelines and suggestions for
alleviating these concerns and creating useful performance measures.

2! From permit revenue information, LIEP can determine the approximate value of all projects undertaken.

22 There are several indicators of the quality of the City’s building stock. These include, among others: 1) the class
ratings for the City's commercial office space; 2) the Housing Survey conducted by PED in the 1980s; 3) results of
the Certificate of Occupancy Progtam which provides minimum standards for buildings; and 4) post major storm
assessments done both by the public and private sectors.
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Results Quality Findings

Finding #62 There has been a significantly reduced focus on examining the results of
organizational activities recently. This lack of emphasis may seem justified because past
performance measures had little meaning and held little value for their users. However,
meaningful measures can be developed. This seems to be true not only for LIEP, but also more
broadly throughout the City.

Finding #63 In spite of the lack of performance indicators, staff use the ones they have available
(customer surveys and building data) to determine if they are meeting the LIEP’s goals,

Finding #64 LIEP’s emphasis on customer service is clearly internalized by many staff.

Finding #65 Despite the poor rating given in this area, Council Research belicves LIEP is
poised to develop a meaningful performance measurement system. Many of the “building
blocks” are in place to make a useful performance measurement system in LIEP. The new
information management systems will have the capability to provide many types of information
10 staff, These information management systems will also act as a catalyst for changing and
rethinking some work processes. For example, the use of handheld computers by inspectors will
significantly change the flow of information from the field to the central office, and from one
inspector to another. LIEP is also in the process of initiating another cycle of planning, albeit a
much less formal undertaking than used in the past. These events combine to make this an ideal
time for the organization to develop new performance measures which will meet its needs. 1f
LIEP fully takes advantage of these circumstances and pursues an inclusive process for
developing performance measures, the rating would improve substantiaily.

Results Quality Recommendation

Recommendation # 41: LIEP needs to develop a meaningful performance indicators system for
determining how well they are meeting the organization’s goals. This process needs to overtly
take into account issues which may not be “measurable,” but which also need to be documented
and reported over time. The development process should also be inclusive and incorporate staff
ideas. A performance measurement system should function not only to give feedback ro
managers and policy makers, but also to staff who rely on it to provide them regular Sfeedback on
individual activities. All of the organization’s stakeholders have an interest in knowing how well
the organization is meeting its goals. Examples of specific measures are outlined in the next
chapter. Additionally, the Mayor’s Office should much more actively monitor performance

indicators used in the budget and assist the City's departments in developing more meaningful
indicators,
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Performance Measures

Performance indicators are a means by which an organization determines the degree to which it is
achieving its mission. Not everything an organization does and seeks to accomplish can be
quantified, but rather there are some measures that are good indicators of its success. LIEP’s
mission is clear, and it bears restating here. It is “to be a unified customer service organization,
which promotes a healthy and safe environment through information and enforcement of codes
and ordinances.” In this chapter we will explore how LIEP seeks to inform itself, its customers
and its stakeholders about how well it achieves its mission. This chapter is intended to provide a
basis for discussion and assist LIEP in refining the measures currently in use. LIEP is just now
completing implementation of AMANDA, the information system which will track much of the
needed data for performance measurement. Therefore, it is a critical juncture for LIEP in the

consideration of these issues.

Council Research has approached this examination of performance indicators with several
assumptions in mind, First, we believe the City Council has a vested interest in examining
performance indicators as a part of the budget review process. The use of performance indicators
gives the Council a clear picture of what has been accomplished in past years, and expectations
for future years. They meaningfully connect dollars spent and the services expected of City
government, Indeed, as the Council deliberated upon “managed competition proposals,” the
need to translate City activities into meaningful performance indicators became very apparent.
The development of such indicators is necessary to make clear to anyone— employees or private
vendors—just what performance is required. Second, we believe performance indicators can be
useful management tools for communicating with staff about expectations. However, we also
put forward the notion that staff must be a part of the creation of performance indicators and see
their usefulness in their daily work lives, The people who will, in practice, provide information
for performance indicators are also profoundly affected by what the indicators may reveal.
Finally, although we recognize there are limitations in what performance indicators can
communicate about the success of an organization, there is little else available to provide “a
gauge” on progress. The logical alternative, comprehensive program evaluations, arc time
consuming and expensive when compared to tracking performance indicators. Also, such
evaluations do not necessarily provide for incremental improvement.

Two probiematic performance indicator issues came to light in the audit process. First, the
Director indicated that 1997 was the last year they used actual figures for the budget process—
after which time LIEP has been using conservative estimates. I should be taken into account that
the Office was undergoing a significant transition from a mix of computer and paper information
management systems, to its new automated systems, ECLIPS and AMANDA. In this
environment it may well have been difficult to piece together and tabulate the required
information. However, it was not clear in the budget that estimates were being used, which is
particularly apparent in reviewing 1998 data in the 2000 proposed budget, where no such
notation was provided. Council Research views this situation as particularly problematic because
the Council was informed that we have recently been experiencing record construction years in
Saint Paul. At the same time, the impact of this increase was not reflected in data, projections or
estirnates provided by LIEP, although the workioad had ctearly increased. The second
problematic issue is that the Budget Office does not, as a practice, review the performance
indicator information provided in the budget. Yet, it is likely most staff and the Courncil assume
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this a standard practice, and, therefore, believe the Budget Office knows, understands and
monitors these indicators,

LIEP has, of course, some performance indicators in its budget. They are organized by activity
area, and we have followed this organization in our discussion: customer service and permitting,
plan review, zoning and inspections. Notably, sometimes the objectives and indicators in one
area of LIEP’s budget will overlap with those of another. In those cases, we cover the topic in
the area to which the objective relates most clearly. For each area, we have looked for
performance indicator coverage of the following:

QJ customer service, which includes timeliness, helpfulness and accuracy;
Ll efficiency, which includes timeliness, costs and staff time; and

L effectiveness, which includes quality and results from activities.

Permitting/Customer Service

LIEP has made improving its customer service in all parts of the organization a priority. This
emphasis on providing excellent customer service can be measured, as is demonstrated in the
excerpted portion of the Customer Service activity budget in the following box. In that budget
activity we see a performance indicator stating that customer service surveys should show that
95% of customers will be satisfied. ‘The data for this performance indicator have been garnered
from some informal surveys conducted by staff. PED also conducts a biennial business survey,
with specific questions pertaining to LIEP services. With respect to the other customer service
indicator, number of complaints registered in the area of customer service, it was not clear to the
audit team how, and if, such complaints were compiled and tracked. Given that reported
complaints have been zero for several years, perhaps a more meaningful indicator should be
developed, such as tracking “counter” errors in the processing of permits and licenses.

There are several indicators in this budget activity which speak to efficiency. Among these are
the number of permits and licenses issued, and files maintained. While these are no doubt useful
in some regards, given that the Office has been using estimates, these numbers have little value
when examined over time. They also give little indication of the effort involved to generate
permits. Therefore, another area which may be useful to pursue is to examine the average
amount of time it takes to process permits and licenses. For example, it would be useful for
stakeholders and customers to know that for a simple project, such as a roof or fence, 75% or
90% of customers will need only ¥4 hour to obtain a permit. Such a measure need not be done on
a daily basis, but surveyed periodically. Similar measures could be developed for projects
requiring plan review or zoning staff involvement. Initiation of such measures would make
meaningful the following objective from LIEP’s 1998 budget: “Since the initiation of the Process
Redesign effort in 1994, LIEP has realized a reduction in processing time for permits and
licenses, a reduction in the number of delinquent license renewals, an increase in collection for
these renewals, and a decrease in the time required to obtain permit and license services from the
City.” The problem was well-articulated by one tenured manager interviewed who said “I know
it’s true, but [ don’t know how to prove it.”
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Customer Service 2000 Budget (omits

non

audit area activities) —

T

Ongoing Program Objectives Performance Endicators:

Customer service survey satisfaction results g
Complaints registered in the areas of
gustomer service

Ordinance changes enacted
Procedures revised

0 Continue to provide accurate information
and excellent customer to both internal and
external customers, .

Q@ Continue implementation of process redesign
to simplify internal procedures as well as
external process (ordinance changes).

O Develop a written policy and procedure Customer Service Statistics:
manual for all customer service functions.

oo OO0

Permits [ssued

Competency Certificates issued
Number of trade licenses issued
Licenses issued (all types)

Number of property files maintained
Purchase orders and vouchers processed

2000 Projects

@ Design, distribute and report on Customer
Service Survey for LIEP customers.

O Continue and complete the ECLIPS project
by the implementation of AMANDA and

performance enhancements.

gocooc

Finally, the Customer Service Activity Performance Plan has a performance indicator which
states that 50 procedures will be revised in 1999 and 30 in 2000. The audit team was perplexed
as to the value of counting the number of procedures changed. Change is expected to be
ongoing, usually leading to improvements in other performance indicators, Although we
compliment LIEP on trying to improve its procedures, we believe other performance indicators
would better capture this concept.

Zoning and Site Plan Review

Although the budget activity discussed in the above paragraphs bore the title “customer service,”
other areas in LIEP also have customer service concepts embedded in their work activities,
including Zoning and Site Plan Review. There is only one specific customer service
performance indicator in the budget for Zoning and Site Plan Review. It states the average
response time for zoning complaints will be 4 days. This is an excellent indicator that LIEP may
wish to enhance. The indicator could also speak to average complaint resolution times, or
indicate that some percentage of zoning violation complaints are responded to in 4 days. Also in
the area of customer service, LIEP has been striving to streamline and shorten the site plan
review process. There were no performance indicators addressing these efforts in the 2000
budget. However, it seems evident that LIEP could be clear about the average length of time for
site plan reviews, once LIEP has all the required materials. It also seems reasonable that other
customer service indicators should be developed for zoning activities, such as looking at average
or expected turn-around times on projects and also customer survey results. Finally, an excellent
customer service practice is that all applicants who go through the site plan review process
receive both a call and a letter explaining the results.

As was the case in customer service and permitting, some statistics are maintained on the staff’s
workload. These include counts of site plans reviewed, zoning variances processed, appeals
processed, and zoning histories researched to determine legality of use. And again, while these
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indicators have some value, actual figures have not been gathered in recent years. Also, there is
little indication of the staff effort involved in performing these activities. Such an indicator could
be used for monitoring workload, as well as developing minimum or maximum time
expectations for customers,

Perhaps the most logical measure of the effectiveness of zoning and site plan review is
compliance with the City’s Zoning Code and adherence to the specifications of approved site
plans. Compliance with the City’s Zoning Code can be gauged best by using zoning complaints
and zoning histories researched to determine compliance. Relatedly, monitoring the types of
variances and appeals can give indications of the effectiveness of the Zoning Code in addressing
current circumstance in the community. If a particular type of appeal is received repeatedly, it
may indicate procedures could be streamlined or revised to better handle the problems. It could
also mean the Code is unnecessarily restrictive in a given area. For example, the Zoning Code
provides for “planned development districts.” All staff interviewed indicated this section of the
code was so difficult to use they avoided it, if at all possible, and tried to use other portions of
the code to achieve similar ends.

LIEP Operations: Zoning/Site Plan Review 2000 Budget —

U To staff the Board of Zoning Appeals, preparing |3
staff reports, and providing information to Board
members, applicants and neighbors.

Ongoing Program Objectives:

L3 To provide prompt, thorough zoning information

to the public; to assist those businesses and
property owners applying for permits or licenses,
explaining the processes necessary to mect zoning
code requirements,

To investigate and enforce zoning regulations. 1)
Responding to complaints, 2) Assuring
compliance with conditions placed on approved
site plans, variances, special and nonconforming

0

Performance Indicators:

To certify zoning compliance for néw
construction and alterations, licenses, and
certificates of occupancy, for which fees are
collected through permits, licenses and
certificates of occupancy fees.

use permits and business licenses, and 3) using Q site plans reviewed

the Housing Court and District Court when IJ zoning variances and appeals processed

appropriate to achieve compliance. O zoning histories researched to determine legality

To review site plans, both preliminary and of use

formal, and coordinate the interdepartmental site (3 complaint response time in days g

plan review process. %
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Plan Review

Plan Review, like Customer Service and Permitting, has contact at the counter with customers
every day, in addition to the more in-depth reviews of plans. It is a very customer-oriented work
group and is perceived by peer groups to be effective in both applying appropriate codes and
helping customers. Strangely, it has no customer service performance indicators of its own in the
budget, although some used by Customer Service and Permitting have relevance to this activity
as well. Through the audit process it became clear that Plan Review had several concrete
performance indicators it relied upon on a daily basis, although these do not appear in the budget,
and we were not clear if they were ever overtly measured. First, there has been an emphasis on
shortening approval time for permit applications. Second, there is an expectation that plan
reviews for new single- and two-family houses will be completed within 72 hours of receiving
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complete plans. No doubt, the use of checklists in the AMANDA system will both facilitate
faster plan review times, and make their measurement possible. Third, LIEP does offer a service
of providing “partial project permits,” where a customer can get part of a project reviewed and
permitted while plans for other parts of the project are still in development. This is an especially
helpful practice for large, complicated projects. LIEP may be able to develop performance
measures 1o better gauge how often this is used.

Plan review has several performance indicators in the budget related to efficiency. These
indicators include: the numbers of permits issued, plans examined, historical permits received,
inspections made, and the annual construction value for Saint Paul. These indicators suffer from
the same problems discussed earlicr; namely, they have not actually been counted for several
years and they have no context in terms of effort necessary to accomplish them. Benchmarks and
standards should be developed to make these indicators more meaningful. Plan Review may also
wish to examine the code to develop ideas for potential performance indicators. For example, the
audit team was informed that plan check time specified in the Legislative Code, Chapter
33.04(c)—the City has 180 days to do a plan check—never expires without a permit being
issued. Clearly, such indicators have the added benefit of demonstrating compliance with
applicable laws. Finally, there are occasionally performance measures in this area which have no
meaning, and therefore no useful value. For example, the resolution establishing the Housing
Initiative (CF#99-815) states that one performance indicator of the Initiative is “number of new
housing units approved within 72 hours of receipt of complete plans: 500-700.” This indicator
has no context, and as we discovered, there is no way to measure such an improvement, because
the Office has no data for recent years.

The effectiveness of Plan Review activities is ultimately determined in combination with the
effectiveness of Inspections. Literally, effectiveness needs to be measured in terms of the
improved safety and habitability of structures in the City because of the application of building
and other codes. As mentioned in the Results section, there are some ways the quality of the
City’s building stock can be measured over time. Taking into account the other influences on the
quality of building stock, such as aging, we know at least a portion of the quality is attributable
to the use of building codes.

Although the quality of the City’s building stock is ultimately the best measure to determine the
effectiveness of Plan Review, there are other measures that could be made inside the Office
which would also be appropriate for examining individual plan review activities. For example,
staff mentioned an informal indicator of the quality of their work is the number of plan review
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LIEP Operatmns* Pian Revnew 2000 Budget —

R R T B NG R PR, ® A

i Ongoing Program Objectives

To assure safety of citizens through construction
standards compliance.

To educate customers to achieve code compliance
without controversy or unnecessary expense.

To maintain adequate records to demonstrate
efficiencies in administration and compliance to
construction standards.

To maintain professional standards of technical
ability while being accessible by and accountable
to our customers and the public.

To maintain relationships with organizations and
agencies to assure Saint Paul remains a respected
leader in code and design professions.

2000 Budget Objective-

El Continue to work on the design and

implementation of the new computer system for
permits and inspections.

The Office has participated in and will continue
to be active in public forums such as the Home
Tour, District Council Home Fairs, etc., where
citizens have a chance to work with the inspectors
and plan reviewers in a more neutral
environment.

Cur present computer system and the new system
under development will enable us to ensure that
our level of service will continue to improve,

|

Our challenge is to balance the requirement for
continuing education against the needs of our
customers. Our goal will be to allow sufficient
opportunities for this education while
maintaining adequate staffitg levels to enstre
quick response to out customers.

We have several inspectors who are involved 5
with National Code organizations. These groups |§
develop the codes that are adopted by Minnesota,
and directly affect the construction in Saint Paul,
In order to ensure fair codes both now and in the
future, our inspectors will strive to maintain their
participation tevel for the future.

There are several inspectors on the task group
whose responsibility is the analysis of various
software packages for the office-wide computer |
system. These participants will be fully involved |2
until the end of the project. :

Performance Indicators:

o

L

(]

Through monitoring of the permit volume and
valuation, we (LIEP) can verify that all
construction projects are inspected to protect the
citizens of Saint Paul.

The number of permits issued, construction valu
in millions, plans examined, historical permits
received; and

Total inspections made.

mistakes discovered in the field. Tracking such an indicator would be a useful management
undertaking to determine the circumstances under which mistakes are made, as well as the types
of mistakes. Also, as is the case with the suggestion that Zoning monitor the types of appeals it
processed, it would also be useful in the same way for both Plan Review and Inspections to
monitor information on the granting of equivalencies. Finally, staff indicated that when
customers come in for preliminary plan reviews, they have a better understanding of
expectations. Customers are then able to “get it right the first time” which decreases the time,
effort and money in the spend in plan review process. It also likely decreases total staff time
expended on the project. Clearly, preliminary plan reviews make the plan review process more
effective, and their use could be measured.

23 The Customer Focus Chapter discusses the importance of promoting the Preliminary Plan Review process on
page 43.
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Inspections

Inspectors differ from the other LIEP staff in that they tend to see the customer out in the field,

and not at the front counter or in a meeting. However, the customer focus considerations they

have are very like those of the rest of the Office. Inspections has only one goal in the budget

specifically addressing customer service; “to maintain professional standards of technical ability

while being accessible by and accountable to our customers and the public.” The value of this

budget objective lies not with its ability to describe performance expectations, but rather in that it

articulates a problem in the inspections area that staff clearly feel conflicted about “enforcing the

code” or “providing customer service.” It would be very useful for the Inspections area to begin

addressing this using specific customer service performance indicators. In order to develop these

indicators, they would benefit from reviewing customer service surveys done by LIEP and PED.

These would help to identify areas of concern to customers. |
|

In the area of timeliness, it is clearly an informal goal of staff to complete reports and arrive for
appointments in a timely fashion. Both of these activities will be much easier to document with
the advent of the AMANDA computer system. In terms of the reports of inspection findings, the
use of handheld computers in the field will help significantly with the timely “processing” of
inspection findings. This will help both from a management perspective, in that information will
be immediately available to other trades inspectors, and it will also be more quickly available to
the customer, in the event they are not on site to hear the inspection report verbally.

Providing customers with information on the appeals process and sharing information and ideas
on appropriate “equivalencies” is central to good customer service. Council Research heard
consistently that information on appeals process is provided to the customer when change work
orders or stop work orders are given. However, there was inconsistency in that some inspectors
and trades would provide this information verbally and in letter form, while others would provide
it only in a letter, This inconsistency between staff work processes should be eliminated, with a
focus on providing the customer with appeal information in both settings. The use of the
AMANDA system and hand held computers in the field could provide a reminder in the form of
an item on one of the check-off lists. Council Research also became aware that some staff and
trades are much more likely to discuss equivalencies* with contractors and property owners than
are others. The Office’s approach to discussing and granting equivalencies should be consistent
across trade groups and among staff members. The AMANDA system has the potential to
monitor this and help the Office in developing a measurable standard.

As with the other work areas we examined, Inspections does little to measure the efficiency of its
operations. There was one objective in the year 2000 LIEP budget which spoke to efficiency,
which was “to maintain adequate records to demonstrate efficiencies in administration and
compliance to construction standards.” Although such information is likely maintained, we saw
no use of the information which acted to demonstrate efficiencies. The only performance
indicator in the budget related to efficiency is the number of inspections conducted, and this has
been an estimate in recent years. Tt would be very useful to know the number of inspections by
type and trade, and time invested in them. At the very least, the average number of inspections

24 Equivalencies are alternative methods for accomplishing a task or project that meet the intent of the Code,
although they may not be specifically described in the Cade. An example is the use of a picce of sheet metal
screwed to the back of a standard wood door in order to make it a “one-hour fire door.” This accomplishes the end
of fire safety and saves the building owner money in the purchase of a new one-hour fire door.
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and average times involved could be used for planning. Also, the advent of AMANDA makes
possible the tracking of activities in a way that takes into account the complexity of the task.
LIEP did this type of analysis in 1998 in preparing a proposal for the addition of a plumbing
inspector position.” Clearly, they understand the importance of such information in describing

staft’s workload.

IEP Operations: Inspections 000 Budgt -

B Ongoing Program Objectives:

2 Our present computer system and the new one under
development will enable us to ensure that our level
of service will continue to improve,

O Through monitoring of the permit volume and
valuation, we can verify that all construction
projects are inspecied to protect the citizens of St.
Paul,

11 To maintain adequate records to demonstrate
efficiencies in administration and compliance to
construction standards.

O To maintain professional standards of technical
ability while being accessible by and accountable to
our customers and the public.

[ Through monitoring of the permit volume and
valuation, we can verify that all construction
projects are inspected to protect citizens of St. Paul.

2000 Budget LIEP Strategic Plan Statement:

O Maintain quality services in light of the ever
increasing construction levels (Three record
construction years in a row) with a minimum
increase in staff,

[ Implement the use of project facilitators to navigate
customers through the license, permit, and/or zoning
processes and continue Process Redesign Initiative
to continually streamline procedures and climinate
unnecessary regulations.

O Integrate new ECLIPS system with other
departmental systems through a single address file,
to achieve a fully seamless provision of service for
the City’s customers.

il Performance Indicators:

0 Through monitoring of the permit volume and
valuation, we can verify that all construction
projects are inspected to protect the citizens of St,
Paul,

O Construction value in millions

@ Total inspections made

Ongoing Program Objectives for NHS/Vacant
Buildings:

C} To maintain housing stock by returning vacant
buildings to sound structures.

O Inspect Vacant, Boarded and Abandoned
buildings for code violations, issuing permits,
and reinspecting for compliance,

[ Maintain and improve neighborhoods by
inspecting one and two-family homes for ,
improvement areas and aiding owners in A
prioritizing tepairs within the limited funds
available.

O Identify and work toward preserving desirable
buildings and significant structures within
neighborhoods.

3 Perform inspections and building evaluations
for PED, Fast Side Neighborhood Development §
Corporation, West 7th Street Federation, :
Neighborhood Housing Serv- ices Programs, |
Non-Profit Corporations, or any other
organization needing these services,

RS

Performance Indicators:

QO Inspection totals for original and repeat
inspections

2000 Budget LIEP Operations performance
indicator:

ORI

LR

O “we have several staff involved with National ;
Code organizations” [

| k=

2000 Budget LIEF Operations Objective: ﬁ
0 Identify and work toward preserving buildings
and significant structures within
neighborhoods. i

5 Robert Kessler Memo to Joe Reid, January 26, 1998,
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The effectiveness of inspection services can be measured in a fashion similar to the effectiveness
of the other services we have discussed. There are two instances in the budget where the issue of
effectiveness is engaged. First, as an ongoing objective, the LIEP budget states *through
monitoring of the permit volume and valuation, we can verify that all construction projects are
inspected to protect citizens of Saint Paul.” While inspecting all construction projects surely
does act to protect the citizens of Saint Paul, this can not be monitored using permit volume and
valuation data. These data, together with the actual number of permits, do give an indication of
the complexity of the work undertaken. However, it is the number of permits which most
accurately estimates the number of projects requiring inspection. LIEP should modify its

objective accordingly.

Second, the 2000 Budget LIEP Strategic Plan Statement states as a goal to “maintain quality
services in light of the ever increasing construction levels (three record construction years ina
row) with a minimum increase in staff.” This is an excellent goal, which takes into account a
changing environment—dramatic increases in construction. However, there are no performance
indicators connected to it which demonstrate the quality of LIEP’s work. Such goals can be
constructed at several levels. At one level, they could speak to the quality of the building stock,
as we discussed earlier, They could also measure the consistent quality of inspections in spite of
increased work volume. These indicators could include the average length of inspections, and

the types of inspections findings.

On a more pedestrian level, LIEP may wish to add effectiveness performance indicators in the
following areas:

O Number of correction notices which need to be re-issued;

O Number of mistakes in the various inspection activities, which would be collected by
supervisors;
Q@ The number of stop work orders and number of times work is required to be redone;

0 The average length of time buildings are on the vacant buildings list before Certificate of
Compliance issuance or demolition; and

O The effectiveness of the Housing Initiative at increasing housing construction, as discussed in
the Information and Analysis chapter on pages 33 though 37. Notably, a recent article
suggests the following: “...a central city that had adopted a business-friendly philosophy of
enforcement could have increased both the amount and the value of single-family detached
housing by about 9% over the period 1985-1995. Commercial rehabilitation could have
increased about 4% in the number of buildings and about 5% in the value of construction.
This research could help the Housing Initiative establish useful benchmarks to measure their
progress at meeting their program goals. However, it does indicate that progress is slow, and
research attributes improvements to enforcement philosophy, rather than fee levels.

1926

% Burby, et al, 1bid., page 152.
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CONCLUSION

Overall Council Research found the quality criteria present and practiced in some parts of the
organization. LIEP is also generally in compliance with the policies that govern its activities.
Where deficiencies were found, we believe staff have the skills and interest to address them.
Notably, staff were very helpful in the performance audit process both in the interview process in
sharing their time and ideas, and later in responding to questions. What follows is a summary of
our findings.

Planning

LIEP did a great deal of planning during the mid-1990s to accomplish the merger of previously
separate operations that formed the Office. This planning took several forms, It addressed the
actual co-location of these operations, necessary cross-training of counter staff, the rationalization
of administrative procedures between the previously distinct units, and the improvement of
information support systems. Virtually no planning has taken place in recent years and LIEP
views itself to be in a “plan implementation” mode, rather than a “planning” mode. The
enormous amount of staff time spent on implementing first ECLIPS, and then AMANDA have
also left staff with the impression there is little time for planning. It is also apparent that few
staff have been involved in planning activities. Broader participation in plan development will
help staff become more aware of the existence of plans and give them a sense of ownership in the
plans’ success. LIEP has also not been involved with the development of Comprehensive Plan
chapters affecting its work, and has not taken these plans into account in their decision-making
on individual building projects. Council Research found that planning activities in LIEP would
act to better allocate the resources of this office and prepare it for changing circumstances, such
as the record construction years recently experienced.

Leadership

Our examination found several aspects of LIEP’s leadership policies and practices to be very
good. Namely, the commitment of senior leaders to provide a clear mission and vision for the
organization was quite apparent. This is in spite of survey results indicating a lack of vision
provided by the Mayor. Council Research noted that staff repeatedly commented on the
concerted efforts of leaders to recognize individual and team contributions. Finally, LIEP
leadership in recent years has acted to cultivate key stakeholder relationships, such as with the
advent of the Business Review Council. However, there is still more effort required in this area,
especially in terms of communication and inclusiveness in planning activities which should be
taking place. LIEP and the City are out of compliance with two state reporting requirements and
the requirements for a local board of appeals.
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Training

Staff training in LIEP received the highest quality rating. LIEP clearly emphasizes training and
education for its staff, and sees its importance in the context of diminishing staff numbers. LIEP
should be lauded for its training and education efforts and continue them. In terms of improving
this area, LIEP should consider doing more cross-education of all its staff, so they may develop a
better understanding of the roles and responsibilities of their peers within the Office. LIEP
should also examine the allocation of training resources.

Development

Staff development was an area in LIEP in which Council Research had a mix of good and
problematic findings. The survey indicated somewhere between one-fourth and one-fifth of staff
believe the work environment is not conducive to their well-being, that the labor management
relationship is poor, and there are few or no opportunities for them to contribute to the
organizations goals and work procedures. While it is good that three-fourths to four-fifths do not
share these perceptions, it is problematic that there is a fairly large core of people who rate these
areas pootly. LIEP leadership must find a way to engage these staff and their concems. Council
Research suggests LIEP proactively involve them in planning activities, rather than waiting for
volunteers. Also, re-instituting a labor-management group of some type to identify specific
changes which would address problem areas would likely be helpful.

Information and Analysis

LIEP has been undergoing significant changes in the area of information management in recent
years. Council Research is ambivalent in many ways in its findings. While undertaking the
formidable task of automating the management of its information is commendable, several
aspects of implementing ECLIPS and AMANDA could have been better handled, such as
communication with the Council on progress. There are several types of probiems we found in
this area, some of which are attributable to LIEP directly, and other which are more Citywide in
nature. However, these new information systems do give LIEP the ability to perform meaningfyl
analysis of its undertakings in the future. Therefore, we have taken the unusual step of indicating
that it has the potential of significantly increasing its rating in this area if improvements are

made.

Improvement Practices

LIEP did not fare well in Council Research’s examination of its improvement practices. These
mediocre findings are largely attributable to LIEP’s lack of planning and evaluation activities,
and currently poor information and analysis capabilities, which are integral components in the
improvement process. History shows the Office has an adequate basic understanding of
improvement processes, as this is demonstrated in the “quick fixes” undertaken in the mid-1990s.
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Customer Focus

The merger of separate operations into LIEP was the result of an increasing awareness—both in
City government and in the community—of the need for a more customer focused approach. The
merger also provided a means to “refocus” LIEP activities with customers in mind. Much credit
should be given to all involved for their efforts in this area. As with most organizational
initiatives, however, customer focus efforts need tending and continued refinement. There is still
a problem in the organization with the perceived conflict of providing *“code enforcement”
service, as opposed to “customer service,” These concepts need not be conflicting and LIEP
must strive to clarify their vision in this area. Also, some new customer services are called for,
such as a dramatically improved web page.

Results

Given the recently poor quality of information used in LIEP, it is not surprising it received a poor
Results rating. LIEP needs to take time to figure out what are good performance indicators of
their work. This is a critical juncture for the Office to undertake this project, as ECLIPS and
AMANDA are just now capable of providing meaningful data for these measures.

Performance Indicators

The performance indicators and objectives used in the budget process in recent years have been
neglected both by LIEP and the Budget Office. Using performance indicators in an ongoing
cycle of planning, evaluation and improvement could significantly assist LIEP in years to come.
it will help for purposes of internal management, where there is almost no information on
workloads, activities or outcomes. Meaningful performance measures are also key for a
government agency to remain accountable to its customers and stakeholders.
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APPENDIX A: RESOURCES

Council Resolutions:

O 0 0 cdoooodoop

Coungil File 94-293 / acceptance of grant funds for LIEP Process Redesign

Council File 94-1550 / establishment of Business Review Council

Council File 97- 1214 / establishment of funding for the Design Section

Council File 97-1314 / acceptance of report on Design Section and release of contingency funds
Council File 98-588 / establishing pay rate for “City Building Official”

Council File 98-609 / establishing pay rate for “Plan Review Coordinator”

Council File 98-1076 / establishing pay rate for “City Building Official”

Council File 98-1077 / establishing pay rate for “LIEP Help Desk Coordinator”

Courncil File 99-287 / authorizing contract and copyright agreement with U of M Press and the HPC
Council File 99-357 / no developer fee associated with any multi-unit housing project shall exceed
certain guidelines

Council File 99-553 / changing portion of salary plan and rates of compensation for the Building
Inspector

Council File 99-587 / directing the HPC to develop a Heritage Preservation Site and Building
Designation Workplan

Council File 99-815 / approval of special one year pilot program to reduce costs and speed
approvals for new housing construction

Saint Paul City Charter and the Legislative and Administrative Code:

Chapter 5 Permit Fees

Chapter 18 Legislative Hearing Officer

Chapter 19 Power of Inspectors to Enforce Provisions of Code

Chapter 33 Building Code and Inspection

Chapter 34 Minimum Property Maintenance Standards for All Structures and Premises
Chapter 37 Installation or Connection of Gas Equipment

Chapter 38 Elevators, Hoists, Lifts and Moving Stairways

Chapter 43 Vacant Buildings

Chapter 48 Condominium and Conversion Condominium Notice Filing Requirements
Chapter 50 Individual Sewage Treatment Systems

Chapter 60 Zoning Code-Adoption; Purpose; Definition; Districts Uses and Requirements
Chapter 61 Zoning Ordinance-Schedule of Regulations Limiting Heights, Bulk, Density, and
Area by Zoning Districts

Chapter 62 Zoning Code - General Provisions

Chapter 64 Zoning Code - Administration and Enforcement; Amendments; Miscellaneous
Provisions

Chapter 65 Zoning Code - River Corridor

Chapter 66 Zoning Code - Signs

Chapter 67 Zoning - Subdivision Regulations

Chapter 68 Zoning Code - Wetland Conservation

Chapter 72 Floodplain Management Regulations

Chapter 73 Heritage Preservation Commission

Chapter 74 Heritage Preservation Districts and Programs

Chapter 76 Sewers and Drains

Chapter 92 Water Code-Plumbing
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Chapter 95 Water Code-General Provisions

Chapter 310 Uniform License Procedures

Chapter 326 Building Contractors

Chapter 368 Wrecking of Buildings

Chapter 369 Building Trades Business Licenses

Chapter 370 Building Trades Certificates of Competency
Chapter A-6 Service Availability Charges

Budget Documents

Office of License, Inspections and Environmental Protection 2000 Adopted Budget
Office of License, Inspections and Environmental Protection 1999 Adopted Budget
Office of License, Inspections and Environmental Protection 1999 Adopted Budget
Office of License, Inspections and Environmental Protection 1998 Adopted Budget

Books / Miscellaneons Documents

The Urban Institute (1980). Performance Measures: 4 Guide for Local Elected Officials,
Washington D.C., The Urban Institute.

Raymond J. Burby, Peter J. May, Emil E. Malizia, and Joyce Levine, Building Code
Enforcement Burdens and Central City Decline. Journal of the American Planning
Association, Vol. 66, No.2, Spring 2000. ‘

Bryson, John (1995). Strategic Planning for Public and Non-Profit Organization. Jossey-Bass.
2000 Criteria for Performance Excellence, Baldrige National Quality Program.

City of Saint Paul’s Comprehensive Plan / Land Use and Housing Chapters
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APPENDIX B: LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Planning Recommendations

Recommendation # 1: PED should perform, in conjunction with LIEP, a thorough analysis of the
current Zoning Code. In order to be in compliance with current City Code, this should be done every
five years. The analysis should consider the Code’s compatibilities with the City’s Comprehensive Plan
and other development priorities, and the Code should be modified accordingly.

Recommendation # 2: Both PED and LIEP need to take more responsibility for including LIEP in the
development processes for the City’s Comprehensive Plan. By taking responsibility for development,
LIEP will feel more responsible for the objectives of the Plan, and will incorporate the Comprehensive
Plan into its own internal plans and practices.

LIEP’s involvement in the planning and implementation processes of the City’s comprehensive plans will
enable it to make more recommended changes to the zoning code, so that the code and the plans are
compatible and mutually enforceable. In cases where the zoning code and the Comprehensive Plan are
not compatible, LIEP should consider granting variances, equivalencies, or bringing the problem the to
Business Review Council for further review and recommendations.

Recommendation # 3: LIEP should incorporate objectives of the Comprehensive Plans into its plans for
its own operations. By doing so, LIEP will ensure it considers future changes and remains flexible and
uses opportunities to ensure the building stock of the City is solid, safe and contributes to the vitality of
the City.

Recommendation # 4: LIEP should resume proactive planning, including assessing the current
landscape and future economic, social, human resources, political, and technical impacts on LIEP s
work.

Q LIEP must understand the connection between planning and resource allocation to prevent
situations such as the one currently occurring with staff being overworked, resulting in a highly
stressful work environment because technological, economic, and human resource changes were
not comprehensively planned, Closer monitoring of outside influences will assist in projecting
changes in workload and resources, such as those resulting from increased construction in
recent years.

O Outcome measurement must be incorporated into future planning. LIEP must look at the results
of past planning efforts for lessons learned and aveas ta continue to work on. They must also
look at results of past quick fixes to determine effectiveness and remaining issues to be resolved
resulting from the changes.

Q@ LIEP should involve other stakeholders, such as the City Attorney’s Office, Planning and
Economic Development and Public Works in planning process to incorporate the requirements
of other departments and develop an understanding as to how the work of LIEP affects other
depariments.

Recommendation # 5: LIEP should involve staff in defining organizational goals and offer ways for staff
to contribute to them. LIEP needs to find ways to include less-involved staff in decision-making and
make them more aware of planning and improvements taking place in the office and how they can
contribute. LIEP should not wait for them to approach management, as history shows they will not.
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Leadership Recommendations

Recommendation # 6: At a minimum, communrnication between LIEP and the State Fire Marshal needs to
be improved so they can insure that inspections, installations, and removal of fuel storage tanks are
occurring. In order to ensure compliance the approval should come from the City, rather than from the
state, leaving all responsibility at the City level. LIEP should work with the State Fire Marshal to
determine procedural and legislative changes required to bring this about.

Recommendation # 7: LIEP and Saint Paul Regional Water Services need to clarify their roles relating
to the plumbing code. As the Building Official has ultimate responsibility for enforcing the plumbing
code, perhaps LIEP should conduct the inspections currently performed by Regional Water. This may
lead to enhanced efficiency for both entities.

Recommendation # 8: LIEP should market its service of providing building evaluations to community
development corporations. This valuable tool would enhance the relationship between CDCs and the
City and ensure that rehabilitations address building code problems appropriately.

Recommendation # 9: LIEP and the Design Center should clarify their respective roles and level of
authority and clearly explain them to permit applicants.

Recommendation # 10: LIEP and the City Attorney’s Office need to clarify whether the City is in
compliance with state law regarding appeals of decisions of the building code official.

Recommendation # 11: LIEP and PED should take leadership in developing a quarterly
interdepartmental meeting for all staff who work with small businesses.

Recommendation # 12: LIEP should meet with Code Enforcement and other appropriate City agencies
to discuss and find solutions to the issue of long-term incomplete projects in the City’s neighborhoods.

Recommendation # 13: LIEP needs to come into, and remain in, compliance with state reporting
requirements for both its building code and heritage preservation activities.

Recommendation # 14: LIEP should provide the City Council at regularly scheduled intervals, a
complete explanation of the current automation situation including funding, hours spent on the project,
timeline and reasons for the lengthened timeline.

Recommendation # 15: LIEP should evaluate its mission statement to ensure it answers the following
questions:

b Who are we? What distinguishes LIEP from other City departments?
Q  Whar do we do?

[ For whom do we do ir?

b Why do we do it?

Recommendation # 16: LIEP should identify objectives to put the mission statement into action and also
identify specific objectives for each area of LIEP. This will enhance employee understanding of how
their particular responsibilities help meet those objectives and thus fulfill the mission. Finally, LIEP
should identify specific organizational values under which all employees operate and exemplify them at
all levels of the organization.
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Training Recommendations

Recommendation # 17: LIEP should reassess where resources are allocated for training to determine if
some staff have less access to training than others, and whether this is appropriate. LIEP should also
determine if, and how, the training is affecting workload allocation.

Recommendation # 18: LIEP needs to encourage all staff in all work areas to pursue relevant training
and provide the resources whenever possible.

Recommendation # 19: More cross-education of all LIEP functions would be valuable. Staff tend to
have limited knowledge of the functions of work areas beyond their own. Having a good working
knowledge of the other functional areas will assist staff in answering customer questions and
coordinating efforts to prevent problems.

Development Recommendations

Recommendation # 20: LIEP should follow through on its commitment to open communication between
staff and management and discuss together issues related to morale and other workplace concerns. This
could involve increased management attendance at work-group or team meetings, as well as more
proactive involvement of staff not traditionally involved in organization-wide discussions.

Recommendation # 21: LIEP should reconvene a labor-management group to actively pursue issues of
mutual concern. Clear guidelines and expectations should be established so meetings are a place for
cooperation, not confrontation and complaining. Leaders should emphasize this is a non-grievance
discussion forum. The leaders of the group will also need to engage the problems encountered by the
first labor-management group, such as too many participants — The last group had two representatives
from each bargaining unit in LIEP which may have made the group too unwieldy and ineffective.

Recommendation # 22: LIEP should address work environment issues. The proposed Labor-
Management Committee should discuss both the factors negatively impacting the environment and what
specific steps can be taken to decrease the stress level experienced by many staff. Additionally, this
group could examine what specifically could be done to make LIEP a more supportive work environment
for those who feel it is not currently supportive.

Information and Analysis Recommendations

Recommendation # 23: The City of Saint Paul should provide the financial resources to atiow for the
purchase of an economical software package that would interface between the GIS system and
AMANDA. This would allow broad access to GIS for all departments utilizing the AMANDA system and
enhance the ability to coordinate activities and information between various departments.

Recommendation # 24: Not only must LIEP work to implement hand-held computers as soon as
possible due to their usefulness, LIEP must also train its inspectors to integrate the hand-held computers
into their work practices. Inspectors must make it a practice to load all inspections comments into the
database so other inspectors have the same information. Inspectors should also begin the practice of
looking up information to ensure they are providing permittees with accurate information.
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Recommendation # 25: LIEP should clearly identify the information gathering potential of the new
computer systems and the usefulness of the data. (See previous box for suggestion). Data collected and
analyzed should be related to the mission and objectives of the organization.

Recommendation # 26: LIEP should analyze the effectiveness of the computer systems. One method to
analyze the effectiveness would be to follow-up with staff based on survey responses indicating the
systems are not useful. LIEP should encourage and gather input on the systems and respond to the
input, even if it is not possible to immediately address all concerns or suggestions.

Improvement Practices Recommendations

Recommendation # 27: LIEP should involve itself in a complete improvement practices process that
includes planning, implementation and evaluation of its improvements.

Recommendation # 28: LIEP needs to use data analysis to evaluate the effectiveness of its improvement
practices. So far, they have little documentation to substantiate claims of improvement other than
anecdotal evidence.

Recommendation # 29: It is apparent that LIEP has few formalized and widely understood goals.
Therefore, LIEP staff should be involved in defining improvement practices, setting goals and evaluating
activities. (Goal setting is discussed in the planning, leadership and results quality sections).
Improvement practices should link activities to goals and objectives. They should also help
organizations achieve their goals and objectives. ’

Customer Focus Recommendations

Recommendation # 30: Develop marketing strategies for promoting the express permits, the
preliminary plan review process, pre-paid permit accounts, parking reimbursement and any other
customer-focused practices.

Recommendation # 31: LIEP is one of the City agencies which has the most direct contact with
residents and businesses seeking information, and stands to benefit greatly from having as much
information as possible on its web page. Completion of the web site should be a high priority for LIEP,
particularly in light of the goal to have it completed by the end of 1996. Information that should be
available to customers on-line includes:

permit applications and permit status information;

inspections results;

general building code and zoning information, similar to the paper handouts available;
information on special programs and projects, such as the Housing Initiative;

a Frequently-Asked-Questions (FAQ) page; and

an “ask-the-inspector” page in which visitors could post general questions to trade inspectors.

ocodoo

Recommendation # 32: LIEP should develop a policy requiring trade inspectors to wear an
identification badge at all times while performing inspections.

Recommendation # 33: LIEP should develop a policy for granting equivalencies which is known and
used by all inspectors in an effort to make the practice fair, consistent and useful. The City Attorney
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should be involved in developing this policy to ensure it is legally sound. The development of these
policies will enhance LIEP's image in the City.

Recommendation # 34: LIEP should work to change the attitude of its inspectors who believe that
contractors and property owners are trying to hide something from them. They should immediately
cease threatening property owners with retaliation, which is contrary to LIEP policy, but is reported to
happen from time fo time.

Recommendation # 35: LIEP should develop a process for leaving information with both property
owners and contractors upon final inspections, particularly when changes are still required before the
permit can be closed.

Recommendation # 36: LIEP should look at the practices of building inspections departments in other
cities for possible customers service improvements. One suggestion would be maintaining evening hours
one or two nights a week to make it easier for homeowners who work during the day to apply for
permits, such as is the practice in San Diego.

Recommendation # 37: LIEP should consider other options besides an annual or biennial survey for
monitoring customer needs and satisfaction. Some suggestions include survey cards issued with the
Certificate of Occupancy or when a permit is closed. Another option is to focus on evaluating one
activity per month. For example, give surveys to everyone who applies for a permit in February, in
March give surveys to everyone who has a site plan review, and in August to everyone who receives an
inspection. This way, not all sections are burdened with conducting a survey at the same time. If
another, organization-wide survey is desired, LIEP should consider consulting with organizations which
have been successful in reaching a high response rate from their customers.

Recommendation # 38: LIEP should formalize customer service standards, such as plan review’s three
day turn-around for basic plan reviews. This would help all staff understand the customer service
standards and how their work contributes to the goals set by the organization.

Recommendation # 39: LIEP should provide more customer service training for inspectors to help them
understand how they can provide good customer service and good code enforcement.

Recommendation # 40: Develop an idea/complaint/compliment line and/or e-mail address that would
allow customers to directly communicate with LIEP at their own convenience and at any time, rather
than just through the annual customer Survey.

Results Recommendation

Recommendation # 41: LIEP needs to develop a meaningful performance indicators system Jor
determining how well they are meeting the organization’s goals. This process needs to overtly take into
account issues which may not be “measurable, " but which also need to be documented and reported
over time. The development process should also be inclusive and incorporate staff ideas. A performance
measurement system should function not only to give feedback to managers and policy makers, but also
to staff who rely on it to provide them regular feedback on individual activities. All of the organization’s
stakeholders have an interest in knowing how well the organization is meeling its goals. Examples of
specific measures are outlined in the next chapter. Additionally, the Mayor s Office should much more
actively monitor performance indicators used in the budget and assist the City’s departments in
developing more meaningful indicators.
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Performance Measurement System




00 -4

Resulis Performance Measures

Recommendations

il ® LIEP Needs to Develop a Meaningful . 3| ® Necessary for Accountability to Elected
& Performance Indicators System to : ! Officials and the General Public
Determine How Well They are Meeting i
Organizational Goals
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Performance Audit of the City of Saint Paul’s Building Permit, Plan Review and Inspections Functions 1

INTRODUCTION

The City Council, as the governing body of the City of Saint Paul, is responsible for establishing
City policies and ensuring that City practices are consistent with these policies. As the body
responsible for approving the City Budget and authorizing the tax levy, the Council must also
assess the efficiency and effectiveness of City operations. Therefore, the City Council
established a Performance Audit Program in the fall of 1996 to help it fulfill these legislative
oversight and budgetary responsibilities and it directed Council Research to conduct performance
audits of City operations. Performance audits analyze the consistency of departmental practices
with City policies, as well as provide insight into how policy directives are implemented. The
performance audit also examines whether an organization’s practices are efficient and reflective
of those used by high-performing organizations.

The City Council is very interested in the value received by citizens for the money expended.
Taxpayers rightly expect that money provided for services will be spent to achieve the best result
possible with the least expenditure of public funds. The efficiency and effectiveness of
government operations and processes can be assessed in many ways, One common approach is
for auditors to examine an organization at a micro-level to try to determine if the organization is
following sound procurement practices, properly protecting its resources, and complying with
laws and regulations. This micro-level approach to auditing is closely related to financial auditing
and is often conducted by accountants who spend a great deal of time and effort examining the
inner workings of the organization. While we accept there are situations where this type of micro-
level auditing is appropriate, such as when fraud is suspected, we believe a higher level audit is
most appropriate here. The City Council is less concerned with the minutia of daily operations of
its departments and more concerned with knowing if its departments and offices are top-quality
organizations whose operations are efficient, effective and in compliance with appropriate laws
and policies. If they are not, the Council is interested in knowing what can be done to remedy any
deficiencies preventing the department or office from achieving a level of excellence.

SCOPE OF PERFORMANCE AUDIT

This audit is an examination of the policy compliance, efficiency and effectiveness of the
permitting, trade inspections and plan and zoning review activities of the Office of License,
Inspections and Environmental Protection (LIEP).!  Future references to LIEP in the audit will
refer to only these activities, not the entire organization. The office and functions selected for
review were identified by the City Council because of the importance of LIEP’s activities in
relation to promoting and protecting the City’s housing and building stock. The structure and
functions of LIEP will be described in more detail in a following section.

V' The audit does not examine other functions performed by LIEP, which include Animal Control, Gambling Enforcement,
Environmental Health, License Inspections or License Investigation and Compliance Checks.

2000 Saimt Paul City Council Research
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RESEARCH METHODS

Policies pertaining to the functions of LIEP were gathered from the Saint Paul Administrative
Code, the Saint Paul Legislative Code, City Council resolutions, the Land Use and Housing
Chapters of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, as well as LIEP’s own internal plans, policies and
budget objectives. It is not Council Research’s intent to make specific findings on every
individual policy statement. Rather, we focus on groups of policies that relate to specific
functional areas within LIEP (permitting, plan review or inspections),’ and have grouped them
according to the most relevant quality category. Tt is our belief this approach is more useful to
both policy makers and participants in understanding how to improve the efficiency,
effectiveness and compliance of the organization.

We believe the best way to assess the level of organizational development is to ask those most
knowledgeable about the organization—the people who work in the organization. We believe
that the people who work in LIEP best know the strengths and weaknesses of their organizations
and will, when asked, candidly report their opinions. Therefore, we have gone directly to LIEP
staff to ask them about their work. We were able to survey 67 of 73 (92%) LIEP staff involved
in the permitting/ customer service areas, plan review and zoning and trade inspections, and we
also conducted 35 interviews with LIEP staff members. The findings and recommendations in
this report are based on these surveys and interviews as well as an examination of written
materials on LIEP’s practices.

ORGANIZATIONAL ASSESSMENT

A key aspect of an organization’s performance is its compliance with the laws and directives
under which it is required to operate. Governmental agencies have a high level of responsibility
to operate within the parameters established by governing bodies, as well as within parameters
established by the organization itself. Because LIEP is a regulatory agency, it not only has to
comply with regulations as do all City departments, it also has to enforce regulations to which
developers, builders, home and business owners and contractors have to comply. Quite often,
these policies can be closely linked to the quality of an organization’s operations. Throughout
this report, we will illustrate how compliance with certain policies does or could enhance the
efficiency and effectiveness of LIEP. A listing of policies, practices and documents reviewed is
in Appendix A of this report.

The efficiency and effectiveness of LIEP’s permitting, plan review, zoning, and inspections
functions are evaluated using an Organizational Quality Assessment. While there are several
methods to evaluate effectiveness and efficiency, our approach is based on work done by the
organizers of the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award who identified the characteristics of
a high-performing organization.

The study of high-performing organizations has typically identified seven characteristics believed

to be essential for an organization to achieve excellence. These criteria have been identified from
“ .

2 por a complete listing of all policies reviewed, plcase see Appendix A.

2000 Saint Paul City Council Research

R




Performance Audit of the City of Saint Paul's Building Permit, Plan Review and Inspections Functions

studies over many years and are widely accepted as indicators of organizational excellence. The
criteria used by the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award and the Minnesota Quality Award
to assess organizational development and to identify quality organizations are summarized in the
table below. For the purposes of this audit we have split the category of Training and
Development into two separate discussions for a more useful discussion of both areas. None of
the quality categories stand alone. Each impacts the other, and all are essential to achieving a

significantly impacts both Results and Improvement Processes.

Assessment Categories

high level of performance. Quite often improvement in one quality category will positively
impact another. For example, improvement in the category of Information and Analysis often

Quality Category

Key Concepts

Discussed on Pages:

Planning

Leadership

Training

Development

Information and
: Analysis

Improvement
Practices

Customer Focus

Results

Internal Plans
Plan Development
Plan Dissemination & Implementation

Mission, Vision, Values
Stakeholder Relationships
Staff Recognition

Training & Education Resource Allocation
Employer Commitment

Employee Contribution

Work Environment
Labor-Management Relationship
Empioyee Evaluation

Coilection of Data
Analysis of Data
Effective Use of Automation Systems

Identification of Potential Improvements
Implementation of Improvements
Evaluation of Improvement Practices

Customer Identification & Knowledge
Managing Customer Relationships
Customer Service Practices

Customer Service Standards

Organizational Outcomes
Financial Qutcomes

Customer Satisfaction

Use of Performance Indicators

9-14

15-24

25-27

28-32

33-37

38-41

42-49

50-52

Each of these quality categories is a chapter in the report, and each chapter is comprised of the

following discussions:

O Ratings

[ Policy discussion, Findings, Recommendations
03 Quality discussion, Findings, Recommendations
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In addition to the Results chapter, which focuses on organizational outcomes, an overview of
performance measures and their potential application in LIEP is provided in the Performance
Measures. Performance measurement in this performance audit means the regular collection of
specific information about the effectiveness, quality and efficiency of services and programs.’
The suggested measures will enable LIEP to evaluate on its own whether the resources expended
(labor or financial resources) on an activity are used efficiently, have the intended effect and
result in a quality outcome. Measures can be based on information obtained from written
records, observations by specially trained staff or through surveys of customers. This
performance audit will examine existing performance measures and suggest other performance
measures. However, the audit will not perform the actual measurements.

Criteria Ratings

We have gathered a wealth of information about the permitting, plan review, zoning and
inspection activities of LIEP while conducting this performance audit. Although capturing all of
this information in any rating system is impossible, we believe a rating system will help
decision-makers grasp the essence of the information. We have developed a simple summary
rating system we believe conveys the essence of our findings. We intend these ratings to reflect
what interview subjects have told us about LIEP. While organizations and processes consist of
individuals, we intend the ratings to reflect current organizational practices and they should not
be interpreted as judgements about individuals.

The rating system used for policy compliance is simple and straightforward using a plus (+) sign,
indicating LIEP is substantially in compliance with the relevant policies, or a minus (-) sign
indicating LIEP is not in compliance. If it is not found in compliance, recommendations will be
made to assist the organization in achieving compliance.

The summary ratings for the guality categories are intended to portray both the level of
development and the level of integration of each quality criterion. Development, in this
performance audit, means the extent to which high-valued characteristics arc in evidence. High-
value characteristics are ones in which the criteria being examined are systematic, manifest, pro-
active, fact-based, and evaluated. Integration refers to the extent criteria are practiced. It is
possible, indeed likely, for criteria to be practiced in some parts of the organization, but not in
others.

The summary ratings used for quality assessment are:

*% %% Criteria fully developed and practiced throughout the organization.
x%% Criteria well developed and practiced throughout most of the organization.
%% Criteria present and practiced in some parts of the organization.

%  Criteria sometimes present, occasionally practiced in parts of the otganization.

3 The Urban Institute (1980). Performance Measurement: A Guide for Local Elected Officials. Washington D.C.:
The Urban Institute, p. 1.
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OVERVIEW OF LIEP

Before discussing the findings of the audit, it is necessary to give a brief overview of the Office
of License, Inspections and Environmental Protection (LIEP). LIEP was formed in 1992 as a
result of the consolidation of Environmental Health, the Building Inspection and Design Division
(BIDD), the License Division and Animal Control. Four reasons were offered for the merger:*

“l. The need for improved customer service and the creation of a ‘one-stop-shop’ for
businesses.

2. The desire to provide customer service training for inspectors and to improve the
coordination of services.

3. The need to review and update the City’s regulations.

4. A desire to reduce the overall costs of enforcement in order to save money.”

The graph on the following page illustrates the current organizational structure of LIEP. The
blue boxes indicate the areas of LIEP that were examined in this audit. LIEP currently has just
over 100 employees, and an adopted year 2000 budget of $9,136,890. The vast majority of
LIEP’s revenues are from license and permit fees collected. Only about 15% of LIEP’s year
2000 budget is money allocated from the City’s general fund.

Permitting, Plan Review, Site Plan Review and Inspections

The graphics on the page 8 illustrates the permitting process, from entering the office to filling
out a permit application to completing the work and receiving a certificate of occupancy or
compliance, if required. The permitting, plan review and inspections activities are closely
intertwined. Typically, the first point of contact for a customer is with a member of
permitting/customer service staff. A customer will either call with questions or come in to obtain
information and apply for a building permit. A permit is required for all structural revisions for
residences, garages, carports, decks and similar structures or buildings. Non-structural revisions
or remodeling projects may also require a permit if the labor value and the cost of the materials
exceeds $300. Permits can be paid for with cash, check or charge, and payments are accepted in
person or by fax, phone or mail. The fee schedule is established in City Code, and is based on
the fee schedule in the 1994 Uniform Building Code.’

Staff must verify the information contained in the permit application, such as the address, the
contractor’s license, whether the building is a dangerous structure or nuisance building. The
address file is currently used to verify this information, but it will be eventually available through

the new computer systems.

4 Information taken from Robert Kessler, Director of LIEP, letter to employees, May 18, 1992.

3 City code states that refunds can be given for permit fees if the work was not started within a given amount of
time, and or if the fee was calculated incorrectly. Project values can also be reassessed according to Code, and new
fees charged or refunds given. Finally, fees can be imposed for work that is started prior to obtaining a permit,
Typically LIEP finds out about such work through contractors, neighbors, or when inspectors are out in the field and
they see work occurring without a permit.
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6 Performance Audit of the City of Saint Paul's Building Permit, Plan Review and Inspections Functic——

LIEP ORGANIZATIONAL CHART

Budget/

Accounting

Director,
Robert Kessler

Legislation/
Policy BRC

Building Code Official,
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Customer Services
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Zoning Investigation
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Health a . .
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Checks

Plan Review
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Program Housing Gambling Hearing
Analyst Initiative Enforcement Officer
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2000 Saint Paul City Council Research



Performance Audit of the City of Saint Paul's Building Permit, Plan Review and Inspections Functions

In most cases, a customer must submit building plans and possibly site plans for review in order to obtain
the necessary permits.® The few cases in which plans are not required include roofing, soffit and fascia
improvements and furnace replacements. LIEP staff involved in plan review include the plan reviewers,
site plan reviewers, the structural engineer and the inspectors, though they are not all involved in
reviewing every plan. The following table shows their involvement.

LIEP Staff Involved in Plan Review —

"Plan Reviewers Al plans not requiring significant structural changes or changes in use of the propetty 1
Site Plan Reviewer Commercial, multi-family additions, new construction, changes in use of the property
Structural Engineer All significant structural changes or additions i
Trade Inspectors Complex building plans ) |

The site plan reviewer also coordinates an interdepartmental review team that includes representatives
from Zoning, Public Works, the Water Utility, and Police and Fire departments, as appropriate. The
applicant will meet with staff two to three weeks afier the site plan is submitted. At this meeting
questions can be answered and revisions offered. Staff also work diligently to assist applicants if their
plans do not meet code standards.” District Councils may also be involved if the project will have an
impact on the surrounding area. While site plan review is occurting, the trade inspectors may be
involved in reviewing specific plans designed to show the electrical, plumbing, mechanical or other
relevant work. In some cases, the plan review process is on-going, such as for the Minnesota Wild Arena
which is a large construction project and requires a variety of different plans. The site plan reviewer also
prepares staff reports for site plans that are reviewed by the Planning Commission and he handles any
subsequent appeals to the City Council. This staff person also serves as backup staff for the Board of

Zoning Appeals.

Once the plans have been reviewed and the permits issued, the inspectors will do an initial inspection.
Depending on the type of project, there are given points at which a project must be inspected. The
contractors or property owners are responsible for calling LIEP to arrange for an inspection at the
appropriate time. In general, inspections are required at the “rough-in” stage and upon project completion.
However, inspections are done weekly at bigger construction projects such as the Lawson.Commons
building and the Minnesota Wild Arena. Once the work is completed and approved, the inspector signs the
back of the permit, signs the copy of the permit kept in LIEP’s files, and submits it to clerical staff to be
formally closed out. LIEP issues the temporary certificate of occupancy, if required, upon permit closure.
If the Fire Department is also performing inspections of the project, they are notified of LIEP’s approval of
the project. The temporary certificate of accupancy will not be issued until the Fire Department has also
signed off on the permits. LIEP issues only the temporary certificate of occupancy; periodic
(armual/biennial) inspections and ongoing certificates of occupancy are issued by the Fire Department.

6 Building plans indicate all internal or structural work, site plans show existing and proposed conditions of the
property (such as site layout, grading, drainage and utilities, landscaping), and building information (such as height,
type of construction, sprinklers, and elevation). In limited cases, a tree preservation plan must also be submitted.

T1tis possible that plans cannot feasibly meet code standards. In those cases, the zoning code provides a couple of
options to allow for uses other than those specifically stated in the code, namely variances and special condition use
permits (SCUPs).
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Information Provided on
Permit Application, Review
and Inspection Processes

Front Counter, Project Facilitator
{Potemital Future Use af Web Site)

Permit Issued, Payment Made,
and (if necessary) Temporary
C of O Issued

Building Official, Fire Marshall

Inspection at Rough-In and
Complete Stages, As
Necessary on Large Projects

o I o Trades Inspectors and Fire Prevention

i Sign-Off on Permit(s) and
. Issuance of C of O's

Pt Trades Inspectors, Fire Prevention,
| Building Official

Permit, Plan Review and Inspection Process

contractor/owner prepares
materials for permit
application (plans, etc.)

Permit Application Submitted
(if partial project permit,
repeat process for

other project phases)

Potential Use of
Preliminary Plan Review

Front Counter, Expert on Duty

-~

if small/simple project,
such as roof or fence

Review of Permit Application

Plan Review - all non "simple" projects
Zoning Review - new structures, new use, complex zoning
Site Plan Review - multi-unit residentail or commercial
Structural Plan Review - multi-unit residential, commercial,
or complex structure
Heritage Preservation Review - in heritage preservation
district or designated historic structure or site

Plans Approved
&
SCUPs and variances
granted if neaded

Appeal(s)
of Plan
Review(s)
Granted

Public hearings for zoning, site plan,
heritage preservation or plan reviews

Plans Fail
Review and
Board of Zoning Appeals, Heritage Preservation Are Not
Commission, Plannitig Commission Modified to

Pass Review

could also be appealed to the City Council, i .
and poasibly district court b

Appoal(s) of
Plan Review(s) Denied

Permit Application Danied

2000 Saint Paul City Council Research

[ o B 4 1 ananar, e oo oyl §




s Performance Audit of the City of Saint Paul’s Building Permit, Plan Review and Inspections Functions 9

KEY PLANNING CONCEPTS:

. PLANNING o et
Q0 Plan Development Participation

0 Plan Dissemination & Implementation

Policy Alignment: —
Quality Rating: ¥« v¢

Planning is an activity that incorporates a strong future orientation and a willingness to make
long-term commitments to stakeholders. High-performing organizations actively engage in
planning and recognize the impact not only of internal changes, but also of environmental factors
on the organization. Planning considers resource atlocation, economic projections, future needs
of employees, future customer needs and expectations, technological developments, and
stakeholder requirements. Plans can be long- or short-term, and can be issue specific,
organization-wide, departmental-wide or unit-wide. In order to be effective, plans need to be
carried out and updated frequently. Comprehensive plans are also considered policy documents.

LIEP’s Internal Plans

LIEP has a history of engaging in planning activities. In the mid-1990's, LIEP developed a
number of plans to enable and enhance its streamtining efforts. While these plans were
reactionary (they were necessary to meet the objectives for consolidation and mandates from the
Mayor’s Office), LIEP was addressing a problem, namely integrating functions, and did the
appropriate planning to manage the changing circumstances. The plans LIEP produced were:

O Business Process Redesign Project (1994-1996), which consisted of the following plans:

o Functional Redesign Report/Plan (Business Process Redesign Project), 1994
A high-level pian that identified common data and info used across all LIEP functions.
Its objective was to design work processes around shared, property-based information. It
focused on customer service delivery and sought to replace repetitive, duplicative, and
labor intensive administrative processes. (The Business Review Council has in many
ways collaborated in doing much of the work of identifying unnecessary regulations and
duplicate processes.)

0 Administrative Redesign Report/Plan, 1994
The focus of this plan was on service delivery processes and line employees as
customers. It sought to replace administrative processes that were repetitive, duplicative
and labor intensive through information sharing and technology support tools.

o Change Management Plan 1994-1996

This plan had 5 objectives for which steering teams were developed to work on:
reduce processing time for permits and licenses;
reduce number of and increase collections on delinquent license renewals;
reduce cost to businesses by reducing time to obtain permit and license;
eliminate redundancy and complexity in local codes; and
o reduce paperwork and eliminate forms.

[ = = =]

0 Strategic Action Plan, 1996
This plan was required as part of the Office’s annual budget.
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Since 1996, LIEP has not done any long-term strategic planning. All recent planning is very
short-term and meant to address very specific issues such as the computer systems. However,
these plans focused only on the steps to make the new computer systems operational. They did
not include plans to help LIEP transition from the old methods of operation to new ones.
Extensive work on basic automation of LIEP’s services appears to have consumed much of the
office’s creative energy in recent years, and LIEP, in effect, has used the automation as an excuse
not to plan. An attitude also exists in LIEP that it is difficult to do planning because of the
regulatory nature of the Office’s functions and the constrainis LIEP faces as a governmental
entity. However, a number of factors could have been considered in LIEP’s planning such as the
growth in construction and the current vitality of the economy.

Overall, LIEP is currently engaging in very limited planning activities. However, LIEP held a
retreat in late 1999 to look at areas that still need to be addressed. They identified three areas of
importance for focused improvement efforts: communication, staff and training, and technology.
There is no clear product yet from this retreat, such as specific activities, or a clear commitment
from the organization to follow through. However, LIEP reports that individual staff member
commitments have been made to facilitate and lead committees to work on the areas identified
for improvement. Nonetheless, in light of the current City culture which does not value
planning, the fact they are still engaging in planning efforts is noteworthy.

The Saint Paul Zoning Code, in Chapter 64.400, requires the zoning code be reviewed every five
years. LIEP and PED staff report that routine text amendments are done on a regular basis, but
the zoning code has not been examined or reevaluated. PED maintains primary responsibility for
fulfilling this requirement, though LIEP shares responsibility for implementing the requirements
of the zoning code. Had LIEP engaged in a planning process that considers its responsibilities
related to the zoning code, it may have addressed this and, therefore, been in compliance.

e s o
R
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Saint Paul Comprehensive Plan

LIEP activities are directly related to the City’s Comprehensive Plan, particularly the Land Use
and Housing Chapters. For example, an objective of the Land Use Plan is to “ensure that 2
building supports broader city-building goals,” and “make a contribution to the neighborhood
and public realm.”® Cleatly, activities related to this goal would require permits, plan reviews
and site plan reviews, and inspections. LIEPs site plan review activities could easily incorporate
such objectives into their criteria. However, it is cleat from staff statements that while certain
staff members try to incorporate these objectives, they feel they can only apply them to a certain
extent because the Comprehensive Plan is not adequately incorporated into LIEP’s practices.

Not only does LIEP fail to actively pursue the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan, they also
fail to use it to identify changing circumstances and priorities. LIEP does not see a direct
relationship between its activities and the objectives of the Plan. They do not consider the
Comprehensive Plan when preparing their own internal plans and look for areas of change or
growth in activities. Rather, it is used by a few select staff members to a limited extent as they
perform their duties. To LIEP, the Plan fails to have the same level of authority as the code,
though in reality the Comprehensive Plan has the same effect of law when used in the review
process as justification for City actions and decisions.

8 Land Use Plan, page 17.
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LIEP tends only to minimally respond and react to the Comprehensive Plan, but is not a part of
the plan formulation process. It is also apparent there are conflicts between some strict
requirements of the zoning code and the objectives of the Plan. If LIEP were involved in the
plan formulation process, these conflicts may be more readily and easily resolved, and the code
and Plan would be more compatible.

=50

Policy Compliance Findings
—1¢

Finding #1: LIEP did a great deal of internal planning in the mid-1990's. Recent planning
activities have been very limited.

= Finding #2: LIEP followed through on many of its planning objectives. An example of this is
LIEP’s 1996 Strategic Action Plan, where LIEP has done an admirable job of following through
on many of its objectives, such as trying to respond to inquiries within 48 hours, providing
information to customers through meetings, written material, classes (such as the January 20,
2000 session held for small contractors), testing, and developing two project facilitator positions.®

-

Finding #3: Many of LIEP’s activities relate directly to the City’s Comprehensive Plan, but
LIEP is not involved in developing the Plan.

- Finding #4: LIEP does not view the Comprehensive Plan as a policy document to which it must
comply.

kf Finding #5: LIEP does not use the Comprehensive Plan as a guide when making its own
organizational plans.

Finding #6: LIEP did not prepare adequate plans in regard to the transition from a system that
involved paper and an outdated, non-Y2K compliant computer system to a fully automated
system. This type of work process analysis and planning at all levels of the organization would
have assisted LIEP in its difficult and complex transition.

u

ate | Policy Compliance Recommendations

ol Recommendation # 1: PED should perform, in conjunction with LIEP, a thorough analysis of
the current Zoning Code. In order to be in compliance with current City Code, this should be

done every five years. The analysis should consider the Code’s compatibilities with the City's

" | Comprehensive Plan and other development priorities, and the Code should be modified

accordingly.

Recommendation # 2: Both PED and LIEP need to take more responsibility for including LIEP
’ in the development processes for the City’s Comprehensive Plan. By taking responsibility for
development, LIEP will feel more responsible for the objectives of the Plan, and will incorporate
the Comprehensive Plan into its own internal plans and practices.

® One objective that has not been implemented will be discussed in the Development section.

arch 2000 Saint Panl City Council Research
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gy LIEP’s involvement in the planning and implementation processes of the City's comprehensive

: plans will enable it to make more recommended changes to the zoning code, so that the code and
i the plans are compatible and mutually enforceable. In cases where the zoning code and the
Comprehensive Plan are not compatible, LIEP should consider granting variances,
equivalencies, or bringing the problem the to Business Review Council for further review and
recommendations.

Recommendation # 3: LIEP should incorporate objectives of the Comprehensive Plans into its
plans for its own operations. By doing so, LIEP will ensure it considers future changes and
remains flexible and uses opportunities to ensure the building stock of the City is solid, safe and
contributes to the vitality of the City.

The Quality of Planning

Planning was evaluated above on a policy compliance level, but an examination of planning from

a quality perspective is also essential to ensure that planning activities are effective and efficient.

If the activities are not evaluated, then the planning efforts will be futite and the plans will mean .
;; nothing to staff. :

Knowledge of Plans

According to the survey results, there seems to be a disconnect between those who do not know
about planning efforts or are not involved in planning and those who are. According to the
survey, one-half the staff surveyed do not know if plans exist. This question received the highest
level of “don’t know” responses of all the survey questions. Further analysis of this group of
respondents gave us no indication that some staff members or groups of staff were purposely
omitted from planning activities.

o g e ST
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Plan Development Participation

Uiy e s s AT

From survey responses, it appears only a few key line staff are consistently involved in planning.
For example, according to the survey, 85% of plan review staff are not aware of any of LIEP’s
planning efforts. From interviews, it seems staff are not actively recruited to pasticipate in
planning. We heard many comments echoing the sentiment that “if you want to be involved, you
can be.” Involvement in planning clearly has to be self-motivated. This is somewhat
i problematic, as employee participation in planning at all levels is valuable to an organization as
3 often the line-staff are in the most direct contact with customers and other outside influences.
' Their input and perspective may be more aligned with the realities of daily operations, and they
may have ideas on how to do things better in the future, It also enhances their ability to
understand how their work contributes to the future of the organization. However, it should be
noted many organizations struggle with how to involve all employees in important decision-
making processes. Clearly, not every employee can be directly involved in writing the planning,
but they should be given the opportunity to provide input before the plan is finalized. It was also
clear the Budget Office, PED and the City Attorney’s Office are not involved in LIEP’s planning,
though they are key stakeholders and participants in LIEP’s activities.

2000 Saint Panl City Council Research
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iy Pian Dissemination and Implementation

The recent limited planning efforts that have taken place could not be based on data analysis
because LIEP did not have comprehensive data, partially due to its antiquated computer systems.
Staff indicate the new computer systems will allow them to collect more comprehensive data.
Finally, it is evident the plans created in the mid-90's have not been analyzed to determine areas
of success, failure, or continued development and inclusion in other plans for the future,

]

What LIEP now considers to be plans, such as progress updates on the new information systems,
are disseminated through e-mail, meetings and monthly newsletters. As for implementation,
according to the survey, 40% of staff “don’t know” how often plans are implemented. In the
past, committees have implemented various aspects of the plans, particularly the quick fixes that

were identified.

While not considered LIEP plans, some LIEP staff are involved in the planning activities of
related organizations. Some inspectors are involved in code planning for their respective trades
at the national, state and local level. They meet to discuss how to implement changes in the
codes, which happen every three years. The Heritage Preservation Commission does an annual
workplan, which is commendable given that it is a citizen commission with very limited staffing.
Very few voluntary commissions in the City of Saint Paul do such planning.

Planning Quality Findings

Finding #7: Many staff are unaware of plans made by LIEP.

Finding #8: Only a few staff are involved in planning. It seems staff have to actively pursue
opportunities to contribute to planning. Leadership rarely seeks out employee participation in
terms of cultivating involvement from those traditionally not involved.

Finding #9: There is an apparent lack of connection between information gathering, analysis,
results evaluation and planning. LIEP does not measure results and therefore cannot pian as
effectively based on their outcomes. In other words, they do not look at where they have been,
so it is difficult to know where they are going.

Finding #10: Many LIEP staff, particularly inspectors, are involved in planning efforts of the
professional organizations to which they belong.

Planning Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 4: LIEP should resume proactive planning, including assessing the current
landscape and future economic, social, human resources, political, and technical impacts on

LIEP’s work.

Q  LIEP must understand the connection between planning and resource allocation to
prevent situations such as the one currently occurring with staff being overworked,
resulting in a highly stressful work environment because technological, economic, and

'

-
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human resource changes were not comprehensively planned. Closer monitoring of
outside influences will assist in projecting changes in workload and resources, such as
those resulting from increased construction in recent years.

Q  Outcome measurement must be incorporated into future planning. LIEP must look at the
results of past planning efforts for lessons learned and areas to continue to work on.
They must also look at results of past quick fixes to determine effectiveness and
remaining issues to be resolved resulting from the changes.

[ LIEP should involve other stakeholders, such as the City Attorney’s Office, Planning and
Economic Development and Public Works in planning process to incorporate the
requirements of other departments and develop an understanding as to how the work of
LIEP affects other departments.

Recommendation # 5: LIEP should involve staff in defining organizational goals and offer ways
for staff to contribute to them. LIEP needs to find ways to include less-involved staff in decision-
making and make them more aware of planning and improvements taking place in the office and
how they can contribute. LIEP should not wait for them to approach management, as history

shows they will not.
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work of Senior organizational leaders need to set direction, create a customer focus, establish and
articulate a clear vision and communicate and make visible the values of the organization.
Reinforcing values and expectations requires personal commitment and involvement. Leaders

fer ways need to take part in the creation of strategies, systems and methods for achieving excellence.

Jecision- These systems and methods need to guide all activities and decisions of the organization.

fice and Leaders must also recognize the role of stakeholders in these processes, and maintain positive

story relationships with them. Finally, staff need to be recognized for their contributions to the

organization and to its mission, vision and values.

Many of an organization’s policies and practices are derived from strong leadership principles.
In this discussion, we look at three leadership areas in which LIEP has developed policies and
practices: mission and vision, internal practices, and stakeholders. Good leadership works to
ensure that all in the organization understand the organization’s purpose — its mission - and
where the organization is going - its vision. Good leaders also articulate values clearly and
exemplify them on a daily basis. Strong leadership forms meaningful relationships with
stakeholders and maintain good communication and cooperation between the two.

Mission and Vision

LIEP has spent a great deal of time developing and refining its vision/mission statement, which is:

“To be a unified, customer service organization, which promotes a healthy and safe
environment through information and enforcement of codes and ordinances.”

The vision of a unified customer service organization was derived from a desire by then Mayor
Scheibel to meet the following four objectives, as mentioned in the introduction:

“]1. The need for improved customer service and the creation of a “one-stop-shop’ for
businesses.

2. The desire to provide customer service training for inspectors and to improve the
coordination of services.

3. The need to review and update the City’s regulations.

4. A desire to reduce the overall costs of enforcement in order to save money.”
The mission and vision will be discussed more fully in the Quality of Leadership discussion,
starting on page 22, but it should be noted that the leadership of LIEP has placed a high level of

importance on ensuring that the mission statement is understood and communicated, a highly
commendable practice. The Director of LIEP is also very concerned with ensuring that staff
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understand his expectations for them, and these expectations have been clearly articulated in
written form, and, according to some staff, modeled by senior leadership. Not only does the
Director have expectations for his management staff, the managers also have clearly articulated
expectations for him. One key piece missing from the expectations is a values statement for all
staff, which will be discussed in more detail in the Quality of Leadership discussion.

Internal Policies

LIEP has developed a number of internal policies to make for more efficient and understandable
operations. These policies are contained in a policy manual which has not yet been finalized,
though all staff have the policies and receive updates as changes are made. Staff also have a
LIEP information booklet which is useful for finding answers to basic questions or determining
which staff member to contact for the correct answer to complicated questions. Certainly this is
an efficient practice as the information is readily available to all staff and allows them to answer
questions immediately and correctly.

Stakeholders

Positive stakeholder relationships are essential to maintaining strong leadership. Leadership
must be able to identify its stakeholders. Stakeholders are “any person, group, or organization
that can place a claim on an organization’s attention, resources, of output or is affected by that
output.”"® Customers also fall under the definition of a stakeholder. LIEP’s customers include
contractors and citizens who apply for permits and go through the plan review, permitting and
inspection processes. They are discussed in more detail in the Customer Focus section of this
audit. Listed below are many of LIEP’s stakeholders followed by a discussion of the
stakeholders with whom LIEP interacts the most:

Q Fire Department O Citizen Service Office and Property

O Saint Paul Regional Water Services Code Enforcement
(formerly the Saint Paul Water Utility) O Problem Properties Committee and

[ Public Works Department Enforcement Coordination Committee

@ Planning and Economic Development O Business Review Council (BRC)
(PED) 3 City Council

O Community Organizations O Other levels of government

0 Design Center 0 Mayor

a

Police Department

Fire Department

LIEP has developed a strong relationship with the Fire Department, namely the Fire Marshal and
the Fire Prevention and Inspection unit. Clearly, this is due to the efforts of the LIEP Director
and the Fire Marshal to maintain open communication and mutual respect between the two
organizations. The Fire Department is primarily responsible for the enforcing the fire code, and
LIEP enforces the building code, though the two codes do overlap in a few areas. For example,
the building code addresses smoke issues, but the building inspectors will defer to the Fire
Department in making determinations as to whether a building meets code on smoke issues. The

10 Bryson, John. Strategic Planning for Public and Nown-Profit Organizations. Jossey-Bass, 1995 page 27,
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Fire Department will also defer to LIEP when a situation is more of a building code issue than a
fire safety concern. While it would seem logical that good communication between the two is
essential, it appears as though the positive relationship between the two Saint Paul departments is
somewhat unusual.’

Saint Paul Regional Water Services

Some overlap exists between the responsibilities of LIEP and Saint Paul Regional Water Services
regarding the enforcement of the plumbing code. Traditionally, LIEP has done inspections of the
plumbing inside the building, and Regional Water has performed inspections for the plumbing
from the water main up to the building for new construction projects only. Regional Water deals
only with drinking water; LIEP handles the waste and ventilation. However, ultimately, the
Building Official has the responsibility for ensuring the plumbing code is enforced. Both
departments currently issue permits relevant to the inspections they perform. While this has not
caused any serious problems to date, the practice of both departments enforcing the same code
should be examined for potential efficiency improvements.

Public Works

LIEP must also interact with other city departments such as Public Works. Part of the interaction
is through site plan review. The site plan reviewer in LIEP has done an excellent job of
convening a group that meets biweekly to review site plans. This review group has decreased the
time it takes to review site plans and increased coordination and communication between the
departments. All involved parties should be commended for their participation in this group.

LIEP and Public Works both retain some responsibility for individual sewage treatment systems.
LIEP would like to see these treatment systems eliminated over time, though LIEP has stated
Public Works has not been as proactive in promoting sewer systems. City code does not require
that individual sewage treatment systems be eliminated, though the City’s Comprehensive Sewer
Plan, written in 1980 and currently being updated, states as policy that the City should “phase out
septic tanks after sewers are made available in newly developed areas.” In an interesting twist,
LIEP is proactively pursuing the objectives of this Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan, unlike
the Land Use and Housing Chapters.

Department of Planning and Economic Development (PED)

In addition to the site plan review group, LIEP and PED also collaborate on business
development projects, but it has been suggested further collaboration between all departments
who work with small businesses should occur. Small businesses may approach PED or PED’s
Business Resource Center for funding and other development questions, while they approach

1 he reality is often poor communication and turf battles between building and fire departments. This is
particularly apparent at the state level, which was discussed in detail in a report on the State Building Code by the
Minnesota Office of the Legislative Auditor. {(Minnesota Office of the Legislative Auditor. State Building Code, A
Program Evaluation Report. 7 January, 1999). The Department of Administration, responsible for the Building
Code, and the departments of Public Safety and Public Service, responsible for the Fire Code and Energy Code
respectively, have not coordinated their efforts well. The codes were not adopted at the same time, and
consequently there were some conflicting requirements. Had coordination occurred, the code conflicts could have
been resolved prior to adoption and implementation, thus reducing the confusion for builders who have to comply
with all codes.
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LIEP for licensing and possibly permitting, plan review and inspections. Therefore, it would be
beneficial to both the departments and the small business owner if there was greater
communication and collaboration between the parties.

PED and LIEP also have a common interest in building construction and rehabilitation projects.
It is clear from many of LIEP’s budget objectives they would like to be involved in these
projects, but they have not yet developed the relationship with PED or with neighbothood
organizations to be as effective as they would like. LIEP also stated they would like to know
more about development projects PED is considering. PED states that many of these projects
never progress beyond the development stage, therefore it would only create unnecessary work
for LIEP. The poor information-sharing practices between PED and LIEP are probably due, in
part, to the poorly shared information systems. The new computer systems in LIEP provide
potential for increased data sharing between PED, LIEP and other offices such as Code
Enforcement, provided they all have access to the systems. More information would allow all
involved parties to track the status of these rehabilitation projects, as well as other concerns and
projects.

Community Organizations

In a similar vein, various community organizations are stakeholders of LIEP. Community
Development Corporations (CDCs) are stakeholders that are involved in building rehabilitations
and the identification of “improvement areas” in which Code Enforcement, LIEP, the
neighborhood, and any other relevant departments or groups collaborate to improve the building
stock of an area. CDCs also have the option of working with LIEP to obtain a building
evaluation. According to LIEP, this is rarely done, although it could be a very valuable tool for
the CDCs. District Councils are often involved with LIEP, especially when projects have to go
through a public review process.

Saint Paul Design Center

This inter-agency group is composed of several city staff from Public Works, PED and Parks and
Recreation. They also have a number of outside partners, including Public Art Saint Paul, the
Capital City Partnership, the Riverfront Corporation, the Port Authority and Ramsey County.
The Design Center is technically overseen by the Riverfront Corporation. The Board and the
Director of the Riverfront Corporation manage the policy work. If the Mayor is in disagreement
with the Riverfront Corporation, the Design Center serves the interests of the Mayor.

Since the creation of the Design Center, there has been some confusion over its regulatory
authority. It does not exert regulatory authority, but rather serves as a consultant and advisor to
downtown design projects. LIEP maintains the regulatory authority for ensuring the buildings
are safe. The Design Center makes recommendations to LIEP, at which point LIEP could choose
to make the recommendations part of the design, or they could choose to ignore them. It is
reported that the Design Center and LIEP have a good working relationship, and that LIEP
recognizes the importance of the Design Center in ensuring downtown structures meet the
objectives of the Saint Paul on the Mississippi Development Framework. The Design Center is
working to be seen as part of a business-friendly environment in Saint Paul and less of a
regulatory body.
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Business Review Council

The Business Review Council (BRC) is composed of representatives from City staff, labor,
neighborhood councils, residents with relevant experience, and Saint Paul business owners and
organizations. The BRC meets monthly, and has two subcommittees, the Business Issues
Committee and the General Legislation Committee, that also meet monthly. The BRC has been
most active in identifying unnecessary licensing regulations. They were recently involved in
reaching an agreement with the taxicab industry in Saint Paul to increase the number of licensed
taxis in the City and allow a rate increase. LIEP provides the staff support for the BRC, and
other departments, suich as PED and Public Works, also participate and provide support as
necessary, The BRC is involved in only a limited capacity in the permitting, plan review, site
plan review and inspections processes of LIEP.

Citizen Service Office, Property Code Enforcement and the Police
Department

Citizen complaints are often funneled through the Citizen Service Office to the appropriate
departments. Therefore, some zoning complaints go through this office to reach LIEP, and the two
offices must share information, On a broader scale, LIEP and Property Code Enforcement, a
section of the Citizen Service Office, interact in a number of ways. LIEP inspects vacant buildings
to determine the building code violations that must be addressed to bring the building into
compliance. LIEP will inspect later to determine if those issues have been addressed. Code
Enforcement inspects them for property maintenance code violations, and maintains the vacant
building list for the city. LIEP and Code Enforcement must interact to ensure that when a permit is
pulled for work on a vacant building, that the permit is not closed until the building meets the
minimum property maintenance requirements. Code Enforcement and LIEP’s Animal Control
Unit also cooperate extensively in rodent baiting efforts. Finally, LIEP and Code Enforcement
must interact on building projects which have become *problems” because of the long time it takes
for their completion, and the nuisance these projects create for neighbors. Notably, these two
offices view this issue very differently. Code Enforcement believes there are many such projects
which are long-term problems, while LIEP holds that there are only a half a dozen such cases.

City Council

LIEP leadership is also responsible for communicating with the legislative body of the City, the
City Council. The City Council is certainly a stakeholder in LIEP’s activities, as many of the
policies passed by the Council directly affect LIEP, and the Council is also responsible for
approving LIEP’s budget. The City Council is also the final arbiter on many LIEP decisions
such as appeals from the Heritage Preservation Commission, Planning Commission and Board of
Zoning Appeals. Maintaining open communication is essentiai to the vitality of the department.
Overall, this relationship is handled relatively well. The BRC communicates with the Council on
a regular basis, and LIEP uses the BRC to communicate many of its concerns and issues,
particularly related to licensing, to the Council.

However, LIEP is also responsible for communicating directly with the Council, particularly at
this time as a result of funding provisions for the new computer systems, known as ECLIPS and
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AMANDA.2 LIEP has done some updates for the Council, though they do not appear to
adequately address the problems LIEP encountered in regard to the ECLIPS and AMANDA
systems.’* LIEP has fallen far behind on its implementation dates for the systems, and has been
open about it, though not entirely ciear about the reasons for the delay. Written documentation
given to the Council does not entirely explain the problems LIEP faced with its original software
developer, Online Services, Inc. Nor does the documentation explain the transition in the
software name from ECLIPS to ECLIPS II to AMANDA, which is an off-the-shelf software that
CSDC, Inc., the current contracted software developer, sells for permitting and inspections. The
original ECLIPS project was to include what AMANDA does. To differentiate it from the
original Online project it was call ECLIPS I before LIEP contracted with CSDC, Inc. While
this may seem insignificant, it is actually an important piece to comprehending the current
situation in LIEP. LIEP has not updated the Council on the status of the computer systems since
April, 1999, though they have since implemented major portions of the programs.

Other Levels of Government

LIEP essentially enforces state law through enforcement of the building codes. However, the
state retains some responsibility. With few exceptions, LIEP maintains all responsibility for
inspections within the City, including inspection of most state property in Saint Paul and Saint
Paul School District property. One outstanding exception is the permitting and inspections
process for tank instatiation and removal. The City is required to issue permits for above-ground
tank installations, but the State Fire Marshal is required to issue a letter of approval to the
contractor. The State Fire Marshal is responsible for inspecting them, but it is not clear that this
is happening, and it appears that no one is doing inspections.

The City of Saint Paul is also represented at the state level on a number of committees, including
the Minnesota Uniformity Committee, which is a group that shares common equivalencies and
code interpretations.

The State gives primary responsibility to the City for hearing appeals to the Building Code.
Appeals are generally dealt with at the department level before they go to a Legislative Hearing
Officer. However, the City Code does not allow Saint Paul’s Legislative Hearing Officer to
grant waivers to the state building code. The Uniform Building Code, which the state building
code is based upon, requires all municipalities establish a local board of appeals. However, the
Minnesota Legislative Auditor reports that few municipalities have done this. Minnesota
Statutes also state that anyone who disagrees with the final decision of a municipality may appeal
that decision to the Commissioner of Administration. Some concern exists that perhaps another
method should be used to hear appeals to the building code at the city level.

LIEP is also required to submit annual reports the State Historic Preservation Office on heritage
preservation activities, per our local government agreement. These reports are tardy by several

years. In the interview process, this was attributed to a significant staff shortage in the heritage
preservation area. However, LIEP management indicate the reason for the lateness is that these
reports are a low priority.

12 ECLIPS is an acronym for Etectronic Computerizes License, Inspection and Permitting System. AMANDA is
an acronym that stands for Automated Management of Data and Applications.

13 The new computer systems are discussed in more detail in the Information and Analysis section,
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LIEP also has to interact with the federal government either when the federal government is
doing a building project in Saint Paul or when a project is taking place in a floodplain. In the
first case, as with private parties, the federal government is required to pull permits for all work
as is required by law. However, LIEP reports the federal government refuses to pull permits or
to let the City inspect its projects. The other situation where the City works with the federal
government is if a non-governmental project is taking place within a flood plain. Federal
agencies, such as the Federal Emergency Management Administration and the Army Corp of
Engineers, will then become involved in permitting and inspections. With these projects, the
Site Plan Reviewer coordinates the involvement of the necessary parties.

Sasat ot

Leadership Policy Compliance Findings

Finding #11: LIEP has developed a mission/vision statement.
Finding #12: LIEP has developed internal policies which are widely circulated.

Finding #13: LIEP has a wide variety of stakeholders, some of whom it works with very well,
and others with whom the relationship needs to be further developed or clarified.

Finding #14: LIEP has not kept the City Council as up-to-date as it should on the progress of
the automation or the problems LIEP has encountered in implementing the systems.

Finding #15: Some of LIEP’s responsibilities overlap with those of other governmental entities.
Sometimes these are not coordinated effectively.

Finding #16: The City appears not to be in compliance with state law as it has not established a
local board of appeals to hear appeals to decisions of the building code official. Appeals can be
heard by the Legislative Hearing Officer, though the Hearing Officer is denied the authority to
grant waivers to the building code by the City Code. However, in the State Auditor’s report on
this subject, the State did not seem concerned with this lack of local appeal boards.

Finding #17: LIEP has been tardy on reports it is supposed to submit annually to the State of
Minnesota’s Historic Preservation Office .

Leadership Policy Compliance Recommendations

Recommendation # 6: At a minimum, communication between LIEP and the State Fire Marshal
needs to be improved so they can insure that inspections, installations, and removal of fuel storage
tanks are occurring, In order to ensure compliance the approval should come from the City,
rather than from the state, leaving all responsibility at the City level. LIEP should work with the
State Fire Marshal to determine procedural and legislative changes required to bring this about.

Recommendation # 7: LIEP and Saint Paul Regional Water Services need to clarify their roles
relating to the plumbing code. As the Building Official has ultimate responsibility for enforcing
the plumbing code, perhaps LIEP should conduct the inspections currently performed by Regional
Water. This may lead to enhanced efficiency for both entities.

2000 Saint Paul City Councif Research
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Recommendation # 8: LIEP should market its service of providing building evaluations to
community development corporations. This valuable tool would enhance the relationship between
CDCs and the City and ensure that rehabilitations address building code problems appropriately.

Recommendation # 9: LIEP and the Design Center should clarify their respective roles and
level of authority and clearly explain them to permit applicants.

Recommendation # 10: LIEP and the City Attorney’s Office need to clarify whether the City is
in compliance with state law regarding appeals of decisions of the building code official.

Recommendation # 11: LIEP and PED should take leadership in developing a quarterly
interdepartmental meeting for all staff who work with small businesses.

Recommendation # 12: LIEP should meet with Code Enforcement and other appropriate City
agencies to discuss and find solutions to the issue of long-term incomplete projects in the City’s
neighborhoods.

Recommendation # 13: LIEP needs to come into, and remain in, compliance with state
reporting requirements for both its building code and heritage preservation activities.

Recommendation # 14: LIEP should provide the City Council at regularly scheduled intervals,
a complete explanation of the current aufomation situation including funding, hours spent on the
project, timeline and reasons for the lengthened timeline. '

See also Recommendations 4 and 5 on inclusion in planning activities.

Quality of Leadership

Vision and Mission

As mentioned previously, the vision and mission have to be clearly articulated from the top of
the organization down. This is a vitally important characteristic of a high-performing
organization. In the case of the City, the Mayor has ultimate responsibility for communicating
his vision to staff, whether this is communicated directly from him or through department and
office directors. According to the survey responses, the Mayor’s vision is ineffectively
communicated to staff. However, based on a January 20, 2000 presentation at LIEP’s training
for small contractors (held after the survey was conducted), it was evident the Mayor does have a
vision of enhanced customer service which portrays LIEP as an easy place to do business—a one-
stop shop. Clearly, a vision exists, but the Mayor has either failed to find a way to communicate
this to LIEP, or management has failed to articulate the Mayor’s vision to staff. On the other
hand, according to the majority of survey responses, the Director and managers effectively
convey the Office’s mission and vision. But, it must also be mentioned that one-quarter of LIEP
staff surveyed feel the Director and managers do not effectively convey the mission and vision.

From interviews with staff, it seems there is some confusion between the definition of vision and
mission. Part of this may stem from LIEP management, who use the words “mission” and
“vision” interchangeably in internal documents. Therefore, most interview responses indicated
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L that the mission and vision are the same for LIEP. Upon closer examination, Council Research

3 determined that the mission statement does not fit exclusively into either category. By

definition, “a mission outlines an organizational purpose while a vision goes on to describe how
the organization should look if it is working extremely well in relation to its environment and its
key stakeholders.”™* A vision incorporates the mission, values, goals, strategies and performance
criteria, According to staff, this vision/mission comes from the Director, though it does not seem
to be integrated into the practices of the organization. It appears the employees do not
understand how their responsibilities contribute to achieving the mission and vision, at least
partially because there are no clear objectives directly linked to the mission.

LIEP reports that as a part of the recent planning retreat it clarified its organizational vision, in
order to make it “more inspiring and challenging.” LIEP also reports that it has established core
organizational values. However, in the interview process which followed this retreat, no staff
mentioned any specific vision~~distinct from the mission, or organizational values.

Values

By definition, values are a “desirable code of behavior to which the organization adheres or
aspires.™’ Despite the lack of a clear values statement in LIEP, staff reported that the managers
and the Director effectively convey the values of the organization, another characteristic of high
performing organizations. Interviewees responded that values are exemplified through the
actions of the Director and the values applied to policy decisions. During the interview process
the values of good customer service and timeliness were emphasized, though rarely was anything
more specific stated. Values statements that were articulated were essentially the same as the
mission statement. LIEP clearly places a high value on offering good customer service, although
it does not have a clear and uniformly identified set of well-articulated values, However, one-
quarter of the staff felt the managers and Director were not effective in conveying the values of

the organization.

Staff Recognition

E Another essential component of effective leadership is staff recognition. Overall, it was reported
‘ the Director and managers do a good job of recognizing staff. This seemed to be particularty true
for plan review staff, 92% of whom felt managers and the Director do a good job recognizing
staff, LIEP clearly places a high value and emphasis on employee recognition. In interviews,
many staff mentioned they feel recognized through the respect they are shown and level of
decision-making authority they are given by their colleagues and by management. Management
also expressed they are trying to determine the best ways to recognize staff without being
patronizing. Management currently use both informal methods to recognize staff, such as “I
Love AMANDA?” buttons (AMANDA is one of the new computer systems) and polo shirts, and
more formal methods such as an employee-of-the-month program. The City also had a city-wide
employee of the month program, but it appears to have been terminated. LIEP staff expressed
frustration with the termination, particularly since one of their own employees had been
nominated for the program. In response, LIEP started its own program.

14 Bryson, page 155.
¥ Ibid. p. 77.
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Leadership Quality Findings
Finding #18: The Mayor has not effectively communicated his vision directly to LIEP staff.

Finding #19: LIEP Director and managers are good at communicating the organization’s
mission to staff.

Finding #20: LIEP doces not have clearly articulated values.

Finding #21: LIEP management do a good job of recognizing staff contributions. They
continue to seek better methods to recognize staff.

Leadership Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 15: LIEP should evaluate its mission statement to ensure it answers the
following questions:

0 Who are we? What distinguishes LIEP from other City departments?
Q What do we do?

Q For whom do we do it?

Q Why do we do it?

Recommendation # 16: LIEP should identify objectives to pul the mission statement into action
and also identify specific objectives for each area of LIEP. This will enhance employee
understanding of how their particular responsibilities help meet those objectives and thus Julfill
the mission. Finally, LIEP should identify specific organizational values under which all
employees operate and exemplify them at all levels of the organization.

2000 Saint Paul City Council Research
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- TRAINING

KEY TRAINING CONCEPTS:
o Education & Training Resource Allocation
o Employer Commitment
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Policy Compliance: T+

Quality Rating: PA Gk Gk ¢

The Malcolm Baldrige Quality system pairs the concepts of training and development. We have
chosen to split training and development into two subsections because our findings warrant two
separate discussions.

Employee success depends on having opportunities for personal learning and opportunities to
develop and practice skills. “Personal learning can result in more satisfied and versatile
employees, greater opportunity for organizational cross-functional learning, and an improved
environment for innovation.”® Providing training and education is also a good way to
demonstrate commitment to employees.

Employees in successful organizations are provided the tools they need to produce quality
services. These same employees are given encouragement and the resources to develop a set of
skills that allows them to contribute more effectively to the organization over time. Training can
help employees better serve customers. Successful organizations also link the training and
development of their employees to the organization’s goals and priorities. This linkage occurs
through the development and implementation of a long-term strategic plan tied to basic
organizational values.

Training Objectives and Policies

LIEP has clearly placed a high level of importance on training. One of the stated goals of its
1996 Strategic Plan was “to provide continuing education and training that achieves customer
service goals and ensures competency in new technologies, codes, regulations and procedures.”
Objectives to achieve this goal include providing adequate funding for training, ensuring that the
training staff receive is appropriate, and completing an educational plan for every employec. The
Director also stressed the importance of providing relevant and meaningful training particularly
when it is difficult to add more staff.

LIEP provides a great deal of information to its new employees. New front-counter employees
receive a packet of information which contains LIEP policies, time cards, and other human
resource information. New inspectors are paired with more experienced inspectors during the
initial weeks of their employment with LIEP. Employees also have a comprehensive LIEP
handbook that assists them in answering customer questions.

LIEP provides a substantial amount of both financial and time resources for staff to obtain
training, and they have developed educational plans for all employees. Counter staff have

18 2000 Criteria for Performance Excellence, Baldrige National Quality Program.
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received customer service training and have also been cross-trained t0 handle both permit and
license applications. Inspectors have received trade-specific training primarily through the
Minnesota Department of Administration or through their particular trade associations. Plan
examiners have also received some general training in the basics of the electrical and mechanical
codes, and are able to do structural reviews for residential projects and basic zoning reviews.
With the implementation of the new computer systems, many staff have received relevant
training in order to utilize the systems and train other staff members.

Some concerns have been raised by LIEP staff and by other City staff that too many training
resources have been focused on the trade inspectors, while other staff have more limited training
opportunities. Some of this may simply be because there are more training opportunities
available for inspectors due in part to certification requirements,

Training Policy Compliance Findings
Finding #22: LIEP has invested significant financial and human resources in training.

Finding #23: The LIEP handbook is a very comprehensive and useful tool to which all staff
have access.

Finding #24: Each employee has an annually-updated educational plan.

Finding #25: Counter staff are cross-irained in permitting and licensing. Other staff have
received some limited cross-training.

Finding #26: Too many training resources may be altocated to the trades inspectors, potentially
limiting training opportunities for other staff.

Training Policy Recommendation

Recommendation # 17: LIEP should reassess where resources are allocated for training to
determine if some staff have less access to training than others, and whether this is appropriate.

LIEP should also determine if, and how, the training is affecting workload allocation.

Quality of Training

LIEP employees were asked their opinion on the effectiveness of LIEP’s use of education and
training opportunities. The survey results indicate that 98% of staff feel LIEP “effectively” or
“very effectively” uses education and training opportunities. This speaks very well for the
organization and demonstrates its willingness to invest in its employees. From the interviews, it
was apparent that training is widely available and encouraged. Some staff, such as the
inspectors, are required to obtain a certain amount of training to maintain their licenses. LIEP
provides the funding and the time for this training. Commendably, this Office sets aside a
relatively large amount of its budget for these necessary training activities. Also mentioned
previously, there is some internal cross training for front counter staff, but not in the other areas. o
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Finally, the development of the Project Facilitator positions has assisted the organization in
having at least two staff operate as “generalists.” The Project Facilitator [ works as a generalist
in the licensing area, although she is somewhat knowledgeable in plan review and inspections as
well, The yet-to-be-filled Project Facilitator II position will be a generalist in permitting, review
and inspections area.

Training Quality Finding

Finding #27: Through the survey, we found the vast majority of LIEP staff feel the resources
provided by LIEP are “somewhat effective” or better. As mentioned above, training is widely
encouraged and available, though more so for trade inspectors than for other staff.

Training Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 18: LIEP needs to encourage all staff in all work areas to pursue relevant
training and provide the resources whenever possible,

Recommendation # 19: More cross-education of all LIEP functions would be valuable. Staff
tend to have limited knowledge of the functions of work areas beyond their own. Having a good
working knowledge of the other functional areas will assist staff in answering customer
questions and coordinating efforts to prevent problems.

2000 Saimt Paul City Council Research
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KEY DEVELOPMENT CONCEPTS:
Employee Contribution e

DEVELOPMENT |2 Voxtmimmen

o Labor/Management Relationship
a Employee Evaluation
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Policy Compliance: —
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An organization’s success depends largely on the knowledge, skills, innovation, creativity and
motivation of its employees. Valuing employees means committing to their development,
satisfaction, and well-being. High performing organizations often provide opportunities within
the organization for development and growth. Organizational knowledge is shared so employees
can better serve customers and contribute to achieving the organization’s goals and objectives.
Development also includes building internal partnerships with employees through means such as
labor-management cooperation and the creation of a supportive work environment for all
employees.

Development Policies

One of LIEP’s goals from its 1996 Strategic Action Plan was 1o improve employee torale in all
areas of the Office of LIEP. This goal included the following objectives:

O Encourage managers to nomjnate employees for recognition. (As mentioned previously,
LIEP does a good job of recognizing staff.)

0 Use the Labor Issues Focus Group to resolve job and morale concermns. (This group 1S no
longer meeting.)

Relating to the last objective, one of LIEP’s 1998 Budget Objectives was to “Monitor employee
views and ideas for improvements and develop a labor-management partnership to address areas
of mutual concern.” Clearly, this labor-management partnership has not come to fruition. The
need for such a group will be more clearly articulated in the following quality discussion.

Development Policy Findings

Finding #28: LIEP addressed the need to improve employee morale in its 1996 Strategic Action
Plan, but has not followed through on some important objectives to reach this goal.

Finding #29: LIEP does not have an active labor-management group.

Development Policy Recommendations

Recommendation # 20: LIEP should follow through on its commitment fo open communication
between staff and management and discuss together issues related 1o morale and other
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workplace concerns. This could involve increased management attendance at work-group or
feam meetings, as well as more proactive involvement of staff not traditionally involved in
organization-wide discussions.

Recommendation # 21: LIEP should reconvene a labor-management group to actively pursue
issues of mutual concern. Clear guidelines and expectations should be established so meetings
are a place for cooperation, not confrontation and complaining. Leaders should emphasize this
is a non-grievance discussion forum. The leaders of the group will also need to engage the
problems encountered by the first labor-management group, such as too many participants —
The last group had two representatives from each bargaining unit in LIEP which may have made
the group too unwieldy and ineffective.

Quality of Development

Staff Contribution to Organizational Goals and Processes

It was clear through the survey results staff feel disconnected from decision-making in LIEP. When
asked about opportunities to contribute to decisions made about operations and procedures in LIEP,
58% of staff surveyed stated there were few to no opportunities. We found very similar results to
the question regarding opportunities to contribute to the organization’s goals. We examined more
closely the overall responses of the group that stated few to no opportunities exist to contribute to
decisions regarding operations and procedures to determine whether this group’s responses differed
from the general population. Their responses are highlighted in the following chart.

Responses and characteristics of staff who felt there were few to no
opportunities to contribute to decisions —

When asked about oppottunities to contribute to decisions made about operations and procedures of LIEP,
58% of staff felt there were few to no opportunities. Commeon characteristics and responses of this group:

O Tenured and representative of all work areas surveyed;

Generally less involved in professional organizations;

See work environment as slightly more negative than the general population;

Significantly less aware of data collection practices and whether the data is used effectively;

More negative on the usefulness of ECLIPS, AMANDA, and other computer systems; g
i
i

Generally see less monitoring and responsiveness of customer needs and satisfaction; and

[ R A A A

Unaware of any results measurement in LIEP, and don’t know if goals are achieved. el

%
e o b e N P '
i A R ‘mﬁkﬁﬁﬁl‘mﬁéﬂ?ﬂ%%ﬁﬁi@%ﬁ

It appears this group is less involved in the organization. This may be due partially to
management not involving them in the decision-making process, and partially due to their own
lack of motivation to be involved. One interviewee suggested management creates the “big
picture” and staff have to decide how to fit in. This sentiment was reflected in comments from
other interviews where staff expressed that opportunities exist, but that staff have to pursue those
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opportunities. However, one of the expectations the Director has of LIEP managers is that they
“involve employees in decision making; seek input.” Involvement may also vary by work unit—
different units within the Office seem to have different means to garner staff input. Some use
very formal methods, such as staff mectings, while other supervisors visit informally with their
staff on a daily basis. Some methods may be more effective than others and the effectiveness of
methods will vary by employee.

Work Environment

Nearly two-thirds of the LIEP staff surveyed feel the environment is “conducive” or “very
conductive” to the well-being of all staff. However, 36% of staff stated they feel the
environment is “not conducive” to the well-being of all staff. While it is alarming that one-third
of the staff feel this way, it is also important to note this negativity could impact the rest of the
staff. This group’s responses are explored in the following table.

Responses of staff who felt the work environment was not conducive to well-
being and growth of all staff —

36% of LIEP staff surveyed felt the work environment was not conducive fo the well-being and growth
all staff. This group typically gave more negative responses to nearly every question. General responses
of this group:

O  See less planning in their work arca and staff involvement in planning;

O Feel the Mayor, Director, and managers do not effectively convey a clear vision,
mission, or values;

Do not feel encouraged 1o participate in professional organizations,

Less positive about labor-management relationship;

Less involved in decisions made about operations, procedures, and goals of LIEP;

See less monitoring and responsiveness to custormer needs and satisfaction; and

o 00 oo

| Less aware of the results measurement activities of LIEP, less knowledgeable as to whether LIEP
compares its results with other arganizations, and less knowledgeable as to whether or not LIEP meets |§
i its goals. :
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Possible explanations for the less conducive work environment include stress due to increased
workloads and computerization, staft shortages, and the high volume of construction over the
past couple of years. It was also reported by a number of people that there is a division between
those in the Office willing to make changes and those who prefer the old methods of operation.
An uneven workload distribution between sections may exist in LIEP. Some sections, such as
plan review, seem to have more work than staff. The lack of planning by LIEP may also be
contributing to the stress level. LIEP has not done an adequate job of anticipating and planning
for the changing workloads resulting from increased construction, the health of the economy, and
the automation of the office. Another possible explanation for the lower rating of the work
environment may be the lack of empowerment some staff feel, which makes the environment
more stressful. Some staff expressed a sense that their needs and input are largely ignored by
decision-making staff, notably those involved in developing and implementing the ECLIPS and
AMANDA systems. Other external factors beyond LIEP’s control may also affect morale such
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as potential privatization/competition of city services and drawn-out labor negotiations. LIEP

Y

it— management report the reason some staff feel the work environment is not conducive to their
well-being is the changeover to a new computer system, although Council Research believes the

ir dynamics are significantly more complex.

of
Finally, with respect to work environment, another survey question asked how the Director and
managers are at creating a work environment that is equally supportive of all employees
regardless of race, color, class, gender, age, national origin, sexual orientation or physical ability.
Fully ninety percent of the staff surveyed stated they are “fairly good” to “very good” at creating
a supportive work environment.

. Labor-Management Relationship

© The lack of a formal labor-management partnership was mentioned in the policy compliance
section of Development. This lack of partnership may have an impact on the staff’s view of the

1 relationship. Overall, most staff feel the labor-management relationship is mediocre or fair,

although one-fourth of staff say labor and management “work together poorly.” This group’s
responses are examined in more detail in the following table. There is a general sense from other
City staff who frequently interact with LIEP that within LIEP, particularly within the trades
inspection area, loyalty is to the union first and then to the City. This attitude may influence the
way staff perform their duties, as discussed further in the Customer Focus section. It should be
mentioned that LIEP management is not exclusively responsible for the bargaining unit’s
relationship to the City. Contract negotiation is not conducted by LIEP, but rather by the Office
of Labor Relations. However, LIEP management is directly involved in the grievance resolution
process for LIEP staff. Notably, an examination of the number and type of grievances filed by
LIEP employees shows they are similar to those of other departments, taking into account
department size. So this reportedly poor relationship does not manifest itself in grievances filed.

Responses from staff who believe labor & management work together poorly—

One-fourth of staff feel that labor and management “work together poorly.” This group’s responses are ;
consistently more negative than LIEP staff is, in general, in all categories. Listed below are some key :
findings of the responses of this group:

1 Not aware of the Mayor’s vision for LIEP, do not believe the director conveys the vision effectively,
do not see the director or managers as conveying the mission or values of the organization effectively;

View the work environment as not conducive to the well-being of staff;

State the overall work environment for persons of protected classes is not good to fairly good;

cn See few to no oppottunities to contribute to decisions;
:‘ Not aware of what data is coliected for permitting, plan review, or inspections;
i Do not know if the computer systems meet the needs of LIEP;
:(Igld Not aware of any systematic internal evatuation in LIEP;
Not aware of any monitoring of changes in customer needs or satisfaction performed by LIEP, and feel
that at best LIEP is “partially responsive” to changes in customer needs and satisfaction; and
d Unaware of any results measurement and goal achievement in EIEP.
h
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Labor representatives within LIEP may view themselves as having less of a role in decision-
making. At the same time, some management staff also expressed a sense of hopelessness about
their ability to work with the unions. Unions are seen as an obstacle rather than as a partner.
Unions may also perpetuate this feeling by being adversarial and uncooperative. These attitudes
may permeate throughout the organization, hampering the relationship. An example of this
situation is the creation and implementation of the Project Facilitator positions, recommended in
the 1994 Functional Redesign Plan. In 1998, the Process Redesign Change Management
Committee was reorganized into a formal labor-management committee to address union
concerns regarding the creation of these positions. The proposal was held up in this committee
as the unions could not agree on who would represent the Project Facilitator positions.

Employee Evaluation

The majority of surveyed employees responded their performance is reviewed annually, LIEP
continues to make a concerted effort to review employee evaluation methods for their usefulness.
Sixty percent of respondents feel the evaluations are somewhat useful or better, the other 40%
feel they are not useful.

Development Quality Findings

Finding #30: Over half of the surveyed LIEP staff say there are “few” to “no opportunities” to
contribute to the organization’s decisions about operations and procedures. The same statistic
exists for opportunities for staff to contribute to the goals of the organization,

Finding #31: Two-thirds of staff feel the work environment is “somewhat conducive” to “very
conducive” to the well-being of all staff. The other one-third of staff who feel the work
environment is “not conducive” have a more negative view of the organization in general.

Finding #32: Ninety percent of staff surveyed feel the Director and managers have created a
supportive work environment for people of protected classes.

Finding #33: The labor-management relationship is mediocre to fair. One-quarter of LIEP staff
surveyed feel the two groups work together poorly. This group gave consistently more negative
responses to survey questions than LIEP staff as a whole.

Development Quality Recommendation

Recommendation # 22: LIEP should address work environment issues. The proposed Labor-
Management Committee should discuss both the factors negatively impacting the environment
and what specific steps can be taken to decrease the stress level experienced by many staff.
Additionally, this group could examine what specifically could be done to make LIEP a more
supportive work environment for those who feel it is not currently supportive.

2000 Saint Paul City Council Research
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Information and analysis is the foundation of a performance management system. Relevant
information relates to customers, services, employees, and costs. Analysis of this data should be
used for evaluation, decision-making and operational improvement within the organization. Data
are used to determine trends, projections, and cause and effect. They also support planning,
performance reviews, comparisons and benchmarks.

Automation Policies

Given LIEP’s activities refated to permitting, plan review and inspections, one might expect a
great deal of data to be collected on functions such as permit fees collected, inspections
completed and change orders written — among numerous other functions. In the past, LIEP has
collected data on the number of inspections conducted, permit values, permit revenues and other
budgetary data. However, LIEP is currently collecting very little data beyond the budgetary
information to support its operations. Some of this is due to the changing information systems in
LIEP from a dBase system that was not Y2K compliant to ECLIPS and AMANDA. The dBase
system did not allow communication between functions such as licensing and permitting.
Therefore, LIEP began, back in 1995, to look for a new information system that would be useful
across activities. To this end, they contracted with Online Business Systems, Inc. in late 1995 to
design a system that would integrate the licensing, permitting, plan review, zoning and
inspections processes, known as ECLIPS. The goal was *“to install a custom designed computer
system that will allow a single point of contact for the customer, a single request (application) for
information, and a 48-hour maximum response time to customer requests.”’

Unfortunately, Online failed to deliver a product in a reasonable, specified amount of time and
the contract was terminated. In early 1999, LIEP contracted with CSDC Systems, Inc. to design
ECLIPS 2, which is now known as AMANDA. The system is in the early stages of operation.
A great deal of information remains to be loaded into the system and other functions to be
completed before AMANDA is entirely operational. LIEP is over one year behind schedule on
implementation of the system, though they remain within budget. The foliowing table outlines

each system’s budget to date.

Paid Balance
ECLIPS (Online Business Systems) $697,228 $0
AMANDA (CSDC) $319,712 $211,099

17 LIEP report to the City Council, April 1, 1997,
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The problems with office automation have also pushed back the implementation dates for the
hand-held computers for the inspectors. LIEP is hopeful that some inspectors will be able to

begin using them this year, with the remainder in use in 2001. The hand-held computers will
allow inspectors to retrieve inspections records and issue and log written citations in the field.

Other City departments have also expressed interest in implementing AMANDA. LIEP is
currently assisting the Fire Department with developing the system for fire inspections, and PED
and Citizens Service Office have also expressed interest in utilizing the system. A unified
system would allow all departments access to the same property information through the shared
address files. This would create efficiencies for City operations and improve communication
between the various departments. A City-wide GIS team is also working to identify software
that would interface between AMANDA and GIS. The current software, Arcview, is cost
prohibitive to install City-wide (about $1000 - $1500 per copy), thus only a limited number of
people have access to it. Other, far less expensive programs exist, and the GIS group is
developing specifications for these products. Such a program would allow all departments that
currently use or will be using AMANDA to access the same information from the GIS system.

Information and Analysis Policy Compliance Findings

Finding #34: In the past, LIEP collected some information on the number of inspections
conducted and some budgetary data such as permit values and permit revenues. Cutrently, no
data is collected or analyzed beyond required budgetary data.

Finding #35: LIEP staff should be given a great deal of credit for taking on the task of automating
the Office’s information systems. It has involved many staff hours to monitor the contracts as well
as develop and learn new systems. It has also required that staff not directly involved in
developing the systems take on responsibilities formerly assigned to the staff now working on
developing the new computer systems. Staff have shown a strong commitment to the project.

Finding #36: The anticipated implementation dates of 2000 and 2001 for hand-held computers
for inspectors seems lengthy given the potential usefulness and efficiency of hand-held
computers. It does not appear that specific plans are in place to begin the implementation of the
hand-helds or train inspectors to effectively use them.

Finding #37: Other departments are interested in implementing AMANDA. LIEP is providing
them with staff assistance.

Finding #38: A City-wide GIS team is working to identify economically feasible software that
would interface between AMANDA and GIS.

Information and Analysis Policy Compliance
Recommendations
Recommendation # 23: The City of Saint Paul should provide the financial resources to allow

for the purchase of an economical software package that would interface between the GIS system
and AMANDA. This would allow broad access to GIS for all departments utilizing the
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AMANDA system and enhance the ability to coordinate activities and information between
various departments.

Recommendation # 24: Not only must LIEP work to implement hand-held computers as soon as
possible due to their usefulness, LIEP must also train its inspectors to integrate the hand-held
computers into their work practices. Inspectors must make it a practice to load all inspections
comments into the database so other inspectors have the same information. Inspectors should
also begin the practice of looking up information to ensure they are providing permittees with
accurate information.

Quality of Information and Analysis

Data Collection and Analysis

From the interviews, it was clear LIEP did have data on paper and in the old computer systems,
though it was rarely compiled for analysis. When data was collected, it was primarily basic
performance statistics, such as the number of inspections done, and used for balancing workload.
LIEP is also collecting data on revenue received from permits and the value of the permitted
projects. This data is used for\budget preparation. LIEP is not currently doing any further data
compilation. One-third to one-half of LIEP staff surveyed stated they do not know what data is
collected on the customer service/permitting, plan review, and inspections processes. One-third
of staff do not know if data is used effectively. Of those who answered the question, they believe
data is used “somewhat effectively.” Therefore, the data that is collected is not widely shared or

used by many staff.

Staff Awareness of Automation

We found staff to be generally unaware of the effectiveness of LIEP’s automation efforts. When
asked if needs were met through ECLIPS:

O One-half of staff surveyed do not know if LIEP’s needs are met.

O Of those who do know if LIEP’s needs are met, the average answer was “few needs are met.”
@ Over one-third of staff indicated “needs are not met.”

We received somewhat similar responses to the same questions regarding AMANDA:

O One-third of LIEP staff surveyed don’t know if needs are met through AMANDA.

O Of those who do, the majority stated that “few of the needs are met.”

Q 37% indicated “needs are not met.”

We also asked about the other information systems in the office (word processing, e-mail,
Intemnet access). In this case, we found one-quarter of LIEP staff do not know if needs are met,
and, of those who do, the most common response was “few of the needs are met.”

We anticipated finding that needs may not yet be met with AMANDA, but were somewhat
surprised with the responses regarding ECLIPS and the other computer systems. There may be a

number of reasons for these findings:
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| O They could be a result of the problems with the company originally hired to design ECLIPS,
and that once AMANDA, the second phase of the ECLIPS project, is fully operational, more
needs will be met.

| O Most staff surveyed do not work directly with ECLIPS, and may have heard only complaints
of some staff.

| a We heard in interviews that it sometimes takes longer to perform routine tasks now with
ECLIPS and AMANDA. Interviewees suggested that it will take time to learn the new :
systems, and once staff are comfortable with the systems, efficiency will be improved. !

Some staff are resistant to change and rather unwilling to learn the new systems.

Planning for LIEP’s information systems may not have been sufficiently inclusive of all
users such as inspectors and counter staff. Some staff stated their input was not considered
in the development of ECLIPS. Additionally, they report that when problems have arisen
with ECLIPS, they were not addressed because information systems staff were working on
AMANDA.

The move toward increased automation is a highly commendable task. The development of the
address files and their integration with the GIS system will be very beneficial to the City.
However, the City needs to be more proactive in pursuing GIS City-wide. Other departments
will also be utilizing AMANDA: Fire, Citizens Services Office, Public Works and PED. LIEP
also has staff members in each area who are on-site experts in the computer systems and can
answer questions. This is a very good practice and likely helps to alleviate some frustration on
the part of end-users.

i Information and Analysis Quality Findings
The Future of LIEP’s Information and Analysis - Yr 7%

| We felt it necessary to not only rate LIEP on their current information and analysis
activities, but also speculate on a future rating if they are able to successfully implement

N systems and follow through on statements made in the interviews. Therefore, if we were to
audit LIEP one year from now, we anticipate they have the potential to receive three stars,
However, if they do not effectively use their computer systems to collect and analyze data,
we do not believe their assessment would improve. The automation should:

| [ assist with fee justification based on data and workload analysis; ;

1 provide inspectors with an inspections results database allowing them to provide
consistent information {o property owners and contractors; and

U give other departments such as PED, Public Works, and the Fire Department
comprehensive data that will allow them to coordinate activities.

iyt oo e g Sspe o
Eer oo

|
J Finding #39: LIEP currently does very little data collection or analysis. @7
. Finding #40: Staff are generally unaware of what data is collected and how it is used. j
i
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/
Finding #41: Staff do not feel the ECLIPS or AMANDA system currently meets their needs.

Finding #42: Great potential exists for LIEP to perform meaningful data collection and analysis
and improve its performance by utilizing new automated system. LIEP should be given credit
for taking on such a task.

Information and Analysis Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 25: LIEP should clearly identify the information gathering potential of the
new computer systems and the usefulness of the data. (See previous box for suggestion). Data
collected and analyzed should be related to the mission and objectives of the organization.

Recommendation # 26: LIEP should analyze the effectiveness of the computer systems. One
method to analyze the effectiveness would be to follow-up with staff based on survey responses
indicating the systems are not useful. LIEP should encourage and gather input on the systems
and respond to the input, even if it is not possible to immediately address all concerns or

suggestions.

See also Recommendation #41 in Results and the Performance Measures Chapier.
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Improvement practices occur when an organization considers the design, management and
improvement of internal organizational processes. Similarly, improvement processes such as
internal evaluation should be part of daily work within the organization, and should seek to
eliminate problems at the source and be driven by opportunities to improve. Improvements may
enhance value through new and better services, increased responsiveness, and a higher level of
efficiency. Notably, the development of new services may or may not be an improvement practice,
depending on whether it meaningfully improves services already provided by the organization.
Improvement processes must contain cycles of planning, implementation and evaluation which
require information and methods for assessing progress. All practices of an organization should be
continually evaluated to identify problems and successes, and should be incorporated into an
organization’s daily practices. These practices are charted in the following diagram.

The Improvement Process

Tdentify Identify Methods to
Address Deficiencics;
Select the Most
Appropriate

Deficiencies
in the
Current Process

Plan Implementation

of New/Revised
Method(s)

Evaluate the
Effectiveness and
Efficiency of the

New/Revised Method

Quick Fixes and Past Improvement Efforts

The very development of LIEP was an improvement practice. The City saw the need to combine
functions to increase efficiency and better meet citizens’ needs. Historically, LIEP itself has
been very active in engaging in improvement practices. Since its inception in 1992, LIEP has
developed plans and action steps to address both major and minor problems and processes.
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Many of these were developed in the mid-1990s along with the Office’s Strategic Action Plan
and its Functional Redesign Report. LIEP’s past improvement efforts include the report titled
119 Targets for Redesign, which was part of the Business Process Redesign Project. This report
also identified a number of “Quick Fixes,” many of which were implemented. Certainly, it was
not possible to implement all of them either because it simply was not feasible or perhaps even
necessary. LIEP should be acknowledged not only for such a proactive effort to improve its
operations, but also for involving many levels of staff in these improvement efforts. Indeed, all
of the quick fixes were identified by employee work teams.

Improved Automation

The most visible of LIEP’s improvement practices is its current automation efforts. The new
computer systems will have a number of valuable features including: access to the City’s address
files; the ability to track plans currently in the review process; and checkoff lists for plan
reviewers and inspectors allowing them to quickly note deficiencies or compliance. While these
are good practices which will likely have a positive impact on its functions, LIEP did very little
planning to handle activities and problems created by automation, such as increased workloads,
stress and the inability to effectively collect data duting the transition period. It also remains to
be seen how much evaluation LIEP will do of the systems once they have been implemented,
particularly given LIEP’s historical lack of internal evaluation, discussed later in this section.

Project Facilitators and Experts-on-Duty

The Project Facilitator positions were originally identified as part of LIEP’s Functional Redesign
Plan, and have taken a long time to implement. The Project Facilitator positions were originally
designed to encompass a wide range of functional knowledge in zoning, environmental health,
licensing, construction and heritage preservation and to track larger projects and serve as a
resource for customer questions. Since then, LIEP determined that some of the functions should
be separated to allow for specialization. Currently, a Project Facilitator I assists businesses in
obtaining the necessary licenses, and will also help them through the permitting, plan review and
inspections process if necessary. The position is primarily focused on the licensing aspect and
reports to the Customer Services Manager. The Project Facilitator I1, soon to be hired, will be
the primary contact person for customers for permitting, plan review and inspections. This
position will report to the supervisor for Plan Review and Historic Preservation. Currently plan
reviewers track their own projects, so it is unclear how responsibilities will be shared between the
Project Facilitator Il and the plan review staff,

LIEP also has a policy designating a daily experi-on-duty who is available to handle customer calls
and walk-in customers. The expert-on-duty answers questions when the person who usually handles
those questions is unavailable or when technical issues are encountered that front counter staff are
unable to handle. The expert-on-duty is a commendable practice and valuable to the organization.

Recent Improvement Practices

LIEP has not—actively—identified new improvement practices since the mid-1990's. Perhaps
more importantly, LIEP has not reviewed the effectiveness of its past efforts. Improvements
have to be evaluated in order to determine their worth and to learn from past efforts. While LIEP
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typically does not evaluate the effectiveness of its improvement efforts, LIEP has taken one
particular experience to heart: the problems encountered with Online Services, Inc. during the
development of the ECLIPS system. LIEP used the experience with Online to formulate a more
effective contract with CSDC Sysfems, Inc. With the new contract, LIEP decided to use an off-
the-shelf system which could be customized internally as necessary primarily utilizing their own
staff. They also wrote the new contract to better protect the interests of LIEP.

LIEP has incorporated a number of their improvement practices into their annual budget
objectives, and LIEP should be given credit here for their efforts. One such example is their
2000 Budget Ongoing Performance Indicator which lists their complaint response time (for
zoning complaints) in days as four, down from nine in 1997. Clearly, LIEP focused effotts on
this as part of their goal of increased customer service. Other performance indicators, though,
have not been monitored and do not have supporting information to show the indicator has been
met. Without supporting data, the indicators are meaningless.

LIEP staff have also been very active in reducing plan review and site plan review times. As
mentioned previously in the Leadership chapter, the site plan reviewer coordinates the
interdepartmental site plan review group, which has effectively reduced review time and
increased communication. The plan reviewers also make it their goal to turn plan reviews around
quickly and return them to the applicant as soon as possible. And certainly, front-counter staff
have also pursued methods to decrease the time it takes to issue permits, and are able to issue
“express” permits for simple projects such as basic re-roofing projects.

Heritage Preservation staff in LIEP should also be commended for their efforts in developing
some Heritage Preservation brochures which will be sent this spring to every resident of the
City’s Heritage Preservation districts. The brochures explain the benefits and responsibilities of
living in such districts. These same staff members are currently working to have Heritage
Preservation information included on the Truth-in-Housing forms, though this has taken longer
than anticipated due to lack of staff resources.

Improvement Practices Policy Compliance Findings
Finding #43: In the past, LIEP has actively engaged in developing improvement practices.

Finding #44: Most current improvement initiatives are manifestations of past improvement
efforts. Examples are the office automation efforts and the project facilitator positions,

Finding #45: While LIEP has committed to improvement, it has not evaluated the results of its
efforts, and, therefore, cannot say with any certainty that changes in practices have led to actual
improvements. They did, however, learn from the experience with Online Services, Inc., and
used that experience to create a contract that better serves the interests LIEP.

Finding #46: Select sections and staff members in LIEP are working on improvement practices
such as plan review with its interdepartmental review team and heritage preservation with its
informational brochures.
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Improvement Practices Policy Compliance Recommendations

Recommendation # 27: LIEP should involve itself in a complete improvement practices process
that includes planning, implementation and evaluation of its improvements.

Recommendation # 28: LIEP needs to use data analysis to evaluate the effectiveness of its
improvement practices. So far, they have little documentation to substantiate claims of
improvement other than anecdotal evidence.

Quality of Improvement Practices

Internal Evaluation

As mentioned above, an important component of improvement practices is evaluation of current
practices. It was clear from interviews and surveys that there is very little systematic evaluation
taking place in LIEP. Alarmingly, 72% of survey respondents stated they “don’t know” if LIEP
systematically evaluates its activities. Of those who did know, they stated it was once a year.
Most evaluation in LIEP seems to be very informal — essentially reacting to a problem when it
arises and devising a method to address the problem, but not really searching for the source of
the problem. It is entirely possible staff who stated evaluation is done annually were considering
their annual reviews as the systematic evaluation of LIEP. It is also possible that the high
number of “don’t know” responses may be a result of respondents not understanding the
meaning of systematic evaluation. We consider systematic evaluation to be periodic
measurement and examination of organizational results. An example is a car owner calculating
miles per gallon under different circumstances. The responses in this category are similar to
those in Planning, with a large percentage of staff saying they don’t know how often evaliation

occurs or what the results are.

Improvement Practices Quality Findings

Finding #47: LIEP staff are largely unaware of any internal evaluation taking place in LIEP.

Finding #48: LIEP has not prepared concrete plans to implement its larger improvement
practices, such as the automation efforts.

Improvement Practices Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 29: It is apparent that LIEP has few formalized and widely understood
goals. Therefore, LIEP staff should be involved in defining improvement practices, setting goals
and evaluating activities. (Goal setting is discussed in the planning, leadership and resulis
quality sections). Improvement practices should link activities to goals and objectives. They
should also help organizations achieve their goals and objectives.

See also Recommendation #41 in Results and the Performance Measures Chapter.
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Attention to customer needs is critical for achieving organizational excellence. Through the
creation and management of relationships with their customers, organizations which excel in
customer satisfaction obtain information on customer service requirements, expectations and
satisfaction. Knowing the requirements of its customers enables an organization to develop
standards which are designed to enhance customer satisfaction. For these standards to be
effective, they must be understood and followed by everyone in the organization.

In recent years, LIEP has placed a great deal of emphasis on providing good customer service,
although there are still some areas in which LIEP could improve. It deserves mention that
developing a culture of providing good customer service requires a cultural shift from a rigid
code and “rule” enforcement emphasis to a more customer focused approach. Recently published
research indicates that the burden associated with regulation is not inspection per se, but the
manner in which enforcement is carried out. “Bringing about the right kind of building code
enforcement is more difficult than taking a meat axe to regulations and enforcement staffs, which
has been the rallying cry of those who wail against regulatory burdens.”'®

Improvement in this area also requires that staff understand the importance of customer service
training and that good customer service skills can be learned or enhanced. Some members of
LIEP’s staff do not believe good customer service can be learned, so management has felt the
only option in these cases is simply to model good customer service in the hope that staff will
mimic that behavior.

LIEP’s Customers

LIEP considers its primary customers to be those who apply for building permits and go through
the plan review and inspections processes. They have improved a number of their services and
practices to better meet these customers’ needs. Unfortunately, few people outside LIEP know of
these improved services. Marketing these services may improve code compliance and assist
LIEP in enhancing its one-stop-shop image. For example, LIEP offers an express site plan
review if the customer is anxious to begin the project. LIEP also provides preliminary plan
reviews, issues express permits for such things as roofs, and offers one-hour free parking while
visiting LIEP. Marketing these valuable services to the general population could be beneficial in
assisting property owners and contractors in understanding that the process of obtaining a

18 Raymond J. Burby, Peter J. May, Emil E. Malizia, and Joyce Levine, Building Code Enforcement Burdens and
Central City Decline. Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol. 66, No.2, Spring 2000. page 155.
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building permit is not nearly as cumbersome as they might expect. Certainly word-of-mouth is
also an important method for sharing this information as many contractors work with each other
on various projects and are likely to share experiences.

A very useful marketing tool, largely neglected by LIEP, is the Internet. Not only could LIEP’s
website be used for marketing, but also for providing services directly to customers, such as
building permits, zoning and code information, plan review and inspections results. LIEP has as
one of its objectives, identified in its 1996 Strategic Action Plan, to “Develop a Home Page on
the Internet to provide information to our customers and a means to accommodate remote
transactions 24 hours per day” by the end of 1996. Online Business Systems, Inc. was to
develop this resource, but their contract was terminated prior to completion. The fact their web
site is essentially useless to customets demonstrates a gap in LIEP’s efforts to become a
customer-focused organization.

Customer Service Practices

Permitting/Customer Service Section

In general, LIEP’s first point of customer contact is the front-counter staff. Property owners and
contractors will most likely call LIEP to ask questions or come to the front counter to apply for a
permit. LIEP has a number of informational sheets available answering basic questions about
requirements for certain types of projects, and sample plans indicating the minimum building
requirements for common projects such as stairways and garages. It was reported by other LIEP
staff that the front-counter employees are very good at providing customer service and are always
willing to make changes that improve customer satisfaction. LIEP has also designed a system to
issue express permits for simple and straight-forward projects such as roofing and fences. LIEP
will also issue “early start” permits which allow a project to begin before all permits have been
issued. An example would be issuing a foundation permit for a building before the mechanical
plans have been approved. In some cases, LIEP also maintains accounts for contractors or
businesses that frequently pull permits, and simply deducts the permit fees from that account.

Plan Review and Zoning Site Plan Review Section

While the plan reviewers and site plan reviewers have few formal customer service guidelines,
they all attempt to review plans as quickly and accurately as possible. Another very positive
customer-oriented practice is the aforementioned preliminary plan review process, during which
LIEP staff meet with developers, contractors, or property owners to go over plans informally to
look for any potential problem areas. This allows the plan submitter to make changes to the
plans prior to formal review, at which point changes become more expensive to make and the
process takes longer. The hardest step for many people is initially gathering the right
information for plan review. The preliminary plan review provides them the opportunity to find
out what they still need before they pay any fees or spend a lot of time changing plans and
adding information. If necessary, staff will also perform a preliminary site plan inspection.

Plan Review staff meet with plan submitters to discuss the necessary changes upon formal review
of the plans, and will follow up the meeting with a letter explaining the required changes. Plan
reviewers will also call the applicant if they do not meet with them. Staff should be commended
for this customer-focused practice.
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Inspections Section

Council Research found several areas where inspections policies could be clarified across trades
groups. We also found several situations in which a policy would be helpful in creating clearer
expectations for both the inspectors and the customers. Customer service standards would also
assist in alleviating some of this confusion,

LIEP does not have a policy pertaining to providing customers with appeals information. Some
inspectors provide verbal information when they give the correction orders; others provide
written information when they send out change orders. The lack of clarity may be causing
confusion for the customer. Without a clear policy and a uniform practice, customers will not
receive the same information in a consistent manner.

Council Research found through the interview process that some inspectors do not suggest
equivalencies when they require changes. They simply say “you can’t do that.” Inspectors have
a great deal of latitude, as they are given the authority to grant equivalences provided the intent
of the code has been met. Interviews with LIEP staff indicated some inspectors will grant
equivalences themselves, others will defer to their supervisor or to the building official, and
others simply avoid granting them if to hide at all possible. However, it is important to also
mention that although consistency is in use of equivalencies is necessary, a “business-friendly”
approach demands that inspectors maintain a fair amount decision-making authority in the field.'

Linked to the lack of equivalencies granted may be an attitude of a few inspectors that contractors
and property owners are attempting code violations from them. In many cases, it could simply be
an oversight or the property owners or contractor’s lack of knowledge. If the inspector took time
to explain why the code infraction is a life/safety issue, contractors or property owners may
willingly comply. It is possible that the less flexible inspectors may lack a sense of accountability
for their actions. Some inspectors do not appear to feel accountable to anyone except themselves
and operate seemingly in a vacuum. They know many contractors fear retaliation if they complain
about an inspector. A couple of business owners mentioned to Council Research they have felt
sufficiently intimidated by particular inspectors that they did not complain about an inspection,
when they otherwise would have. These problems may be linked to comments from other City
staff who interact with LIEP’s inspectors and customers that some inspectors serve the interests of
their own trade associations before the interests of LIEP or the City. Some inspectors forego more
customer-friendly actions because they view safety as their main objective and use enforcement as
their primary method of obtaining compliance. It must also be mentioned that many of LIEP’s
inspectors are interested in working with contractors and property owners. The few who are not
damage relationships between the City, its residents and businesses.

Another problematic practice in inspections is the final inspection. Most inspectors will sign the
back of the permit indicating the work meets code standards. Some inspectors will leave either a
yellow card, if they are unable to sign-off on the permit because changes still need to be made, or
a green card if they are unable to get in to inspect a project because no one is home. Most
communication appears to be with the contractor. While this is certainly important, it would be
beneficial to the owner if they were given the same information as the contractor, particularly
when a permit cannot be closed out due to remaining required changes.

19 “Business-friendly supervisory practices emphasize the attainment of enforcement goals while giving inspectors
a considerable degree of freedom in how they interact with contractors and developers.” Burby, et al, Ihid. p. 155,
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One final problem discovered with the inspections process is that not all inspectors readily identify
themselves by either showing or wearing a badge stating they are an inspector for the City of Saint
Paul. This has caused some wariness and concern by property owners who find an unfamiliar
person on their property. Notably, it is LIEP policy that all inspectors verbally make known their
presence and purpose as soon as is practical at the work site. Certainly wearing a badge to a site
that an inspector visits on a regular basis may seem unnecessary, but it would aid all workers on
site in identifying the inspector. However, we found during our field visits with inspectors that the
inspectors immediately identified themselves to the contractors or property owners,

The Housing Initiative

Another customer-focused improvement practice is the Housing Initiative, which is an effort to
increase the number of housing units in Saint Paul. Part of the Initiative is to speed housing
projects through the site plan review process and lower the permit and plan review fees.
Reportedly, the Initiative has been marketed through newsletters, seminars, newspaper reporters,
the BRC, and relevant organizations.

Initially, the community received misleading information regarding the purpose of the Housing
Initiative. The original resolution establishing the Housing Initiative, presented by LIEP and
approved by the City Council and Mayor, stated the amount of fees for all housing units
approved from September 1, 1999 to August 31, 2000 would be cut in half. Two problems
existed with the resolution. First, LIEP cut the fees for new housing projects only, not for
rehabilitation projects, which caused some confusion. Second, the permit and plan review fee
cuts were instituted through a resolution, not through an ordinance as is required, as Council
Research discovered. The problems were corrected in late 1999 through passage of an ordinance
cutting the fees in half during this time period for new construction only.

Customer Service Policy Compliance Findings

Finding #49: LIEP has improved a number of practices which benefit customers, but they have
not marketed them effectively. We found a number of good customer-focused practices such as:

express permits;

handouts with basic information particularly beneficial to first-time applicants;
pre-paid permit fee accounts;

express site plan reviews;

preliminary plan reviews and inspections; and

early start authorization.

oo oo

Finding #50: LIEP has not effectively developed its website to allow for online permit
applications, zoning and building code information, plan review, inspections results notification
and Housing Initiative information.

Finding #51: LIEP encountered a number of problems with the Housing Initiative, such as the
definition of applicable projects and the legislative authority required to implement the program.

Finding #52: Only a few trade inspectors wear badges visually identifying themselves on-site
during inspections. While it is policy that all inspectors identify themselves and carry
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identification, a policy requiring them to wear a badge may assist contractors and building
owners in more readily identifying the inspector.

Finding #53: No uniform procedure exists for giving customers appeals process information.

Finding #54: No uniform process exists for granting equivalencies, and some trade inspectors
are resistant to granting them.

Finding #55: Some inspectors seem to hold the attitude that contractors and property owners are
trying to hide violations from them. This attitude sometimes results in antagonistic behavior
toward the contractor or property owner.

Finding #56: No uniform process exists for leaving final inspection information with a
contractor or property owner.

Customer Service Policy Compliance Recommendations

Recommendation # 30: Develop marketing strategies for promoting the express permits, the
preliminary plan review process, pre-paid permit accounts, parking reimbursement and any
other customer-focused practices.

Recommendation # 31: LIEP is one of the City agencies which has the most direct contact with
residents and businesses seeking information, and stands to benefit greatly from having as much
information as possible on its web page. Completion of the web site should be a high priority
Jor LIEP, particularly in light of the goal to have it completed by the end of 1996. Information
that should be available to customers on-line includes:

permit applications and permit status information;

inspections resulls;

general building code and zoning information, similar to the paper handouts available;
information on special programs and projects, such as the Housing Initiative;

a Frequently-Asked-Questions (FAQ) page; and

an “ask-the-inspector” page in which visitors could post general questions to trade
inspectors.

oo

Recommendation # 32: LIEP should develop a policy requiring trade inspectors to wear an
identification badge at all times while performing inspections.

Recommendation # 33: LIEP should develop a policy for granting equivalencies which is known
and used by all inspectors in an effort to make the practice fair, consistent and useful. The City
Attorney should be involved in developing this policy to ensure it is legally sound. The
development of these policies will enhance LIEP’s image in the City.

Recommendation # 34: LIEP should work to change the attitude of its inspectors who believe
that contractors and property owners are trying to hide something from them. They should
immediately cease threatening property owners with retaliation, which is contrary to LIEP
policy, but is reported to happen from time to time.
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Recommendation # 35: LIEP should develop a process for leaving information with both
property owners and contractors upon final inspections, particularly when changes are still
required before the permit can be closed.

Recommendation # 36: LIEP should look at the practices of building inspections departments in
other cities for possible customers service improvements. One suggestion would be maintaining
evening hours one or two nights a week to make it easier for homeowners who work during the
day to apply for permits, such as is the practice in San Diego.

Quality of Customer Focus

Customer Identification

It is vital that employees in an organization identify a uniform group of customers in order to
best serve the interests of their customers. Within LIEP, both survey and interview respondents
identified very similar customers: property owners, citizens and contractors. LIEP staff indicated
that sometimes these different customers have competing interests, which are difficult to balance.
What a contractor wants may not be in the best interest of the citizens, and LIEP staff are
required to make determinations based on life-safety criteria, rather than on what the “customer
at the desk” may want.

Customer Knowledge

Customer knowledge consists of understanding the customers needs and desires, and having
mechanisms in place to monitor those needs and desires. The survey indicated that many staff
feel customer needs and satisfaction are monitored occasionally, though approximately one-third
of staff are not aware of how often this is done. Interviews and documents indicate LIEP has
done customer service surveys in past years and is preparing to do another one in 2000. The last
survey, done in 1998, was not useful due to a low response rate.”® LIEP also tracks complaints
and gets information on customer needs through professional associations, word-of-mouth,
correspondence and elected officials. Most information gathering on customer needs and
satisfaction is informal, LIEP does little to anticipate the future needs of customers.

Customer Relations

Staff indicated through the survey that LIEP is “mostly responsive” to changes in customer needs
and satisfaction, though again, one-half to one-third of staff do not know how responsive LIEP is.
One staff member in an interview described very well what good customer service is for LIEP:

@ being as responsive and timely as possible;

O being as proactive as possible by going to housing fairs and having a LIEP booth at fairs and
at home improvement stores to answer questions;

20 Evaluation of this experience could help LIEP in making future improvements to the survey process.
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meeting with contractor groups to get information and feedback;

holding classes on code compliance;

O d e

meeting with engineers to go over plans before work begins; and

[ answering questions.

The lack of planning affects LIEP’s ability to respond to customer needs and satisfaction
thoroughly. Planning takes into account potential changes in needs that result from changing
economic, technological and social factors and other influences. Associated with this lack of
planning is the slow development of the Internet site for LIEP. The ability to look up permits,
apply for permits, and receive zoning and other information over the Internet would be invaluable
to many of LIEP’s customers. However, LIEP has focused very little energy on developing this
resource.

Some staff also mentioned the struggle between enforcement and customer service. They seem
to be unsure of how to provide good customer service while also enforcing codes effectively.
Many staff stated good customer service is defined in the LIEP employee performance evaluation
form, although they could provide no universally understood definition. The lack of a useful,
well-known definition of good customer service indicates a gap between the vision of senior
leaders and the implementation of that vision.

Customer Service Standards

Formal customer service standards help all staff understand what is expected of them by the
organization and by their customers, About half the staff indicated there are customer service
guidetines for LIEP, but about one-third do not know of their existence. Staff surveyed indicated
“some” customer service standards are written, though one-half of staff didn’t know of their
existence. Staff also felt customer service guidelines are “somewhat widely circulated,” again
with one-half of staff not knowing of their existence.

The customer service guidelines LIEP has in place are “mostly understood” and followed
frequently. The survey question relating to how often customer service guidelines are followed
received one of the highest average scores of all the survey questions, indicating staff felt very
strongly that the guidelines are followed. Interviews also indicated that staff are very good at
providing customer service, and take great pride in this aspect of their work.

Customer Focus Quality Findings

Finding #57: LIEP staff consistently identified property owners, citizens and contractors as their
primary customers.

Finding #58: Staff are either unaware of customer needs and satisfaction monitoring or feel it is
done only occasionally.
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Finding #59: A useful customer service survey has not been done in three years, though LIEP is
preparing to conduct one in 2000.

Finding #60: The lack of planning may affect LIEP’s ability to effectively respond to changes
in customer needs and satisfaction.

Finding #61: LIEP has few formal written customer service standards.

Customer Focus Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 37: LIEP should consider other options besides an annual or biennial
survey for monitoring customer needs and satisfaction. Some suggestions include survey cards
issued with the Certificate of Occupancy or when a permit is closed. Another option is to focus
on evaluating one activity per month. For example, give surveys to everyone who applies for a
permit in February, in March give surveys to everyone who has a site plan review, and in August
to everyone who receives an inspection. This way, not all sections are burdened with conducting
a survey at the same time. If another, organization-wide survey is desired, LIEP should consider
consulting with organizations which have been successful in reaching a high response rate from

their customers.

Recommendation # 38: LIEP should formalize customer service standards, such as plan
review’s three day turn-around for basic plan reviews. This would help all staff understand the
customer service standards and how their work contributes to the goals set by the organization.

Recommendation # 39: LIEP should provide more customer service training for inspectors to
help them understand how they can provide good customer service and good code enforcement.

Recommendation # 40: Develop an idea/complaint/compliment line and/or e-mail address that
would allow customers to directly communicate with LIEP at their own convenience and at any

time, rather than just through the annual customer survey.

See also the Performance Measures Chapter.
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Results is the section of the Malcolm Baldrige system which deals with an organization’s ability
to determine if and how well it is accomplishing its mission. Results should focus on creating
and balancing value for all stakeholders, whether they be customers, employees, suppliers, the
general public or individual neighborhoods. The use of performance indicators, also known as
performance measures, offers an effective means to communicate both short- and long-term
priorities and provide a focus for improving results. Results measurement should be the last
phase in an ongoing cycle involving goal setting, planning, the execution of plans and |
improvement practices. Using results information in this way, can help staff provide the best :
service in the most efficient way possible. Decision and policy makers can also use results ‘
information to monitor the provision of services on the public’s behalf, ensuring government '
accountability. 1
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LIEP received its lowest rating in this performance audit in the Results area. This is particularly ‘
problematic in that the Malcolm Baldrige system weights Results the most heavily of its seven !
categories. In recent years, the Results category in the Malcolm Baldrige award program has
been given between 40% and 60% of the total points available. The reasons for LIEP’s low
rating are discussed in detail below. However, Council Research also believes there is potential
for improvement in this area in the near future due to computer system improvements. Those
possibilities are discussed on page 36. Finally, the essence of Results is a system of performance
i indicators. Although the presence and use of performance indicators is covered in this chapter,
the following chapter, beginning on page 53, is dedicated exclusively to performance indicators
for LIEP.

We did not include a separate discussion of policies in the Results area, only a quality assessment
discussion. Results policies are embedded in the City’s annual budget process, as well as other
places, and are discussed in detail in the Performance Indicators chapter.

3 Results Measurement in LIEP

Results measurement requires adequate information systems, a carefully thought-out system of
) indicators and consistent, periodic measuring. As discussed at length in earlier sections of this
report, LIEP has nearly completed its transition to using the ECLIPS and AMANDA systems.
These systems have the potential to provide a variety of data for the organization to analyze. The
challenge will be determining what is good and useful information for the day-to-day
management of operations, and what are good indicators of how the organization is performing.
! Finally, it cannot be overemphasized that measures of results can and often do involve
| assessments which are not quantitative in nature. Not all useful things can be “counted,” but they
‘ do need to be taken into account, documented and reported over time.

.
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LIEP has historically gathered and analyzed some information on its performance. This is
exemplified in past years’ budgets and in the annual reports prepared by the former Building
Inspection and Design Division, However, in recent years, these activities have ceased almost
completely. LIEP continues to only estimate all vital organizational statistics, except for the
revenue derived from licenses and permits.?! For 1998 and 1999, there are no firm numbers in
the budget indicating the annual number and type of permits, the number and type of plan
reviews conducted or inspections performed. However, it must be noted that in the budget
process, the Mayor’s Budget Office did not review LIEP’s performance indicators with staff to
determine their usefulness in pottraying LIEP’s workload. This is perplexing given the
reportedly high volume of construction and rehabilitation in Saint Paul in recent years. However,
this lack of measurement is symptomatic of inadequate performance measurement and
accountability standards on a Citywide basis,

Given this lack of information and analysis, it is not surprising that over half the staff surveyed
do not know how often LIEP measures its results. In fact, this survey question elicited the
highest proportion of “don’t knows” of all 46 of the surveys questions. Of those who did answer,
the most common response was “occasionally.” Not surprisingly, most staff are unaware of
comparisons between LIEP and other, similar organizations. The interviews conducted also
indicated that when comparisons are made, they tend to be anecdotal.

Despite the lack of specific performance measures, the most common response to the survey
question on how often LIEP meets its goals was “frequently” for those who answered the
question. This question received one of the hi ghest average responses of all survey questions. In
a follow-up survey question, Council Research asked how staff knew they were meeting their
goals, The majority of the written answers indicated staff knew they were meeting the
organization’s goals because of 1) positive customer feedback received in customer surveys and
in person; and 2) the quality of the City’s building stock.22 Notably, these are two areas where
some specific performance measures can and have been done.

It also became apparent in the performance audit process that staff had valid concerns about the
use of performance indicators. Some were concerned that activities which could not be easily
“measured” would lose value. Others thought it would be near impossible to measure the final
“results” of LIEP’s activities—-such as a quality building stock and urban landscape which is
likely to have a useful life well into the future. Therefore, they believed the organization would
then begin to shift its focus to work “outputs,” such as the number of inspections conducted or
plans reviewed, which can be easily tabulated, but may not speak to the quality of work
performed. The Performance Indicators chapter will provide guidelines and suggestions for
alleviating these concerns and creating useful performance measures.

2! From permit revenue information, LIEP can determine the approximate value of all projects undertaken.

22 There are several indicators of the quality of the City’s building stock. These include, among others: 1) the class
ratings for the City's commercial office space; 2) the Housing Survey conducted by PED in the 1980s; 3) results of
the Certificate of Occupancy Progtam which provides minimum standards for buildings; and 4) post major storm
assessments done both by the public and private sectors.
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Results Quality Findings

Finding #62 There has been a significantly reduced focus on examining the results of
organizational activities recently. This lack of emphasis may seem justified because past
performance measures had little meaning and held little value for their users. However,
meaningful measures can be developed. This seems to be true not only for LIEP, but also more
broadly throughout the City.

Finding #63 In spite of the lack of performance indicators, staff use the ones they have available
(customer surveys and building data) to determine if they are meeting the LIEP’s goals,

Finding #64 LIEP’s emphasis on customer service is clearly internalized by many staff.

Finding #65 Despite the poor rating given in this area, Council Research belicves LIEP is
poised to develop a meaningful performance measurement system. Many of the “building
blocks” are in place to make a useful performance measurement system in LIEP. The new
information management systems will have the capability to provide many types of information
10 staff, These information management systems will also act as a catalyst for changing and
rethinking some work processes. For example, the use of handheld computers by inspectors will
significantly change the flow of information from the field to the central office, and from one
inspector to another. LIEP is also in the process of initiating another cycle of planning, albeit a
much less formal undertaking than used in the past. These events combine to make this an ideal
time for the organization to develop new performance measures which will meet its needs. 1f
LIEP fully takes advantage of these circumstances and pursues an inclusive process for
developing performance measures, the rating would improve substantiaily.

Results Quality Recommendation

Recommendation # 41: LIEP needs to develop a meaningful performance indicators system for
determining how well they are meeting the organization’s goals. This process needs to overtly
take into account issues which may not be “measurable,” but which also need to be documented
and reported over time. The development process should also be inclusive and incorporate staff
ideas. A performance measurement system should function not only to give feedback ro
managers and policy makers, but also to staff who rely on it to provide them regular Sfeedback on
individual activities. All of the organization’s stakeholders have an interest in knowing how well
the organization is meeting its goals. Examples of specific measures are outlined in the next
chapter. Additionally, the Mayor’s Office should much more actively monitor performance

indicators used in the budget and assist the City's departments in developing more meaningful
indicators,
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Performance Measures

Performance indicators are a means by which an organization determines the degree to which it is
achieving its mission. Not everything an organization does and seeks to accomplish can be
quantified, but rather there are some measures that are good indicators of its success. LIEP’s
mission is clear, and it bears restating here. It is “to be a unified customer service organization,
which promotes a healthy and safe environment through information and enforcement of codes
and ordinances.” In this chapter we will explore how LIEP seeks to inform itself, its customers
and its stakeholders about how well it achieves its mission. This chapter is intended to provide a
basis for discussion and assist LIEP in refining the measures currently in use. LIEP is just now
completing implementation of AMANDA, the information system which will track much of the
needed data for performance measurement. Therefore, it is a critical juncture for LIEP in the

consideration of these issues.

Council Research has approached this examination of performance indicators with several
assumptions in mind, First, we believe the City Council has a vested interest in examining
performance indicators as a part of the budget review process. The use of performance indicators
gives the Council a clear picture of what has been accomplished in past years, and expectations
for future years. They meaningfully connect dollars spent and the services expected of City
government, Indeed, as the Council deliberated upon “managed competition proposals,” the
need to translate City activities into meaningful performance indicators became very apparent.
The development of such indicators is necessary to make clear to anyone— employees or private
vendors—just what performance is required. Second, we believe performance indicators can be
useful management tools for communicating with staff about expectations. However, we also
put forward the notion that staff must be a part of the creation of performance indicators and see
their usefulness in their daily work lives, The people who will, in practice, provide information
for performance indicators are also profoundly affected by what the indicators may reveal.
Finally, although we recognize there are limitations in what performance indicators can
communicate about the success of an organization, there is little else available to provide “a
gauge” on progress. The logical alternative, comprehensive program evaluations, arc time
consuming and expensive when compared to tracking performance indicators. Also, such
evaluations do not necessarily provide for incremental improvement.

Two probiematic performance indicator issues came to light in the audit process. First, the
Director indicated that 1997 was the last year they used actual figures for the budget process—
after which time LIEP has been using conservative estimates. I should be taken into account that
the Office was undergoing a significant transition from a mix of computer and paper information
management systems, to its new automated systems, ECLIPS and AMANDA. In this
environment it may well have been difficult to piece together and tabulate the required
information. However, it was not clear in the budget that estimates were being used, which is
particularly apparent in reviewing 1998 data in the 2000 proposed budget, where no such
notation was provided. Council Research views this situation as particularly problematic because
the Council was informed that we have recently been experiencing record construction years in
Saint Paul. At the same time, the impact of this increase was not reflected in data, projections or
estirnates provided by LIEP, although the workioad had ctearly increased. The second
problematic issue is that the Budget Office does not, as a practice, review the performance
indicator information provided in the budget. Yet, it is likely most staff and the Courncil assume

2000 Saint Panl City Council Research



54

Performance Audit of the City of Saint Paul’s Building Permit, Plan Review and Inspections Functions

this a standard practice, and, therefore, believe the Budget Office knows, understands and
monitors these indicators,

LIEP has, of course, some performance indicators in its budget. They are organized by activity
area, and we have followed this organization in our discussion: customer service and permitting,
plan review, zoning and inspections. Notably, sometimes the objectives and indicators in one
area of LIEP’s budget will overlap with those of another. In those cases, we cover the topic in
the area to which the objective relates most clearly. For each area, we have looked for
performance indicator coverage of the following:

QJ customer service, which includes timeliness, helpfulness and accuracy;
Ll efficiency, which includes timeliness, costs and staff time; and

L effectiveness, which includes quality and results from activities.

Permitting/Customer Service

LIEP has made improving its customer service in all parts of the organization a priority. This
emphasis on providing excellent customer service can be measured, as is demonstrated in the
excerpted portion of the Customer Service activity budget in the following box. In that budget
activity we see a performance indicator stating that customer service surveys should show that
95% of customers will be satisfied. ‘The data for this performance indicator have been garnered
from some informal surveys conducted by staff. PED also conducts a biennial business survey,
with specific questions pertaining to LIEP services. With respect to the other customer service
indicator, number of complaints registered in the area of customer service, it was not clear to the
audit team how, and if, such complaints were compiled and tracked. Given that reported
complaints have been zero for several years, perhaps a more meaningful indicator should be
developed, such as tracking “counter” errors in the processing of permits and licenses.

There are several indicators in this budget activity which speak to efficiency. Among these are
the number of permits and licenses issued, and files maintained. While these are no doubt useful
in some regards, given that the Office has been using estimates, these numbers have little value
when examined over time. They also give little indication of the effort involved to generate
permits. Therefore, another area which may be useful to pursue is to examine the average
amount of time it takes to process permits and licenses. For example, it would be useful for
stakeholders and customers to know that for a simple project, such as a roof or fence, 75% or
90% of customers will need only ¥4 hour to obtain a permit. Such a measure need not be done on
a daily basis, but surveyed periodically. Similar measures could be developed for projects
requiring plan review or zoning staff involvement. Initiation of such measures would make
meaningful the following objective from LIEP’s 1998 budget: “Since the initiation of the Process
Redesign effort in 1994, LIEP has realized a reduction in processing time for permits and
licenses, a reduction in the number of delinquent license renewals, an increase in collection for
these renewals, and a decrease in the time required to obtain permit and license services from the
City.” The problem was well-articulated by one tenured manager interviewed who said “I know
it’s true, but [ don’t know how to prove it.”
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Customer Service 2000 Budget (omits

non

audit area activities) —

T

Ongoing Program Objectives Performance Endicators:

Customer service survey satisfaction results g
Complaints registered in the areas of
gustomer service

Ordinance changes enacted
Procedures revised

0 Continue to provide accurate information
and excellent customer to both internal and
external customers, .

Q@ Continue implementation of process redesign
to simplify internal procedures as well as
external process (ordinance changes).

O Develop a written policy and procedure Customer Service Statistics:
manual for all customer service functions.

oo OO0

Permits [ssued

Competency Certificates issued
Number of trade licenses issued
Licenses issued (all types)

Number of property files maintained
Purchase orders and vouchers processed

2000 Projects

@ Design, distribute and report on Customer
Service Survey for LIEP customers.

O Continue and complete the ECLIPS project
by the implementation of AMANDA and

performance enhancements.

gocooc

Finally, the Customer Service Activity Performance Plan has a performance indicator which
states that 50 procedures will be revised in 1999 and 30 in 2000. The audit team was perplexed
as to the value of counting the number of procedures changed. Change is expected to be
ongoing, usually leading to improvements in other performance indicators, Although we
compliment LIEP on trying to improve its procedures, we believe other performance indicators
would better capture this concept.

Zoning and Site Plan Review

Although the budget activity discussed in the above paragraphs bore the title “customer service,”
other areas in LIEP also have customer service concepts embedded in their work activities,
including Zoning and Site Plan Review. There is only one specific customer service
performance indicator in the budget for Zoning and Site Plan Review. It states the average
response time for zoning complaints will be 4 days. This is an excellent indicator that LIEP may
wish to enhance. The indicator could also speak to average complaint resolution times, or
indicate that some percentage of zoning violation complaints are responded to in 4 days. Also in
the area of customer service, LIEP has been striving to streamline and shorten the site plan
review process. There were no performance indicators addressing these efforts in the 2000
budget. However, it seems evident that LIEP could be clear about the average length of time for
site plan reviews, once LIEP has all the required materials. It also seems reasonable that other
customer service indicators should be developed for zoning activities, such as looking at average
or expected turn-around times on projects and also customer survey results. Finally, an excellent
customer service practice is that all applicants who go through the site plan review process
receive both a call and a letter explaining the results.

As was the case in customer service and permitting, some statistics are maintained on the staff’s
workload. These include counts of site plans reviewed, zoning variances processed, appeals
processed, and zoning histories researched to determine legality of use. And again, while these
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indicators have some value, actual figures have not been gathered in recent years. Also, there is
little indication of the staff effort involved in performing these activities. Such an indicator could
be used for monitoring workload, as well as developing minimum or maximum time
expectations for customers,

Perhaps the most logical measure of the effectiveness of zoning and site plan review is
compliance with the City’s Zoning Code and adherence to the specifications of approved site
plans. Compliance with the City’s Zoning Code can be gauged best by using zoning complaints
and zoning histories researched to determine compliance. Relatedly, monitoring the types of
variances and appeals can give indications of the effectiveness of the Zoning Code in addressing
current circumstance in the community. If a particular type of appeal is received repeatedly, it
may indicate procedures could be streamlined or revised to better handle the problems. It could
also mean the Code is unnecessarily restrictive in a given area. For example, the Zoning Code
provides for “planned development districts.” All staff interviewed indicated this section of the
code was so difficult to use they avoided it, if at all possible, and tried to use other portions of
the code to achieve similar ends.

LIEP Operations: Zoning/Site Plan Review 2000 Budget —

U To staff the Board of Zoning Appeals, preparing |3
staff reports, and providing information to Board
members, applicants and neighbors.

Ongoing Program Objectives:

L3 To provide prompt, thorough zoning information

to the public; to assist those businesses and
property owners applying for permits or licenses,
explaining the processes necessary to mect zoning
code requirements,

To investigate and enforce zoning regulations. 1)
Responding to complaints, 2) Assuring
compliance with conditions placed on approved
site plans, variances, special and nonconforming

0

Performance Indicators:

To certify zoning compliance for néw
construction and alterations, licenses, and
certificates of occupancy, for which fees are
collected through permits, licenses and
certificates of occupancy fees.

use permits and business licenses, and 3) using Q site plans reviewed

the Housing Court and District Court when IJ zoning variances and appeals processed

appropriate to achieve compliance. O zoning histories researched to determine legality

To review site plans, both preliminary and of use

formal, and coordinate the interdepartmental site (3 complaint response time in days g

plan review process. %
e e R R S T I T e R A Y e e L i e R P

Plan Review

Plan Review, like Customer Service and Permitting, has contact at the counter with customers
every day, in addition to the more in-depth reviews of plans. It is a very customer-oriented work
group and is perceived by peer groups to be effective in both applying appropriate codes and
helping customers. Strangely, it has no customer service performance indicators of its own in the
budget, although some used by Customer Service and Permitting have relevance to this activity
as well. Through the audit process it became clear that Plan Review had several concrete
performance indicators it relied upon on a daily basis, although these do not appear in the budget,
and we were not clear if they were ever overtly measured. First, there has been an emphasis on
shortening approval time for permit applications. Second, there is an expectation that plan
reviews for new single- and two-family houses will be completed within 72 hours of receiving
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complete plans. No doubt, the use of checklists in the AMANDA system will both facilitate
faster plan review times, and make their measurement possible. Third, LIEP does offer a service
of providing “partial project permits,” where a customer can get part of a project reviewed and
permitted while plans for other parts of the project are still in development. This is an especially
helpful practice for large, complicated projects. LIEP may be able to develop performance
measures 1o better gauge how often this is used.

Plan review has several performance indicators in the budget related to efficiency. These
indicators include: the numbers of permits issued, plans examined, historical permits received,
inspections made, and the annual construction value for Saint Paul. These indicators suffer from
the same problems discussed earlicr; namely, they have not actually been counted for several
years and they have no context in terms of effort necessary to accomplish them. Benchmarks and
standards should be developed to make these indicators more meaningful. Plan Review may also
wish to examine the code to develop ideas for potential performance indicators. For example, the
audit team was informed that plan check time specified in the Legislative Code, Chapter
33.04(c)—the City has 180 days to do a plan check—never expires without a permit being
issued. Clearly, such indicators have the added benefit of demonstrating compliance with
applicable laws. Finally, there are occasionally performance measures in this area which have no
meaning, and therefore no useful value. For example, the resolution establishing the Housing
Initiative (CF#99-815) states that one performance indicator of the Initiative is “number of new
housing units approved within 72 hours of receipt of complete plans: 500-700.” This indicator
has no context, and as we discovered, there is no way to measure such an improvement, because
the Office has no data for recent years.

The effectiveness of Plan Review activities is ultimately determined in combination with the
effectiveness of Inspections. Literally, effectiveness needs to be measured in terms of the
improved safety and habitability of structures in the City because of the application of building
and other codes. As mentioned in the Results section, there are some ways the quality of the
City’s building stock can be measured over time. Taking into account the other influences on the
quality of building stock, such as aging, we know at least a portion of the quality is attributable
to the use of building codes.

Although the quality of the City’s building stock is ultimately the best measure to determine the
effectiveness of Plan Review, there are other measures that could be made inside the Office
which would also be appropriate for examining individual plan review activities. For example,
staff mentioned an informal indicator of the quality of their work is the number of plan review
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LIEP Operatmns* Pian Revnew 2000 Budget —

R R T B NG R PR, ® A

i Ongoing Program Objectives

To assure safety of citizens through construction
standards compliance.

To educate customers to achieve code compliance
without controversy or unnecessary expense.

To maintain adequate records to demonstrate
efficiencies in administration and compliance to
construction standards.

To maintain professional standards of technical
ability while being accessible by and accountable
to our customers and the public.

To maintain relationships with organizations and
agencies to assure Saint Paul remains a respected
leader in code and design professions.

2000 Budget Objective-

El Continue to work on the design and

implementation of the new computer system for
permits and inspections.

The Office has participated in and will continue
to be active in public forums such as the Home
Tour, District Council Home Fairs, etc., where
citizens have a chance to work with the inspectors
and plan reviewers in a more neutral
environment.

Cur present computer system and the new system
under development will enable us to ensure that
our level of service will continue to improve,

|

Our challenge is to balance the requirement for
continuing education against the needs of our
customers. Our goal will be to allow sufficient
opportunities for this education while
maintaining adequate staffitg levels to enstre
quick response to out customers.

We have several inspectors who are involved 5
with National Code organizations. These groups |§
develop the codes that are adopted by Minnesota,
and directly affect the construction in Saint Paul,
In order to ensure fair codes both now and in the
future, our inspectors will strive to maintain their
participation tevel for the future.

There are several inspectors on the task group
whose responsibility is the analysis of various
software packages for the office-wide computer |
system. These participants will be fully involved |2
until the end of the project. :

Performance Indicators:

o

L

(]

Through monitoring of the permit volume and
valuation, we (LIEP) can verify that all
construction projects are inspected to protect the
citizens of Saint Paul.

The number of permits issued, construction valu
in millions, plans examined, historical permits
received; and

Total inspections made.

mistakes discovered in the field. Tracking such an indicator would be a useful management
undertaking to determine the circumstances under which mistakes are made, as well as the types
of mistakes. Also, as is the case with the suggestion that Zoning monitor the types of appeals it
processed, it would also be useful in the same way for both Plan Review and Inspections to
monitor information on the granting of equivalencies. Finally, staff indicated that when
customers come in for preliminary plan reviews, they have a better understanding of
expectations. Customers are then able to “get it right the first time” which decreases the time,
effort and money in the spend in plan review process. It also likely decreases total staff time
expended on the project. Clearly, preliminary plan reviews make the plan review process more
effective, and their use could be measured.

23 The Customer Focus Chapter discusses the importance of promoting the Preliminary Plan Review process on
page 43.
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Inspections

Inspectors differ from the other LIEP staff in that they tend to see the customer out in the field,

and not at the front counter or in a meeting. However, the customer focus considerations they

have are very like those of the rest of the Office. Inspections has only one goal in the budget

specifically addressing customer service; “to maintain professional standards of technical ability

while being accessible by and accountable to our customers and the public.” The value of this

budget objective lies not with its ability to describe performance expectations, but rather in that it

articulates a problem in the inspections area that staff clearly feel conflicted about “enforcing the

code” or “providing customer service.” It would be very useful for the Inspections area to begin

addressing this using specific customer service performance indicators. In order to develop these

indicators, they would benefit from reviewing customer service surveys done by LIEP and PED.

These would help to identify areas of concern to customers. |
|

In the area of timeliness, it is clearly an informal goal of staff to complete reports and arrive for
appointments in a timely fashion. Both of these activities will be much easier to document with
the advent of the AMANDA computer system. In terms of the reports of inspection findings, the
use of handheld computers in the field will help significantly with the timely “processing” of
inspection findings. This will help both from a management perspective, in that information will
be immediately available to other trades inspectors, and it will also be more quickly available to
the customer, in the event they are not on site to hear the inspection report verbally.

Providing customers with information on the appeals process and sharing information and ideas
on appropriate “equivalencies” is central to good customer service. Council Research heard
consistently that information on appeals process is provided to the customer when change work
orders or stop work orders are given. However, there was inconsistency in that some inspectors
and trades would provide this information verbally and in letter form, while others would provide
it only in a letter, This inconsistency between staff work processes should be eliminated, with a
focus on providing the customer with appeal information in both settings. The use of the
AMANDA system and hand held computers in the field could provide a reminder in the form of
an item on one of the check-off lists. Council Research also became aware that some staff and
trades are much more likely to discuss equivalencies* with contractors and property owners than
are others. The Office’s approach to discussing and granting equivalencies should be consistent
across trade groups and among staff members. The AMANDA system has the potential to
monitor this and help the Office in developing a measurable standard.

As with the other work areas we examined, Inspections does little to measure the efficiency of its
operations. There was one objective in the year 2000 LIEP budget which spoke to efficiency,
which was “to maintain adequate records to demonstrate efficiencies in administration and
compliance to construction standards.” Although such information is likely maintained, we saw
no use of the information which acted to demonstrate efficiencies. The only performance
indicator in the budget related to efficiency is the number of inspections conducted, and this has
been an estimate in recent years. Tt would be very useful to know the number of inspections by
type and trade, and time invested in them. At the very least, the average number of inspections

24 Equivalencies are alternative methods for accomplishing a task or project that meet the intent of the Code,
although they may not be specifically described in the Cade. An example is the use of a picce of sheet metal
screwed to the back of a standard wood door in order to make it a “one-hour fire door.” This accomplishes the end
of fire safety and saves the building owner money in the purchase of a new one-hour fire door.
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and average times involved could be used for planning. Also, the advent of AMANDA makes
possible the tracking of activities in a way that takes into account the complexity of the task.
LIEP did this type of analysis in 1998 in preparing a proposal for the addition of a plumbing
inspector position.” Clearly, they understand the importance of such information in describing

staft’s workload.

IEP Operations: Inspections 000 Budgt -

B Ongoing Program Objectives:

2 Our present computer system and the new one under
development will enable us to ensure that our level
of service will continue to improve,

O Through monitoring of the permit volume and
valuation, we can verify that all construction
projects are inspecied to protect the citizens of St.
Paul,

11 To maintain adequate records to demonstrate
efficiencies in administration and compliance to
construction standards.

O To maintain professional standards of technical
ability while being accessible by and accountable to
our customers and the public.

[ Through monitoring of the permit volume and
valuation, we can verify that all construction
projects are inspected to protect citizens of St. Paul.

2000 Budget LIEP Strategic Plan Statement:

O Maintain quality services in light of the ever
increasing construction levels (Three record
construction years in a row) with a minimum
increase in staff,

[ Implement the use of project facilitators to navigate
customers through the license, permit, and/or zoning
processes and continue Process Redesign Initiative
to continually streamline procedures and climinate
unnecessary regulations.

O Integrate new ECLIPS system with other
departmental systems through a single address file,
to achieve a fully seamless provision of service for
the City’s customers.

il Performance Indicators:

0 Through monitoring of the permit volume and
valuation, we can verify that all construction
projects are inspected to protect the citizens of St,
Paul,

O Construction value in millions

@ Total inspections made

Ongoing Program Objectives for NHS/Vacant
Buildings:

C} To maintain housing stock by returning vacant
buildings to sound structures.

O Inspect Vacant, Boarded and Abandoned
buildings for code violations, issuing permits,
and reinspecting for compliance,

[ Maintain and improve neighborhoods by
inspecting one and two-family homes for ,
improvement areas and aiding owners in A
prioritizing tepairs within the limited funds
available.

O Identify and work toward preserving desirable
buildings and significant structures within
neighborhoods.

3 Perform inspections and building evaluations
for PED, Fast Side Neighborhood Development §
Corporation, West 7th Street Federation, :
Neighborhood Housing Serv- ices Programs, |
Non-Profit Corporations, or any other
organization needing these services,

RS

Performance Indicators:

QO Inspection totals for original and repeat
inspections

2000 Budget LIEP Operations performance
indicator:

ORI

LR

O “we have several staff involved with National ;
Code organizations” [

| k=

2000 Budget LIEF Operations Objective: ﬁ
0 Identify and work toward preserving buildings
and significant structures within
neighborhoods. i

5 Robert Kessler Memo to Joe Reid, January 26, 1998,
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The effectiveness of inspection services can be measured in a fashion similar to the effectiveness
of the other services we have discussed. There are two instances in the budget where the issue of
effectiveness is engaged. First, as an ongoing objective, the LIEP budget states *through
monitoring of the permit volume and valuation, we can verify that all construction projects are
inspected to protect citizens of Saint Paul.” While inspecting all construction projects surely
does act to protect the citizens of Saint Paul, this can not be monitored using permit volume and
valuation data. These data, together with the actual number of permits, do give an indication of
the complexity of the work undertaken. However, it is the number of permits which most
accurately estimates the number of projects requiring inspection. LIEP should modify its

objective accordingly.

Second, the 2000 Budget LIEP Strategic Plan Statement states as a goal to “maintain quality
services in light of the ever increasing construction levels (three record construction years ina
row) with a minimum increase in staff.” This is an excellent goal, which takes into account a
changing environment—dramatic increases in construction. However, there are no performance
indicators connected to it which demonstrate the quality of LIEP’s work. Such goals can be
constructed at several levels. At one level, they could speak to the quality of the building stock,
as we discussed earlier, They could also measure the consistent quality of inspections in spite of
increased work volume. These indicators could include the average length of inspections, and

the types of inspections findings.

On a more pedestrian level, LIEP may wish to add effectiveness performance indicators in the
following areas:

O Number of correction notices which need to be re-issued;

O Number of mistakes in the various inspection activities, which would be collected by
supervisors;
Q@ The number of stop work orders and number of times work is required to be redone;

0 The average length of time buildings are on the vacant buildings list before Certificate of
Compliance issuance or demolition; and

O The effectiveness of the Housing Initiative at increasing housing construction, as discussed in
the Information and Analysis chapter on pages 33 though 37. Notably, a recent article
suggests the following: “...a central city that had adopted a business-friendly philosophy of
enforcement could have increased both the amount and the value of single-family detached
housing by about 9% over the period 1985-1995. Commercial rehabilitation could have
increased about 4% in the number of buildings and about 5% in the value of construction.
This research could help the Housing Initiative establish useful benchmarks to measure their
progress at meeting their program goals. However, it does indicate that progress is slow, and
research attributes improvements to enforcement philosophy, rather than fee levels.

1926

% Burby, et al, 1bid., page 152.
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CONCLUSION

Overall Council Research found the quality criteria present and practiced in some parts of the
organization. LIEP is also generally in compliance with the policies that govern its activities.
Where deficiencies were found, we believe staff have the skills and interest to address them.
Notably, staff were very helpful in the performance audit process both in the interview process in
sharing their time and ideas, and later in responding to questions. What follows is a summary of
our findings.

Planning

LIEP did a great deal of planning during the mid-1990s to accomplish the merger of previously
separate operations that formed the Office. This planning took several forms, It addressed the
actual co-location of these operations, necessary cross-training of counter staff, the rationalization
of administrative procedures between the previously distinct units, and the improvement of
information support systems. Virtually no planning has taken place in recent years and LIEP
views itself to be in a “plan implementation” mode, rather than a “planning” mode. The
enormous amount of staff time spent on implementing first ECLIPS, and then AMANDA have
also left staff with the impression there is little time for planning. It is also apparent that few
staff have been involved in planning activities. Broader participation in plan development will
help staff become more aware of the existence of plans and give them a sense of ownership in the
plans’ success. LIEP has also not been involved with the development of Comprehensive Plan
chapters affecting its work, and has not taken these plans into account in their decision-making
on individual building projects. Council Research found that planning activities in LIEP would
act to better allocate the resources of this office and prepare it for changing circumstances, such
as the record construction years recently experienced.

Leadership

Our examination found several aspects of LIEP’s leadership policies and practices to be very
good. Namely, the commitment of senior leaders to provide a clear mission and vision for the
organization was quite apparent. This is in spite of survey results indicating a lack of vision
provided by the Mayor. Council Research noted that staff repeatedly commented on the
concerted efforts of leaders to recognize individual and team contributions. Finally, LIEP
leadership in recent years has acted to cultivate key stakeholder relationships, such as with the
advent of the Business Review Council. However, there is still more effort required in this area,
especially in terms of communication and inclusiveness in planning activities which should be
taking place. LIEP and the City are out of compliance with two state reporting requirements and
the requirements for a local board of appeals.
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Training

Staff training in LIEP received the highest quality rating. LIEP clearly emphasizes training and
education for its staff, and sees its importance in the context of diminishing staff numbers. LIEP
should be lauded for its training and education efforts and continue them. In terms of improving
this area, LIEP should consider doing more cross-education of all its staff, so they may develop a
better understanding of the roles and responsibilities of their peers within the Office. LIEP
should also examine the allocation of training resources.

Development

Staff development was an area in LIEP in which Council Research had a mix of good and
problematic findings. The survey indicated somewhere between one-fourth and one-fifth of staff
believe the work environment is not conducive to their well-being, that the labor management
relationship is poor, and there are few or no opportunities for them to contribute to the
organizations goals and work procedures. While it is good that three-fourths to four-fifths do not
share these perceptions, it is problematic that there is a fairly large core of people who rate these
areas pootly. LIEP leadership must find a way to engage these staff and their concems. Council
Research suggests LIEP proactively involve them in planning activities, rather than waiting for
volunteers. Also, re-instituting a labor-management group of some type to identify specific
changes which would address problem areas would likely be helpful.

Information and Analysis

LIEP has been undergoing significant changes in the area of information management in recent
years. Council Research is ambivalent in many ways in its findings. While undertaking the
formidable task of automating the management of its information is commendable, several
aspects of implementing ECLIPS and AMANDA could have been better handled, such as
communication with the Council on progress. There are several types of probiems we found in
this area, some of which are attributable to LIEP directly, and other which are more Citywide in
nature. However, these new information systems do give LIEP the ability to perform meaningfyl
analysis of its undertakings in the future. Therefore, we have taken the unusual step of indicating
that it has the potential of significantly increasing its rating in this area if improvements are

made.

Improvement Practices

LIEP did not fare well in Council Research’s examination of its improvement practices. These
mediocre findings are largely attributable to LIEP’s lack of planning and evaluation activities,
and currently poor information and analysis capabilities, which are integral components in the
improvement process. History shows the Office has an adequate basic understanding of
improvement processes, as this is demonstrated in the “quick fixes” undertaken in the mid-1990s.
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Customer Focus

The merger of separate operations into LIEP was the result of an increasing awareness—both in
City government and in the community—of the need for a more customer focused approach. The
merger also provided a means to “refocus” LIEP activities with customers in mind. Much credit
should be given to all involved for their efforts in this area. As with most organizational
initiatives, however, customer focus efforts need tending and continued refinement. There is still
a problem in the organization with the perceived conflict of providing *“code enforcement”
service, as opposed to “customer service,” These concepts need not be conflicting and LIEP
must strive to clarify their vision in this area. Also, some new customer services are called for,
such as a dramatically improved web page.

Results

Given the recently poor quality of information used in LIEP, it is not surprising it received a poor
Results rating. LIEP needs to take time to figure out what are good performance indicators of
their work. This is a critical juncture for the Office to undertake this project, as ECLIPS and
AMANDA are just now capable of providing meaningful data for these measures.

Performance Indicators

The performance indicators and objectives used in the budget process in recent years have been
neglected both by LIEP and the Budget Office. Using performance indicators in an ongoing
cycle of planning, evaluation and improvement could significantly assist LIEP in years to come.
it will help for purposes of internal management, where there is almost no information on
workloads, activities or outcomes. Meaningful performance measures are also key for a
government agency to remain accountable to its customers and stakeholders.
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APPENDIX A: RESOURCES

Council Resolutions:

O 0 0 cdoooodoop

Coungil File 94-293 / acceptance of grant funds for LIEP Process Redesign

Council File 94-1550 / establishment of Business Review Council

Council File 97- 1214 / establishment of funding for the Design Section

Council File 97-1314 / acceptance of report on Design Section and release of contingency funds
Council File 98-588 / establishing pay rate for “City Building Official”

Council File 98-609 / establishing pay rate for “Plan Review Coordinator”

Council File 98-1076 / establishing pay rate for “City Building Official”

Council File 98-1077 / establishing pay rate for “LIEP Help Desk Coordinator”

Courncil File 99-287 / authorizing contract and copyright agreement with U of M Press and the HPC
Council File 99-357 / no developer fee associated with any multi-unit housing project shall exceed
certain guidelines

Council File 99-553 / changing portion of salary plan and rates of compensation for the Building
Inspector

Council File 99-587 / directing the HPC to develop a Heritage Preservation Site and Building
Designation Workplan

Council File 99-815 / approval of special one year pilot program to reduce costs and speed
approvals for new housing construction

Saint Paul City Charter and the Legislative and Administrative Code:

Chapter 5 Permit Fees

Chapter 18 Legislative Hearing Officer

Chapter 19 Power of Inspectors to Enforce Provisions of Code

Chapter 33 Building Code and Inspection

Chapter 34 Minimum Property Maintenance Standards for All Structures and Premises
Chapter 37 Installation or Connection of Gas Equipment

Chapter 38 Elevators, Hoists, Lifts and Moving Stairways

Chapter 43 Vacant Buildings

Chapter 48 Condominium and Conversion Condominium Notice Filing Requirements
Chapter 50 Individual Sewage Treatment Systems

Chapter 60 Zoning Code-Adoption; Purpose; Definition; Districts Uses and Requirements
Chapter 61 Zoning Ordinance-Schedule of Regulations Limiting Heights, Bulk, Density, and
Area by Zoning Districts

Chapter 62 Zoning Code - General Provisions

Chapter 64 Zoning Code - Administration and Enforcement; Amendments; Miscellaneous
Provisions

Chapter 65 Zoning Code - River Corridor

Chapter 66 Zoning Code - Signs

Chapter 67 Zoning - Subdivision Regulations

Chapter 68 Zoning Code - Wetland Conservation

Chapter 72 Floodplain Management Regulations

Chapter 73 Heritage Preservation Commission

Chapter 74 Heritage Preservation Districts and Programs

Chapter 76 Sewers and Drains

Chapter 92 Water Code-Plumbing
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Chapter 95 Water Code-General Provisions

Chapter 310 Uniform License Procedures

Chapter 326 Building Contractors

Chapter 368 Wrecking of Buildings

Chapter 369 Building Trades Business Licenses

Chapter 370 Building Trades Certificates of Competency
Chapter A-6 Service Availability Charges

Budget Documents

Office of License, Inspections and Environmental Protection 2000 Adopted Budget
Office of License, Inspections and Environmental Protection 1999 Adopted Budget
Office of License, Inspections and Environmental Protection 1999 Adopted Budget
Office of License, Inspections and Environmental Protection 1998 Adopted Budget

Books / Miscellaneons Documents

The Urban Institute (1980). Performance Measures: 4 Guide for Local Elected Officials,
Washington D.C., The Urban Institute.

Raymond J. Burby, Peter J. May, Emil E. Malizia, and Joyce Levine, Building Code
Enforcement Burdens and Central City Decline. Journal of the American Planning
Association, Vol. 66, No.2, Spring 2000. ‘

Bryson, John (1995). Strategic Planning for Public and Non-Profit Organization. Jossey-Bass.
2000 Criteria for Performance Excellence, Baldrige National Quality Program.

City of Saint Paul’s Comprehensive Plan / Land Use and Housing Chapters
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APPENDIX B: LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Planning Recommendations

Recommendation # 1: PED should perform, in conjunction with LIEP, a thorough analysis of the
current Zoning Code. In order to be in compliance with current City Code, this should be done every
five years. The analysis should consider the Code’s compatibilities with the City’s Comprehensive Plan
and other development priorities, and the Code should be modified accordingly.

Recommendation # 2: Both PED and LIEP need to take more responsibility for including LIEP in the
development processes for the City’s Comprehensive Plan. By taking responsibility for development,
LIEP will feel more responsible for the objectives of the Plan, and will incorporate the Comprehensive
Plan into its own internal plans and practices.

LIEP’s involvement in the planning and implementation processes of the City’s comprehensive plans will
enable it to make more recommended changes to the zoning code, so that the code and the plans are
compatible and mutually enforceable. In cases where the zoning code and the Comprehensive Plan are
not compatible, LIEP should consider granting variances, equivalencies, or bringing the problem the to
Business Review Council for further review and recommendations.

Recommendation # 3: LIEP should incorporate objectives of the Comprehensive Plans into its plans for
its own operations. By doing so, LIEP will ensure it considers future changes and remains flexible and
uses opportunities to ensure the building stock of the City is solid, safe and contributes to the vitality of
the City.

Recommendation # 4: LIEP should resume proactive planning, including assessing the current
landscape and future economic, social, human resources, political, and technical impacts on LIEP s
work.

Q LIEP must understand the connection between planning and resource allocation to prevent
situations such as the one currently occurring with staff being overworked, resulting in a highly
stressful work environment because technological, economic, and human resource changes were
not comprehensively planned, Closer monitoring of outside influences will assist in projecting
changes in workload and resources, such as those resulting from increased construction in
recent years.

O Outcome measurement must be incorporated into future planning. LIEP must look at the results
of past planning efforts for lessons learned and aveas ta continue to work on. They must also
look at results of past quick fixes to determine effectiveness and remaining issues to be resolved
resulting from the changes.

Q@ LIEP should involve other stakeholders, such as the City Attorney’s Office, Planning and
Economic Development and Public Works in planning process to incorporate the requirements
of other departments and develop an understanding as to how the work of LIEP affects other
depariments.

Recommendation # 5: LIEP should involve staff in defining organizational goals and offer ways for staff
to contribute to them. LIEP needs to find ways to include less-involved staff in decision-making and
make them more aware of planning and improvements taking place in the office and how they can
contribute. LIEP should not wait for them to approach management, as history shows they will not.
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Leadership Recommendations

Recommendation # 6: At a minimum, communrnication between LIEP and the State Fire Marshal needs to
be improved so they can insure that inspections, installations, and removal of fuel storage tanks are
occurring. In order to ensure compliance the approval should come from the City, rather than from the
state, leaving all responsibility at the City level. LIEP should work with the State Fire Marshal to
determine procedural and legislative changes required to bring this about.

Recommendation # 7: LIEP and Saint Paul Regional Water Services need to clarify their roles relating
to the plumbing code. As the Building Official has ultimate responsibility for enforcing the plumbing
code, perhaps LIEP should conduct the inspections currently performed by Regional Water. This may
lead to enhanced efficiency for both entities.

Recommendation # 8: LIEP should market its service of providing building evaluations to community
development corporations. This valuable tool would enhance the relationship between CDCs and the
City and ensure that rehabilitations address building code problems appropriately.

Recommendation # 9: LIEP and the Design Center should clarify their respective roles and level of
authority and clearly explain them to permit applicants.

Recommendation # 10: LIEP and the City Attorney’s Office need to clarify whether the City is in
compliance with state law regarding appeals of decisions of the building code official.

Recommendation # 11: LIEP and PED should take leadership in developing a quarterly
interdepartmental meeting for all staff who work with small businesses.

Recommendation # 12: LIEP should meet with Code Enforcement and other appropriate City agencies
to discuss and find solutions to the issue of long-term incomplete projects in the City’s neighborhoods.

Recommendation # 13: LIEP needs to come into, and remain in, compliance with state reporting
requirements for both its building code and heritage preservation activities.

Recommendation # 14: LIEP should provide the City Council at regularly scheduled intervals, a
complete explanation of the current automation situation including funding, hours spent on the project,
timeline and reasons for the lengthened timeline.

Recommendation # 15: LIEP should evaluate its mission statement to ensure it answers the following
questions:

b Who are we? What distinguishes LIEP from other City departments?
Q  Whar do we do?

[ For whom do we do ir?

b Why do we do it?

Recommendation # 16: LIEP should identify objectives to put the mission statement into action and also
identify specific objectives for each area of LIEP. This will enhance employee understanding of how
their particular responsibilities help meet those objectives and thus fulfill the mission. Finally, LIEP
should identify specific organizational values under which all employees operate and exemplify them at
all levels of the organization.
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Training Recommendations

Recommendation # 17: LIEP should reassess where resources are allocated for training to determine if
some staff have less access to training than others, and whether this is appropriate. LIEP should also
determine if, and how, the training is affecting workload allocation.

Recommendation # 18: LIEP needs to encourage all staff in all work areas to pursue relevant training
and provide the resources whenever possible.

Recommendation # 19: More cross-education of all LIEP functions would be valuable. Staff tend to
have limited knowledge of the functions of work areas beyond their own. Having a good working
knowledge of the other functional areas will assist staff in answering customer questions and
coordinating efforts to prevent problems.

Development Recommendations

Recommendation # 20: LIEP should follow through on its commitment to open communication between
staff and management and discuss together issues related to morale and other workplace concerns. This
could involve increased management attendance at work-group or team meetings, as well as more
proactive involvement of staff not traditionally involved in organization-wide discussions.

Recommendation # 21: LIEP should reconvene a labor-management group to actively pursue issues of
mutual concern. Clear guidelines and expectations should be established so meetings are a place for
cooperation, not confrontation and complaining. Leaders should emphasize this is a non-grievance
discussion forum. The leaders of the group will also need to engage the problems encountered by the
first labor-management group, such as too many participants — The last group had two representatives
from each bargaining unit in LIEP which may have made the group too unwieldy and ineffective.

Recommendation # 22: LIEP should address work environment issues. The proposed Labor-
Management Committee should discuss both the factors negatively impacting the environment and what
specific steps can be taken to decrease the stress level experienced by many staff. Additionally, this
group could examine what specifically could be done to make LIEP a more supportive work environment
for those who feel it is not currently supportive.

Information and Analysis Recommendations

Recommendation # 23: The City of Saint Paul should provide the financial resources to atiow for the
purchase of an economical software package that would interface between the GIS system and
AMANDA. This would allow broad access to GIS for all departments utilizing the AMANDA system and
enhance the ability to coordinate activities and information between various departments.

Recommendation # 24: Not only must LIEP work to implement hand-held computers as soon as
possible due to their usefulness, LIEP must also train its inspectors to integrate the hand-held computers
into their work practices. Inspectors must make it a practice to load all inspections comments into the
database so other inspectors have the same information. Inspectors should also begin the practice of
looking up information to ensure they are providing permittees with accurate information.
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Recommendation # 25: LIEP should clearly identify the information gathering potential of the new
computer systems and the usefulness of the data. (See previous box for suggestion). Data collected and
analyzed should be related to the mission and objectives of the organization.

Recommendation # 26: LIEP should analyze the effectiveness of the computer systems. One method to
analyze the effectiveness would be to follow-up with staff based on survey responses indicating the
systems are not useful. LIEP should encourage and gather input on the systems and respond to the
input, even if it is not possible to immediately address all concerns or suggestions.

Improvement Practices Recommendations

Recommendation # 27: LIEP should involve itself in a complete improvement practices process that
includes planning, implementation and evaluation of its improvements.

Recommendation # 28: LIEP needs to use data analysis to evaluate the effectiveness of its improvement
practices. So far, they have little documentation to substantiate claims of improvement other than
anecdotal evidence.

Recommendation # 29: It is apparent that LIEP has few formalized and widely understood goals.
Therefore, LIEP staff should be involved in defining improvement practices, setting goals and evaluating
activities. (Goal setting is discussed in the planning, leadership and results quality sections).
Improvement practices should link activities to goals and objectives. They should also help
organizations achieve their goals and objectives. ’

Customer Focus Recommendations

Recommendation # 30: Develop marketing strategies for promoting the express permits, the
preliminary plan review process, pre-paid permit accounts, parking reimbursement and any other
customer-focused practices.

Recommendation # 31: LIEP is one of the City agencies which has the most direct contact with
residents and businesses seeking information, and stands to benefit greatly from having as much
information as possible on its web page. Completion of the web site should be a high priority for LIEP,
particularly in light of the goal to have it completed by the end of 1996. Information that should be
available to customers on-line includes:

permit applications and permit status information;

inspections results;

general building code and zoning information, similar to the paper handouts available;
information on special programs and projects, such as the Housing Initiative;

a Frequently-Asked-Questions (FAQ) page; and

an “ask-the-inspector” page in which visitors could post general questions to trade inspectors.

ocodoo

Recommendation # 32: LIEP should develop a policy requiring trade inspectors to wear an
identification badge at all times while performing inspections.

Recommendation # 33: LIEP should develop a policy for granting equivalencies which is known and
used by all inspectors in an effort to make the practice fair, consistent and useful. The City Attorney
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should be involved in developing this policy to ensure it is legally sound. The development of these
policies will enhance LIEP's image in the City.

Recommendation # 34: LIEP should work to change the attitude of its inspectors who believe that
contractors and property owners are trying to hide something from them. They should immediately
cease threatening property owners with retaliation, which is contrary to LIEP policy, but is reported to
happen from time fo time.

Recommendation # 35: LIEP should develop a process for leaving information with both property
owners and contractors upon final inspections, particularly when changes are still required before the
permit can be closed.

Recommendation # 36: LIEP should look at the practices of building inspections departments in other
cities for possible customers service improvements. One suggestion would be maintaining evening hours
one or two nights a week to make it easier for homeowners who work during the day to apply for
permits, such as is the practice in San Diego.

Recommendation # 37: LIEP should consider other options besides an annual or biennial survey for
monitoring customer needs and satisfaction. Some suggestions include survey cards issued with the
Certificate of Occupancy or when a permit is closed. Another option is to focus on evaluating one
activity per month. For example, give surveys to everyone who applies for a permit in February, in
March give surveys to everyone who has a site plan review, and in August to everyone who receives an
inspection. This way, not all sections are burdened with conducting a survey at the same time. If
another, organization-wide survey is desired, LIEP should consider consulting with organizations which
have been successful in reaching a high response rate from their customers.

Recommendation # 38: LIEP should formalize customer service standards, such as plan review’s three
day turn-around for basic plan reviews. This would help all staff understand the customer service
standards and how their work contributes to the goals set by the organization.

Recommendation # 39: LIEP should provide more customer service training for inspectors to help them
understand how they can provide good customer service and good code enforcement.

Recommendation # 40: Develop an idea/complaint/compliment line and/or e-mail address that would
allow customers to directly communicate with LIEP at their own convenience and at any time, rather
than just through the annual customer Survey.

Results Recommendation

Recommendation # 41: LIEP needs to develop a meaningful performance indicators system Jor
determining how well they are meeting the organization’s goals. This process needs to overtly take into
account issues which may not be “measurable, " but which also need to be documented and reported
over time. The development process should also be inclusive and incorporate staff ideas. A performance
measurement system should function not only to give feedback to managers and policy makers, but also
to staff who rely on it to provide them regular feedback on individual activities. All of the organization’s
stakeholders have an interest in knowing how well the organization is meeling its goals. Examples of
specific measures are outlined in the next chapter. Additionally, the Mayor s Office should much more
actively monitor performance indicators used in the budget and assist the City’s departments in
developing more meaningful indicators.
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INTRODUCTION

The City Council, as the governing body of the City of Saint Paul, is responsible for establishing
City policies and ensuring that City practices are consistent with these policies. As the body
responsible for approving the City Budget and authorizing the tax levy, the Council must also
assess the efficiency and effectiveness of City operations. Therefore, the City Council
established a Performance Audit Program in the fall of 1996 to help it fulfill these legislative
oversight and budgetary responsibilities and it directed Council Research to conduct performance
audits of City operations. Performance audits analyze the consistency of departmental practices
with City policies, as well as provide insight into how policy directives are implemented. The
performance audit also examines whether an organization’s practices are efficient and reflective
of those used by high-performing organizations.

The City Council is very interested in the value received by citizens for the money expended.
Taxpayers rightly expect that money provided for services will be spent to achieve the best result
possible with the least expenditure of public funds. The efficiency and effectiveness of
government operations and processes can be assessed in many ways, One common approach is
for auditors to examine an organization at a micro-level to try to determine if the organization is
following sound procurement practices, properly protecting its resources, and complying with
laws and regulations. This micro-level approach to auditing is closely related to financial auditing
and is often conducted by accountants who spend a great deal of time and effort examining the
inner workings of the organization. While we accept there are situations where this type of micro-
level auditing is appropriate, such as when fraud is suspected, we believe a higher level audit is
most appropriate here. The City Council is less concerned with the minutia of daily operations of
its departments and more concerned with knowing if its departments and offices are top-quality
organizations whose operations are efficient, effective and in compliance with appropriate laws
and policies. If they are not, the Council is interested in knowing what can be done to remedy any
deficiencies preventing the department or office from achieving a level of excellence.

SCOPE OF PERFORMANCE AUDIT

This audit is an examination of the policy compliance, efficiency and effectiveness of the
permitting, trade inspections and plan and zoning review activities of the Office of License,
Inspections and Environmental Protection (LIEP).!  Future references to LIEP in the audit will
refer to only these activities, not the entire organization. The office and functions selected for
review were identified by the City Council because of the importance of LIEP’s activities in
relation to promoting and protecting the City’s housing and building stock. The structure and
functions of LIEP will be described in more detail in a following section.

V' The audit does not examine other functions performed by LIEP, which include Animal Control, Gambling Enforcement,
Environmental Health, License Inspections or License Investigation and Compliance Checks.
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RESEARCH METHODS

Policies pertaining to the functions of LIEP were gathered from the Saint Paul Administrative
Code, the Saint Paul Legislative Code, City Council resolutions, the Land Use and Housing
Chapters of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, as well as LIEP’s own internal plans, policies and
budget objectives. It is not Council Research’s intent to make specific findings on every
individual policy statement. Rather, we focus on groups of policies that relate to specific
functional areas within LIEP (permitting, plan review or inspections),’ and have grouped them
according to the most relevant quality category. Tt is our belief this approach is more useful to
both policy makers and participants in understanding how to improve the efficiency,
effectiveness and compliance of the organization.

We believe the best way to assess the level of organizational development is to ask those most
knowledgeable about the organization—the people who work in the organization. We believe
that the people who work in LIEP best know the strengths and weaknesses of their organizations
and will, when asked, candidly report their opinions. Therefore, we have gone directly to LIEP
staff to ask them about their work. We were able to survey 67 of 73 (92%) LIEP staff involved
in the permitting/ customer service areas, plan review and zoning and trade inspections, and we
also conducted 35 interviews with LIEP staff members. The findings and recommendations in
this report are based on these surveys and interviews as well as an examination of written
materials on LIEP’s practices.

ORGANIZATIONAL ASSESSMENT

A key aspect of an organization’s performance is its compliance with the laws and directives
under which it is required to operate. Governmental agencies have a high level of responsibility
to operate within the parameters established by governing bodies, as well as within parameters
established by the organization itself. Because LIEP is a regulatory agency, it not only has to
comply with regulations as do all City departments, it also has to enforce regulations to which
developers, builders, home and business owners and contractors have to comply. Quite often,
these policies can be closely linked to the quality of an organization’s operations. Throughout
this report, we will illustrate how compliance with certain policies does or could enhance the
efficiency and effectiveness of LIEP. A listing of policies, practices and documents reviewed is
in Appendix A of this report.

The efficiency and effectiveness of LIEP’s permitting, plan review, zoning, and inspections
functions are evaluated using an Organizational Quality Assessment. While there are several
methods to evaluate effectiveness and efficiency, our approach is based on work done by the
organizers of the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award who identified the characteristics of
a high-performing organization.

The study of high-performing organizations has typically identified seven characteristics believed

to be essential for an organization to achieve excellence. These criteria have been identified from
“ .

2 por a complete listing of all policies reviewed, plcase see Appendix A.
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studies over many years and are widely accepted as indicators of organizational excellence. The
criteria used by the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award and the Minnesota Quality Award
to assess organizational development and to identify quality organizations are summarized in the
table below. For the purposes of this audit we have split the category of Training and
Development into two separate discussions for a more useful discussion of both areas. None of
the quality categories stand alone. Each impacts the other, and all are essential to achieving a

significantly impacts both Results and Improvement Processes.

Assessment Categories

high level of performance. Quite often improvement in one quality category will positively
impact another. For example, improvement in the category of Information and Analysis often

Quality Category

Key Concepts

Discussed on Pages:

Planning

Leadership

Training

Development

Information and
: Analysis

Improvement
Practices

Customer Focus

Results

Internal Plans
Plan Development
Plan Dissemination & Implementation

Mission, Vision, Values
Stakeholder Relationships
Staff Recognition

Training & Education Resource Allocation
Employer Commitment

Employee Contribution

Work Environment
Labor-Management Relationship
Empioyee Evaluation

Coilection of Data
Analysis of Data
Effective Use of Automation Systems

Identification of Potential Improvements
Implementation of Improvements
Evaluation of Improvement Practices

Customer Identification & Knowledge
Managing Customer Relationships
Customer Service Practices

Customer Service Standards

Organizational Outcomes
Financial Qutcomes

Customer Satisfaction

Use of Performance Indicators

9-14

15-24

25-27

28-32

33-37

38-41

42-49

50-52

Each of these quality categories is a chapter in the report, and each chapter is comprised of the

following discussions:

O Ratings

[ Policy discussion, Findings, Recommendations
03 Quality discussion, Findings, Recommendations

2000 Saint Paul City Council Research



Performance Audit of the City of Saint Paul's Building Permit, Plan Review and Inspections Functions

In addition to the Results chapter, which focuses on organizational outcomes, an overview of
performance measures and their potential application in LIEP is provided in the Performance
Measures. Performance measurement in this performance audit means the regular collection of
specific information about the effectiveness, quality and efficiency of services and programs.’
The suggested measures will enable LIEP to evaluate on its own whether the resources expended
(labor or financial resources) on an activity are used efficiently, have the intended effect and
result in a quality outcome. Measures can be based on information obtained from written
records, observations by specially trained staff or through surveys of customers. This
performance audit will examine existing performance measures and suggest other performance
measures. However, the audit will not perform the actual measurements.

Criteria Ratings

We have gathered a wealth of information about the permitting, plan review, zoning and
inspection activities of LIEP while conducting this performance audit. Although capturing all of
this information in any rating system is impossible, we believe a rating system will help
decision-makers grasp the essence of the information. We have developed a simple summary
rating system we believe conveys the essence of our findings. We intend these ratings to reflect
what interview subjects have told us about LIEP. While organizations and processes consist of
individuals, we intend the ratings to reflect current organizational practices and they should not
be interpreted as judgements about individuals.

The rating system used for policy compliance is simple and straightforward using a plus (+) sign,
indicating LIEP is substantially in compliance with the relevant policies, or a minus (-) sign
indicating LIEP is not in compliance. If it is not found in compliance, recommendations will be
made to assist the organization in achieving compliance.

The summary ratings for the guality categories are intended to portray both the level of
development and the level of integration of each quality criterion. Development, in this
performance audit, means the extent to which high-valued characteristics arc in evidence. High-
value characteristics are ones in which the criteria being examined are systematic, manifest, pro-
active, fact-based, and evaluated. Integration refers to the extent criteria are practiced. It is
possible, indeed likely, for criteria to be practiced in some parts of the organization, but not in
others.

The summary ratings used for quality assessment are:

*% %% Criteria fully developed and practiced throughout the organization.
x%% Criteria well developed and practiced throughout most of the organization.
%% Criteria present and practiced in some parts of the organization.

%  Criteria sometimes present, occasionally practiced in parts of the otganization.

3 The Urban Institute (1980). Performance Measurement: A Guide for Local Elected Officials. Washington D.C.:
The Urban Institute, p. 1.
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OVERVIEW OF LIEP

Before discussing the findings of the audit, it is necessary to give a brief overview of the Office
of License, Inspections and Environmental Protection (LIEP). LIEP was formed in 1992 as a
result of the consolidation of Environmental Health, the Building Inspection and Design Division
(BIDD), the License Division and Animal Control. Four reasons were offered for the merger:*

“l. The need for improved customer service and the creation of a ‘one-stop-shop’ for
businesses.

2. The desire to provide customer service training for inspectors and to improve the
coordination of services.

3. The need to review and update the City’s regulations.

4. A desire to reduce the overall costs of enforcement in order to save money.”

The graph on the following page illustrates the current organizational structure of LIEP. The
blue boxes indicate the areas of LIEP that were examined in this audit. LIEP currently has just
over 100 employees, and an adopted year 2000 budget of $9,136,890. The vast majority of
LIEP’s revenues are from license and permit fees collected. Only about 15% of LIEP’s year
2000 budget is money allocated from the City’s general fund.

Permitting, Plan Review, Site Plan Review and Inspections

The graphics on the page 8 illustrates the permitting process, from entering the office to filling
out a permit application to completing the work and receiving a certificate of occupancy or
compliance, if required. The permitting, plan review and inspections activities are closely
intertwined. Typically, the first point of contact for a customer is with a member of
permitting/customer service staff. A customer will either call with questions or come in to obtain
information and apply for a building permit. A permit is required for all structural revisions for
residences, garages, carports, decks and similar structures or buildings. Non-structural revisions
or remodeling projects may also require a permit if the labor value and the cost of the materials
exceeds $300. Permits can be paid for with cash, check or charge, and payments are accepted in
person or by fax, phone or mail. The fee schedule is established in City Code, and is based on
the fee schedule in the 1994 Uniform Building Code.’

Staff must verify the information contained in the permit application, such as the address, the
contractor’s license, whether the building is a dangerous structure or nuisance building. The
address file is currently used to verify this information, but it will be eventually available through

the new computer systems.

4 Information taken from Robert Kessler, Director of LIEP, letter to employees, May 18, 1992.

3 City code states that refunds can be given for permit fees if the work was not started within a given amount of
time, and or if the fee was calculated incorrectly. Project values can also be reassessed according to Code, and new
fees charged or refunds given. Finally, fees can be imposed for work that is started prior to obtaining a permit,
Typically LIEP finds out about such work through contractors, neighbors, or when inspectors are out in the field and
they see work occurring without a permit.
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In most cases, a customer must submit building plans and possibly site plans for review in order to obtain
the necessary permits.® The few cases in which plans are not required include roofing, soffit and fascia
improvements and furnace replacements. LIEP staff involved in plan review include the plan reviewers,
site plan reviewers, the structural engineer and the inspectors, though they are not all involved in
reviewing every plan. The following table shows their involvement.

LIEP Staff Involved in Plan Review —

"Plan Reviewers Al plans not requiring significant structural changes or changes in use of the propetty 1
Site Plan Reviewer Commercial, multi-family additions, new construction, changes in use of the property
Structural Engineer All significant structural changes or additions i
Trade Inspectors Complex building plans ) |

The site plan reviewer also coordinates an interdepartmental review team that includes representatives
from Zoning, Public Works, the Water Utility, and Police and Fire departments, as appropriate. The
applicant will meet with staff two to three weeks afier the site plan is submitted. At this meeting
questions can be answered and revisions offered. Staff also work diligently to assist applicants if their
plans do not meet code standards.” District Councils may also be involved if the project will have an
impact on the surrounding area. While site plan review is occurting, the trade inspectors may be
involved in reviewing specific plans designed to show the electrical, plumbing, mechanical or other
relevant work. In some cases, the plan review process is on-going, such as for the Minnesota Wild Arena
which is a large construction project and requires a variety of different plans. The site plan reviewer also
prepares staff reports for site plans that are reviewed by the Planning Commission and he handles any
subsequent appeals to the City Council. This staff person also serves as backup staff for the Board of

Zoning Appeals.

Once the plans have been reviewed and the permits issued, the inspectors will do an initial inspection.
Depending on the type of project, there are given points at which a project must be inspected. The
contractors or property owners are responsible for calling LIEP to arrange for an inspection at the
appropriate time. In general, inspections are required at the “rough-in” stage and upon project completion.
However, inspections are done weekly at bigger construction projects such as the Lawson.Commons
building and the Minnesota Wild Arena. Once the work is completed and approved, the inspector signs the
back of the permit, signs the copy of the permit kept in LIEP’s files, and submits it to clerical staff to be
formally closed out. LIEP issues the temporary certificate of occupancy, if required, upon permit closure.
If the Fire Department is also performing inspections of the project, they are notified of LIEP’s approval of
the project. The temporary certificate of accupancy will not be issued until the Fire Department has also
signed off on the permits. LIEP issues only the temporary certificate of occupancy; periodic
(armual/biennial) inspections and ongoing certificates of occupancy are issued by the Fire Department.

6 Building plans indicate all internal or structural work, site plans show existing and proposed conditions of the
property (such as site layout, grading, drainage and utilities, landscaping), and building information (such as height,
type of construction, sprinklers, and elevation). In limited cases, a tree preservation plan must also be submitted.

T1tis possible that plans cannot feasibly meet code standards. In those cases, the zoning code provides a couple of
options to allow for uses other than those specifically stated in the code, namely variances and special condition use
permits (SCUPs).
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KEY PLANNING CONCEPTS:

. PLANNING o et
Q0 Plan Development Participation

0 Plan Dissemination & Implementation

Policy Alignment: —
Quality Rating: ¥« v¢

Planning is an activity that incorporates a strong future orientation and a willingness to make
long-term commitments to stakeholders. High-performing organizations actively engage in
planning and recognize the impact not only of internal changes, but also of environmental factors
on the organization. Planning considers resource atlocation, economic projections, future needs
of employees, future customer needs and expectations, technological developments, and
stakeholder requirements. Plans can be long- or short-term, and can be issue specific,
organization-wide, departmental-wide or unit-wide. In order to be effective, plans need to be
carried out and updated frequently. Comprehensive plans are also considered policy documents.

LIEP’s Internal Plans

LIEP has a history of engaging in planning activities. In the mid-1990's, LIEP developed a
number of plans to enable and enhance its streamtining efforts. While these plans were
reactionary (they were necessary to meet the objectives for consolidation and mandates from the
Mayor’s Office), LIEP was addressing a problem, namely integrating functions, and did the
appropriate planning to manage the changing circumstances. The plans LIEP produced were:

O Business Process Redesign Project (1994-1996), which consisted of the following plans:

o Functional Redesign Report/Plan (Business Process Redesign Project), 1994
A high-level pian that identified common data and info used across all LIEP functions.
Its objective was to design work processes around shared, property-based information. It
focused on customer service delivery and sought to replace repetitive, duplicative, and
labor intensive administrative processes. (The Business Review Council has in many
ways collaborated in doing much of the work of identifying unnecessary regulations and
duplicate processes.)

0 Administrative Redesign Report/Plan, 1994
The focus of this plan was on service delivery processes and line employees as
customers. It sought to replace administrative processes that were repetitive, duplicative
and labor intensive through information sharing and technology support tools.

o Change Management Plan 1994-1996

This plan had 5 objectives for which steering teams were developed to work on:
reduce processing time for permits and licenses;
reduce number of and increase collections on delinquent license renewals;
reduce cost to businesses by reducing time to obtain permit and license;
eliminate redundancy and complexity in local codes; and
o reduce paperwork and eliminate forms.

[ = = =]

0 Strategic Action Plan, 1996
This plan was required as part of the Office’s annual budget.
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Since 1996, LIEP has not done any long-term strategic planning. All recent planning is very
short-term and meant to address very specific issues such as the computer systems. However,
these plans focused only on the steps to make the new computer systems operational. They did
not include plans to help LIEP transition from the old methods of operation to new ones.
Extensive work on basic automation of LIEP’s services appears to have consumed much of the
office’s creative energy in recent years, and LIEP, in effect, has used the automation as an excuse
not to plan. An attitude also exists in LIEP that it is difficult to do planning because of the
regulatory nature of the Office’s functions and the constrainis LIEP faces as a governmental
entity. However, a number of factors could have been considered in LIEP’s planning such as the
growth in construction and the current vitality of the economy.

Overall, LIEP is currently engaging in very limited planning activities. However, LIEP held a
retreat in late 1999 to look at areas that still need to be addressed. They identified three areas of
importance for focused improvement efforts: communication, staff and training, and technology.
There is no clear product yet from this retreat, such as specific activities, or a clear commitment
from the organization to follow through. However, LIEP reports that individual staff member
commitments have been made to facilitate and lead committees to work on the areas identified
for improvement. Nonetheless, in light of the current City culture which does not value
planning, the fact they are still engaging in planning efforts is noteworthy.

The Saint Paul Zoning Code, in Chapter 64.400, requires the zoning code be reviewed every five
years. LIEP and PED staff report that routine text amendments are done on a regular basis, but
the zoning code has not been examined or reevaluated. PED maintains primary responsibility for
fulfilling this requirement, though LIEP shares responsibility for implementing the requirements
of the zoning code. Had LIEP engaged in a planning process that considers its responsibilities
related to the zoning code, it may have addressed this and, therefore, been in compliance.

e s o
R
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Saint Paul Comprehensive Plan

LIEP activities are directly related to the City’s Comprehensive Plan, particularly the Land Use
and Housing Chapters. For example, an objective of the Land Use Plan is to “ensure that 2
building supports broader city-building goals,” and “make a contribution to the neighborhood
and public realm.”® Cleatly, activities related to this goal would require permits, plan reviews
and site plan reviews, and inspections. LIEPs site plan review activities could easily incorporate
such objectives into their criteria. However, it is cleat from staff statements that while certain
staff members try to incorporate these objectives, they feel they can only apply them to a certain
extent because the Comprehensive Plan is not adequately incorporated into LIEP’s practices.

Not only does LIEP fail to actively pursue the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan, they also
fail to use it to identify changing circumstances and priorities. LIEP does not see a direct
relationship between its activities and the objectives of the Plan. They do not consider the
Comprehensive Plan when preparing their own internal plans and look for areas of change or
growth in activities. Rather, it is used by a few select staff members to a limited extent as they
perform their duties. To LIEP, the Plan fails to have the same level of authority as the code,
though in reality the Comprehensive Plan has the same effect of law when used in the review
process as justification for City actions and decisions.

8 Land Use Plan, page 17.
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LIEP tends only to minimally respond and react to the Comprehensive Plan, but is not a part of
the plan formulation process. It is also apparent there are conflicts between some strict
requirements of the zoning code and the objectives of the Plan. If LIEP were involved in the
plan formulation process, these conflicts may be more readily and easily resolved, and the code
and Plan would be more compatible.

=50

Policy Compliance Findings
—1¢

Finding #1: LIEP did a great deal of internal planning in the mid-1990's. Recent planning
activities have been very limited.

= Finding #2: LIEP followed through on many of its planning objectives. An example of this is
LIEP’s 1996 Strategic Action Plan, where LIEP has done an admirable job of following through
on many of its objectives, such as trying to respond to inquiries within 48 hours, providing
information to customers through meetings, written material, classes (such as the January 20,
2000 session held for small contractors), testing, and developing two project facilitator positions.®

-

Finding #3: Many of LIEP’s activities relate directly to the City’s Comprehensive Plan, but
LIEP is not involved in developing the Plan.

- Finding #4: LIEP does not view the Comprehensive Plan as a policy document to which it must
comply.

kf Finding #5: LIEP does not use the Comprehensive Plan as a guide when making its own
organizational plans.

Finding #6: LIEP did not prepare adequate plans in regard to the transition from a system that
involved paper and an outdated, non-Y2K compliant computer system to a fully automated
system. This type of work process analysis and planning at all levels of the organization would
have assisted LIEP in its difficult and complex transition.

u

ate | Policy Compliance Recommendations

ol Recommendation # 1: PED should perform, in conjunction with LIEP, a thorough analysis of
the current Zoning Code. In order to be in compliance with current City Code, this should be

done every five years. The analysis should consider the Code’s compatibilities with the City's

" | Comprehensive Plan and other development priorities, and the Code should be modified

accordingly.

Recommendation # 2: Both PED and LIEP need to take more responsibility for including LIEP
’ in the development processes for the City’s Comprehensive Plan. By taking responsibility for
development, LIEP will feel more responsible for the objectives of the Plan, and will incorporate
the Comprehensive Plan into its own internal plans and practices.

® One objective that has not been implemented will be discussed in the Development section.
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gy LIEP’s involvement in the planning and implementation processes of the City's comprehensive

: plans will enable it to make more recommended changes to the zoning code, so that the code and
i the plans are compatible and mutually enforceable. In cases where the zoning code and the
Comprehensive Plan are not compatible, LIEP should consider granting variances,
equivalencies, or bringing the problem the to Business Review Council for further review and
recommendations.

Recommendation # 3: LIEP should incorporate objectives of the Comprehensive Plans into its
plans for its own operations. By doing so, LIEP will ensure it considers future changes and
remains flexible and uses opportunities to ensure the building stock of the City is solid, safe and
contributes to the vitality of the City.

The Quality of Planning

Planning was evaluated above on a policy compliance level, but an examination of planning from

a quality perspective is also essential to ensure that planning activities are effective and efficient.

If the activities are not evaluated, then the planning efforts will be futite and the plans will mean .
;; nothing to staff. :

Knowledge of Plans

According to the survey results, there seems to be a disconnect between those who do not know
about planning efforts or are not involved in planning and those who are. According to the
survey, one-half the staff surveyed do not know if plans exist. This question received the highest
level of “don’t know” responses of all the survey questions. Further analysis of this group of
respondents gave us no indication that some staff members or groups of staff were purposely
omitted from planning activities.

o g e ST
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Plan Development Participation

Uiy e s s AT

From survey responses, it appears only a few key line staff are consistently involved in planning.
For example, according to the survey, 85% of plan review staff are not aware of any of LIEP’s
planning efforts. From interviews, it seems staff are not actively recruited to pasticipate in
planning. We heard many comments echoing the sentiment that “if you want to be involved, you
can be.” Involvement in planning clearly has to be self-motivated. This is somewhat
i problematic, as employee participation in planning at all levels is valuable to an organization as
3 often the line-staff are in the most direct contact with customers and other outside influences.
' Their input and perspective may be more aligned with the realities of daily operations, and they
may have ideas on how to do things better in the future, It also enhances their ability to
understand how their work contributes to the future of the organization. However, it should be
noted many organizations struggle with how to involve all employees in important decision-
making processes. Clearly, not every employee can be directly involved in writing the planning,
but they should be given the opportunity to provide input before the plan is finalized. It was also
clear the Budget Office, PED and the City Attorney’s Office are not involved in LIEP’s planning,
though they are key stakeholders and participants in LIEP’s activities.
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iy Pian Dissemination and Implementation

The recent limited planning efforts that have taken place could not be based on data analysis
because LIEP did not have comprehensive data, partially due to its antiquated computer systems.
Staff indicate the new computer systems will allow them to collect more comprehensive data.
Finally, it is evident the plans created in the mid-90's have not been analyzed to determine areas
of success, failure, or continued development and inclusion in other plans for the future,

]

What LIEP now considers to be plans, such as progress updates on the new information systems,
are disseminated through e-mail, meetings and monthly newsletters. As for implementation,
according to the survey, 40% of staff “don’t know” how often plans are implemented. In the
past, committees have implemented various aspects of the plans, particularly the quick fixes that

were identified.

While not considered LIEP plans, some LIEP staff are involved in the planning activities of
related organizations. Some inspectors are involved in code planning for their respective trades
at the national, state and local level. They meet to discuss how to implement changes in the
codes, which happen every three years. The Heritage Preservation Commission does an annual
workplan, which is commendable given that it is a citizen commission with very limited staffing.
Very few voluntary commissions in the City of Saint Paul do such planning.

Planning Quality Findings

Finding #7: Many staff are unaware of plans made by LIEP.

Finding #8: Only a few staff are involved in planning. It seems staff have to actively pursue
opportunities to contribute to planning. Leadership rarely seeks out employee participation in
terms of cultivating involvement from those traditionally not involved.

Finding #9: There is an apparent lack of connection between information gathering, analysis,
results evaluation and planning. LIEP does not measure results and therefore cannot pian as
effectively based on their outcomes. In other words, they do not look at where they have been,
so it is difficult to know where they are going.

Finding #10: Many LIEP staff, particularly inspectors, are involved in planning efforts of the
professional organizations to which they belong.

Planning Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 4: LIEP should resume proactive planning, including assessing the current
landscape and future economic, social, human resources, political, and technical impacts on

LIEP’s work.

Q  LIEP must understand the connection between planning and resource allocation to
prevent situations such as the one currently occurring with staff being overworked,
resulting in a highly stressful work environment because technological, economic, and

'

-
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human resource changes were not comprehensively planned. Closer monitoring of
outside influences will assist in projecting changes in workload and resources, such as
those resulting from increased construction in recent years.

Q  Outcome measurement must be incorporated into future planning. LIEP must look at the
results of past planning efforts for lessons learned and areas to continue to work on.
They must also look at results of past quick fixes to determine effectiveness and
remaining issues to be resolved resulting from the changes.

[ LIEP should involve other stakeholders, such as the City Attorney’s Office, Planning and
Economic Development and Public Works in planning process to incorporate the
requirements of other departments and develop an understanding as to how the work of
LIEP affects other departments.

Recommendation # 5: LIEP should involve staff in defining organizational goals and offer ways
for staff to contribute to them. LIEP needs to find ways to include less-involved staff in decision-
making and make them more aware of planning and improvements taking place in the office and
how they can contribute. LIEP should not wait for them to approach management, as history

shows they will not.
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work of Senior organizational leaders need to set direction, create a customer focus, establish and
articulate a clear vision and communicate and make visible the values of the organization.
Reinforcing values and expectations requires personal commitment and involvement. Leaders

fer ways need to take part in the creation of strategies, systems and methods for achieving excellence.

Jecision- These systems and methods need to guide all activities and decisions of the organization.

fice and Leaders must also recognize the role of stakeholders in these processes, and maintain positive

story relationships with them. Finally, staff need to be recognized for their contributions to the

organization and to its mission, vision and values.

Many of an organization’s policies and practices are derived from strong leadership principles.
In this discussion, we look at three leadership areas in which LIEP has developed policies and
practices: mission and vision, internal practices, and stakeholders. Good leadership works to
ensure that all in the organization understand the organization’s purpose — its mission - and
where the organization is going - its vision. Good leaders also articulate values clearly and
exemplify them on a daily basis. Strong leadership forms meaningful relationships with
stakeholders and maintain good communication and cooperation between the two.

Mission and Vision

LIEP has spent a great deal of time developing and refining its vision/mission statement, which is:

“To be a unified, customer service organization, which promotes a healthy and safe
environment through information and enforcement of codes and ordinances.”

The vision of a unified customer service organization was derived from a desire by then Mayor
Scheibel to meet the following four objectives, as mentioned in the introduction:

“]1. The need for improved customer service and the creation of a “one-stop-shop’ for
businesses.

2. The desire to provide customer service training for inspectors and to improve the
coordination of services.

3. The need to review and update the City’s regulations.

4. A desire to reduce the overall costs of enforcement in order to save money.”
The mission and vision will be discussed more fully in the Quality of Leadership discussion,
starting on page 22, but it should be noted that the leadership of LIEP has placed a high level of

importance on ensuring that the mission statement is understood and communicated, a highly
commendable practice. The Director of LIEP is also very concerned with ensuring that staff
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understand his expectations for them, and these expectations have been clearly articulated in
written form, and, according to some staff, modeled by senior leadership. Not only does the
Director have expectations for his management staff, the managers also have clearly articulated
expectations for him. One key piece missing from the expectations is a values statement for all
staff, which will be discussed in more detail in the Quality of Leadership discussion.

Internal Policies

LIEP has developed a number of internal policies to make for more efficient and understandable
operations. These policies are contained in a policy manual which has not yet been finalized,
though all staff have the policies and receive updates as changes are made. Staff also have a
LIEP information booklet which is useful for finding answers to basic questions or determining
which staff member to contact for the correct answer to complicated questions. Certainly this is
an efficient practice as the information is readily available to all staff and allows them to answer
questions immediately and correctly.

Stakeholders

Positive stakeholder relationships are essential to maintaining strong leadership. Leadership
must be able to identify its stakeholders. Stakeholders are “any person, group, or organization
that can place a claim on an organization’s attention, resources, of output or is affected by that
output.”"® Customers also fall under the definition of a stakeholder. LIEP’s customers include
contractors and citizens who apply for permits and go through the plan review, permitting and
inspection processes. They are discussed in more detail in the Customer Focus section of this
audit. Listed below are many of LIEP’s stakeholders followed by a discussion of the
stakeholders with whom LIEP interacts the most:

Q Fire Department O Citizen Service Office and Property

O Saint Paul Regional Water Services Code Enforcement
(formerly the Saint Paul Water Utility) O Problem Properties Committee and

[ Public Works Department Enforcement Coordination Committee

@ Planning and Economic Development O Business Review Council (BRC)
(PED) 3 City Council

O Community Organizations O Other levels of government

0 Design Center 0 Mayor

a

Police Department

Fire Department

LIEP has developed a strong relationship with the Fire Department, namely the Fire Marshal and
the Fire Prevention and Inspection unit. Clearly, this is due to the efforts of the LIEP Director
and the Fire Marshal to maintain open communication and mutual respect between the two
organizations. The Fire Department is primarily responsible for the enforcing the fire code, and
LIEP enforces the building code, though the two codes do overlap in a few areas. For example,
the building code addresses smoke issues, but the building inspectors will defer to the Fire
Department in making determinations as to whether a building meets code on smoke issues. The

10 Bryson, John. Strategic Planning for Public and Nown-Profit Organizations. Jossey-Bass, 1995 page 27,
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Fire Department will also defer to LIEP when a situation is more of a building code issue than a
fire safety concern. While it would seem logical that good communication between the two is
essential, it appears as though the positive relationship between the two Saint Paul departments is
somewhat unusual.’

Saint Paul Regional Water Services

Some overlap exists between the responsibilities of LIEP and Saint Paul Regional Water Services
regarding the enforcement of the plumbing code. Traditionally, LIEP has done inspections of the
plumbing inside the building, and Regional Water has performed inspections for the plumbing
from the water main up to the building for new construction projects only. Regional Water deals
only with drinking water; LIEP handles the waste and ventilation. However, ultimately, the
Building Official has the responsibility for ensuring the plumbing code is enforced. Both
departments currently issue permits relevant to the inspections they perform. While this has not
caused any serious problems to date, the practice of both departments enforcing the same code
should be examined for potential efficiency improvements.

Public Works

LIEP must also interact with other city departments such as Public Works. Part of the interaction
is through site plan review. The site plan reviewer in LIEP has done an excellent job of
convening a group that meets biweekly to review site plans. This review group has decreased the
time it takes to review site plans and increased coordination and communication between the
departments. All involved parties should be commended for their participation in this group.

LIEP and Public Works both retain some responsibility for individual sewage treatment systems.
LIEP would like to see these treatment systems eliminated over time, though LIEP has stated
Public Works has not been as proactive in promoting sewer systems. City code does not require
that individual sewage treatment systems be eliminated, though the City’s Comprehensive Sewer
Plan, written in 1980 and currently being updated, states as policy that the City should “phase out
septic tanks after sewers are made available in newly developed areas.” In an interesting twist,
LIEP is proactively pursuing the objectives of this Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan, unlike
the Land Use and Housing Chapters.

Department of Planning and Economic Development (PED)

In addition to the site plan review group, LIEP and PED also collaborate on business
development projects, but it has been suggested further collaboration between all departments
who work with small businesses should occur. Small businesses may approach PED or PED’s
Business Resource Center for funding and other development questions, while they approach

1 he reality is often poor communication and turf battles between building and fire departments. This is
particularly apparent at the state level, which was discussed in detail in a report on the State Building Code by the
Minnesota Office of the Legislative Auditor. {(Minnesota Office of the Legislative Auditor. State Building Code, A
Program Evaluation Report. 7 January, 1999). The Department of Administration, responsible for the Building
Code, and the departments of Public Safety and Public Service, responsible for the Fire Code and Energy Code
respectively, have not coordinated their efforts well. The codes were not adopted at the same time, and
consequently there were some conflicting requirements. Had coordination occurred, the code conflicts could have
been resolved prior to adoption and implementation, thus reducing the confusion for builders who have to comply
with all codes.
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LIEP for licensing and possibly permitting, plan review and inspections. Therefore, it would be
beneficial to both the departments and the small business owner if there was greater
communication and collaboration between the parties.

PED and LIEP also have a common interest in building construction and rehabilitation projects.
It is clear from many of LIEP’s budget objectives they would like to be involved in these
projects, but they have not yet developed the relationship with PED or with neighbothood
organizations to be as effective as they would like. LIEP also stated they would like to know
more about development projects PED is considering. PED states that many of these projects
never progress beyond the development stage, therefore it would only create unnecessary work
for LIEP. The poor information-sharing practices between PED and LIEP are probably due, in
part, to the poorly shared information systems. The new computer systems in LIEP provide
potential for increased data sharing between PED, LIEP and other offices such as Code
Enforcement, provided they all have access to the systems. More information would allow all
involved parties to track the status of these rehabilitation projects, as well as other concerns and
projects.

Community Organizations

In a similar vein, various community organizations are stakeholders of LIEP. Community
Development Corporations (CDCs) are stakeholders that are involved in building rehabilitations
and the identification of “improvement areas” in which Code Enforcement, LIEP, the
neighborhood, and any other relevant departments or groups collaborate to improve the building
stock of an area. CDCs also have the option of working with LIEP to obtain a building
evaluation. According to LIEP, this is rarely done, although it could be a very valuable tool for
the CDCs. District Councils are often involved with LIEP, especially when projects have to go
through a public review process.

Saint Paul Design Center

This inter-agency group is composed of several city staff from Public Works, PED and Parks and
Recreation. They also have a number of outside partners, including Public Art Saint Paul, the
Capital City Partnership, the Riverfront Corporation, the Port Authority and Ramsey County.
The Design Center is technically overseen by the Riverfront Corporation. The Board and the
Director of the Riverfront Corporation manage the policy work. If the Mayor is in disagreement
with the Riverfront Corporation, the Design Center serves the interests of the Mayor.

Since the creation of the Design Center, there has been some confusion over its regulatory
authority. It does not exert regulatory authority, but rather serves as a consultant and advisor to
downtown design projects. LIEP maintains the regulatory authority for ensuring the buildings
are safe. The Design Center makes recommendations to LIEP, at which point LIEP could choose
to make the recommendations part of the design, or they could choose to ignore them. It is
reported that the Design Center and LIEP have a good working relationship, and that LIEP
recognizes the importance of the Design Center in ensuring downtown structures meet the
objectives of the Saint Paul on the Mississippi Development Framework. The Design Center is
working to be seen as part of a business-friendly environment in Saint Paul and less of a
regulatory body.

2000 Saint Paud City Council Research
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Business Review Council

The Business Review Council (BRC) is composed of representatives from City staff, labor,
neighborhood councils, residents with relevant experience, and Saint Paul business owners and
organizations. The BRC meets monthly, and has two subcommittees, the Business Issues
Committee and the General Legislation Committee, that also meet monthly. The BRC has been
most active in identifying unnecessary licensing regulations. They were recently involved in
reaching an agreement with the taxicab industry in Saint Paul to increase the number of licensed
taxis in the City and allow a rate increase. LIEP provides the staff support for the BRC, and
other departments, suich as PED and Public Works, also participate and provide support as
necessary, The BRC is involved in only a limited capacity in the permitting, plan review, site
plan review and inspections processes of LIEP.

Citizen Service Office, Property Code Enforcement and the Police
Department

Citizen complaints are often funneled through the Citizen Service Office to the appropriate
departments. Therefore, some zoning complaints go through this office to reach LIEP, and the two
offices must share information, On a broader scale, LIEP and Property Code Enforcement, a
section of the Citizen Service Office, interact in a number of ways. LIEP inspects vacant buildings
to determine the building code violations that must be addressed to bring the building into
compliance. LIEP will inspect later to determine if those issues have been addressed. Code
Enforcement inspects them for property maintenance code violations, and maintains the vacant
building list for the city. LIEP and Code Enforcement must interact to ensure that when a permit is
pulled for work on a vacant building, that the permit is not closed until the building meets the
minimum property maintenance requirements. Code Enforcement and LIEP’s Animal Control
Unit also cooperate extensively in rodent baiting efforts. Finally, LIEP and Code Enforcement
must interact on building projects which have become *problems” because of the long time it takes
for their completion, and the nuisance these projects create for neighbors. Notably, these two
offices view this issue very differently. Code Enforcement believes there are many such projects
which are long-term problems, while LIEP holds that there are only a half a dozen such cases.

City Council

LIEP leadership is also responsible for communicating with the legislative body of the City, the
City Council. The City Council is certainly a stakeholder in LIEP’s activities, as many of the
policies passed by the Council directly affect LIEP, and the Council is also responsible for
approving LIEP’s budget. The City Council is also the final arbiter on many LIEP decisions
such as appeals from the Heritage Preservation Commission, Planning Commission and Board of
Zoning Appeals. Maintaining open communication is essentiai to the vitality of the department.
Overall, this relationship is handled relatively well. The BRC communicates with the Council on
a regular basis, and LIEP uses the BRC to communicate many of its concerns and issues,
particularly related to licensing, to the Council.

However, LIEP is also responsible for communicating directly with the Council, particularly at
this time as a result of funding provisions for the new computer systems, known as ECLIPS and
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AMANDA.2 LIEP has done some updates for the Council, though they do not appear to
adequately address the problems LIEP encountered in regard to the ECLIPS and AMANDA
systems.’* LIEP has fallen far behind on its implementation dates for the systems, and has been
open about it, though not entirely ciear about the reasons for the delay. Written documentation
given to the Council does not entirely explain the problems LIEP faced with its original software
developer, Online Services, Inc. Nor does the documentation explain the transition in the
software name from ECLIPS to ECLIPS II to AMANDA, which is an off-the-shelf software that
CSDC, Inc., the current contracted software developer, sells for permitting and inspections. The
original ECLIPS project was to include what AMANDA does. To differentiate it from the
original Online project it was call ECLIPS I before LIEP contracted with CSDC, Inc. While
this may seem insignificant, it is actually an important piece to comprehending the current
situation in LIEP. LIEP has not updated the Council on the status of the computer systems since
April, 1999, though they have since implemented major portions of the programs.

Other Levels of Government

LIEP essentially enforces state law through enforcement of the building codes. However, the
state retains some responsibility. With few exceptions, LIEP maintains all responsibility for
inspections within the City, including inspection of most state property in Saint Paul and Saint
Paul School District property. One outstanding exception is the permitting and inspections
process for tank instatiation and removal. The City is required to issue permits for above-ground
tank installations, but the State Fire Marshal is required to issue a letter of approval to the
contractor. The State Fire Marshal is responsible for inspecting them, but it is not clear that this
is happening, and it appears that no one is doing inspections.

The City of Saint Paul is also represented at the state level on a number of committees, including
the Minnesota Uniformity Committee, which is a group that shares common equivalencies and
code interpretations.

The State gives primary responsibility to the City for hearing appeals to the Building Code.
Appeals are generally dealt with at the department level before they go to a Legislative Hearing
Officer. However, the City Code does not allow Saint Paul’s Legislative Hearing Officer to
grant waivers to the state building code. The Uniform Building Code, which the state building
code is based upon, requires all municipalities establish a local board of appeals. However, the
Minnesota Legislative Auditor reports that few municipalities have done this. Minnesota
Statutes also state that anyone who disagrees with the final decision of a municipality may appeal
that decision to the Commissioner of Administration. Some concern exists that perhaps another
method should be used to hear appeals to the building code at the city level.

LIEP is also required to submit annual reports the State Historic Preservation Office on heritage
preservation activities, per our local government agreement. These reports are tardy by several

years. In the interview process, this was attributed to a significant staff shortage in the heritage
preservation area. However, LIEP management indicate the reason for the lateness is that these
reports are a low priority.

12 ECLIPS is an acronym for Etectronic Computerizes License, Inspection and Permitting System. AMANDA is
an acronym that stands for Automated Management of Data and Applications.

13 The new computer systems are discussed in more detail in the Information and Analysis section,
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LIEP also has to interact with the federal government either when the federal government is
doing a building project in Saint Paul or when a project is taking place in a floodplain. In the
first case, as with private parties, the federal government is required to pull permits for all work
as is required by law. However, LIEP reports the federal government refuses to pull permits or
to let the City inspect its projects. The other situation where the City works with the federal
government is if a non-governmental project is taking place within a flood plain. Federal
agencies, such as the Federal Emergency Management Administration and the Army Corp of
Engineers, will then become involved in permitting and inspections. With these projects, the
Site Plan Reviewer coordinates the involvement of the necessary parties.

Sasat ot

Leadership Policy Compliance Findings

Finding #11: LIEP has developed a mission/vision statement.
Finding #12: LIEP has developed internal policies which are widely circulated.

Finding #13: LIEP has a wide variety of stakeholders, some of whom it works with very well,
and others with whom the relationship needs to be further developed or clarified.

Finding #14: LIEP has not kept the City Council as up-to-date as it should on the progress of
the automation or the problems LIEP has encountered in implementing the systems.

Finding #15: Some of LIEP’s responsibilities overlap with those of other governmental entities.
Sometimes these are not coordinated effectively.

Finding #16: The City appears not to be in compliance with state law as it has not established a
local board of appeals to hear appeals to decisions of the building code official. Appeals can be
heard by the Legislative Hearing Officer, though the Hearing Officer is denied the authority to
grant waivers to the building code by the City Code. However, in the State Auditor’s report on
this subject, the State did not seem concerned with this lack of local appeal boards.

Finding #17: LIEP has been tardy on reports it is supposed to submit annually to the State of
Minnesota’s Historic Preservation Office .

Leadership Policy Compliance Recommendations

Recommendation # 6: At a minimum, communication between LIEP and the State Fire Marshal
needs to be improved so they can insure that inspections, installations, and removal of fuel storage
tanks are occurring, In order to ensure compliance the approval should come from the City,
rather than from the state, leaving all responsibility at the City level. LIEP should work with the
State Fire Marshal to determine procedural and legislative changes required to bring this about.

Recommendation # 7: LIEP and Saint Paul Regional Water Services need to clarify their roles
relating to the plumbing code. As the Building Official has ultimate responsibility for enforcing
the plumbing code, perhaps LIEP should conduct the inspections currently performed by Regional
Water. This may lead to enhanced efficiency for both entities.

2000 Saint Paul City Councif Research
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Recommendation # 8: LIEP should market its service of providing building evaluations to
community development corporations. This valuable tool would enhance the relationship between
CDCs and the City and ensure that rehabilitations address building code problems appropriately.

Recommendation # 9: LIEP and the Design Center should clarify their respective roles and
level of authority and clearly explain them to permit applicants.

Recommendation # 10: LIEP and the City Attorney’s Office need to clarify whether the City is
in compliance with state law regarding appeals of decisions of the building code official.

Recommendation # 11: LIEP and PED should take leadership in developing a quarterly
interdepartmental meeting for all staff who work with small businesses.

Recommendation # 12: LIEP should meet with Code Enforcement and other appropriate City
agencies to discuss and find solutions to the issue of long-term incomplete projects in the City’s
neighborhoods.

Recommendation # 13: LIEP needs to come into, and remain in, compliance with state
reporting requirements for both its building code and heritage preservation activities.

Recommendation # 14: LIEP should provide the City Council at regularly scheduled intervals,
a complete explanation of the current aufomation situation including funding, hours spent on the
project, timeline and reasons for the lengthened timeline. '

See also Recommendations 4 and 5 on inclusion in planning activities.

Quality of Leadership

Vision and Mission

As mentioned previously, the vision and mission have to be clearly articulated from the top of
the organization down. This is a vitally important characteristic of a high-performing
organization. In the case of the City, the Mayor has ultimate responsibility for communicating
his vision to staff, whether this is communicated directly from him or through department and
office directors. According to the survey responses, the Mayor’s vision is ineffectively
communicated to staff. However, based on a January 20, 2000 presentation at LIEP’s training
for small contractors (held after the survey was conducted), it was evident the Mayor does have a
vision of enhanced customer service which portrays LIEP as an easy place to do business—a one-
stop shop. Clearly, a vision exists, but the Mayor has either failed to find a way to communicate
this to LIEP, or management has failed to articulate the Mayor’s vision to staff. On the other
hand, according to the majority of survey responses, the Director and managers effectively
convey the Office’s mission and vision. But, it must also be mentioned that one-quarter of LIEP
staff surveyed feel the Director and managers do not effectively convey the mission and vision.

From interviews with staff, it seems there is some confusion between the definition of vision and
mission. Part of this may stem from LIEP management, who use the words “mission” and
“vision” interchangeably in internal documents. Therefore, most interview responses indicated
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L that the mission and vision are the same for LIEP. Upon closer examination, Council Research

3 determined that the mission statement does not fit exclusively into either category. By

definition, “a mission outlines an organizational purpose while a vision goes on to describe how
the organization should look if it is working extremely well in relation to its environment and its
key stakeholders.”™* A vision incorporates the mission, values, goals, strategies and performance
criteria, According to staff, this vision/mission comes from the Director, though it does not seem
to be integrated into the practices of the organization. It appears the employees do not
understand how their responsibilities contribute to achieving the mission and vision, at least
partially because there are no clear objectives directly linked to the mission.

LIEP reports that as a part of the recent planning retreat it clarified its organizational vision, in
order to make it “more inspiring and challenging.” LIEP also reports that it has established core
organizational values. However, in the interview process which followed this retreat, no staff
mentioned any specific vision~~distinct from the mission, or organizational values.

Values

By definition, values are a “desirable code of behavior to which the organization adheres or
aspires.™’ Despite the lack of a clear values statement in LIEP, staff reported that the managers
and the Director effectively convey the values of the organization, another characteristic of high
performing organizations. Interviewees responded that values are exemplified through the
actions of the Director and the values applied to policy decisions. During the interview process
the values of good customer service and timeliness were emphasized, though rarely was anything
more specific stated. Values statements that were articulated were essentially the same as the
mission statement. LIEP clearly places a high value on offering good customer service, although
it does not have a clear and uniformly identified set of well-articulated values, However, one-
quarter of the staff felt the managers and Director were not effective in conveying the values of

the organization.

Staff Recognition

E Another essential component of effective leadership is staff recognition. Overall, it was reported
‘ the Director and managers do a good job of recognizing staff. This seemed to be particularty true
for plan review staff, 92% of whom felt managers and the Director do a good job recognizing
staff, LIEP clearly places a high value and emphasis on employee recognition. In interviews,
many staff mentioned they feel recognized through the respect they are shown and level of
decision-making authority they are given by their colleagues and by management. Management
also expressed they are trying to determine the best ways to recognize staff without being
patronizing. Management currently use both informal methods to recognize staff, such as “I
Love AMANDA?” buttons (AMANDA is one of the new computer systems) and polo shirts, and
more formal methods such as an employee-of-the-month program. The City also had a city-wide
employee of the month program, but it appears to have been terminated. LIEP staff expressed
frustration with the termination, particularly since one of their own employees had been
nominated for the program. In response, LIEP started its own program.

14 Bryson, page 155.
¥ Ibid. p. 77.
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Leadership Quality Findings
Finding #18: The Mayor has not effectively communicated his vision directly to LIEP staff.

Finding #19: LIEP Director and managers are good at communicating the organization’s
mission to staff.

Finding #20: LIEP doces not have clearly articulated values.

Finding #21: LIEP management do a good job of recognizing staff contributions. They
continue to seek better methods to recognize staff.

Leadership Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 15: LIEP should evaluate its mission statement to ensure it answers the
following questions:

0 Who are we? What distinguishes LIEP from other City departments?
Q What do we do?

Q For whom do we do it?

Q Why do we do it?

Recommendation # 16: LIEP should identify objectives to pul the mission statement into action
and also identify specific objectives for each area of LIEP. This will enhance employee
understanding of how their particular responsibilities help meet those objectives and thus Julfill
the mission. Finally, LIEP should identify specific organizational values under which all
employees operate and exemplify them at all levels of the organization.
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- TRAINING

KEY TRAINING CONCEPTS:
o Education & Training Resource Allocation
o Employer Commitment
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Policy Compliance: T+

Quality Rating: PA Gk Gk ¢

The Malcolm Baldrige Quality system pairs the concepts of training and development. We have
chosen to split training and development into two subsections because our findings warrant two
separate discussions.

Employee success depends on having opportunities for personal learning and opportunities to
develop and practice skills. “Personal learning can result in more satisfied and versatile
employees, greater opportunity for organizational cross-functional learning, and an improved
environment for innovation.”® Providing training and education is also a good way to
demonstrate commitment to employees.

Employees in successful organizations are provided the tools they need to produce quality
services. These same employees are given encouragement and the resources to develop a set of
skills that allows them to contribute more effectively to the organization over time. Training can
help employees better serve customers. Successful organizations also link the training and
development of their employees to the organization’s goals and priorities. This linkage occurs
through the development and implementation of a long-term strategic plan tied to basic
organizational values.

Training Objectives and Policies

LIEP has clearly placed a high level of importance on training. One of the stated goals of its
1996 Strategic Plan was “to provide continuing education and training that achieves customer
service goals and ensures competency in new technologies, codes, regulations and procedures.”
Objectives to achieve this goal include providing adequate funding for training, ensuring that the
training staff receive is appropriate, and completing an educational plan for every employec. The
Director also stressed the importance of providing relevant and meaningful training particularly
when it is difficult to add more staff.

LIEP provides a great deal of information to its new employees. New front-counter employees
receive a packet of information which contains LIEP policies, time cards, and other human
resource information. New inspectors are paired with more experienced inspectors during the
initial weeks of their employment with LIEP. Employees also have a comprehensive LIEP
handbook that assists them in answering customer questions.

LIEP provides a substantial amount of both financial and time resources for staff to obtain
training, and they have developed educational plans for all employees. Counter staff have

18 2000 Criteria for Performance Excellence, Baldrige National Quality Program.
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received customer service training and have also been cross-trained t0 handle both permit and
license applications. Inspectors have received trade-specific training primarily through the
Minnesota Department of Administration or through their particular trade associations. Plan
examiners have also received some general training in the basics of the electrical and mechanical
codes, and are able to do structural reviews for residential projects and basic zoning reviews.
With the implementation of the new computer systems, many staff have received relevant
training in order to utilize the systems and train other staff members.

Some concerns have been raised by LIEP staff and by other City staff that too many training
resources have been focused on the trade inspectors, while other staff have more limited training
opportunities. Some of this may simply be because there are more training opportunities
available for inspectors due in part to certification requirements,

Training Policy Compliance Findings
Finding #22: LIEP has invested significant financial and human resources in training.

Finding #23: The LIEP handbook is a very comprehensive and useful tool to which all staff
have access.

Finding #24: Each employee has an annually-updated educational plan.

Finding #25: Counter staff are cross-irained in permitting and licensing. Other staff have
received some limited cross-training.

Finding #26: Too many training resources may be altocated to the trades inspectors, potentially
limiting training opportunities for other staff.

Training Policy Recommendation

Recommendation # 17: LIEP should reassess where resources are allocated for training to
determine if some staff have less access to training than others, and whether this is appropriate.

LIEP should also determine if, and how, the training is affecting workload allocation.

Quality of Training

LIEP employees were asked their opinion on the effectiveness of LIEP’s use of education and
training opportunities. The survey results indicate that 98% of staff feel LIEP “effectively” or
“very effectively” uses education and training opportunities. This speaks very well for the
organization and demonstrates its willingness to invest in its employees. From the interviews, it
was apparent that training is widely available and encouraged. Some staff, such as the
inspectors, are required to obtain a certain amount of training to maintain their licenses. LIEP
provides the funding and the time for this training. Commendably, this Office sets aside a
relatively large amount of its budget for these necessary training activities. Also mentioned
previously, there is some internal cross training for front counter staff, but not in the other areas. o
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Finally, the development of the Project Facilitator positions has assisted the organization in
having at least two staff operate as “generalists.” The Project Facilitator [ works as a generalist
in the licensing area, although she is somewhat knowledgeable in plan review and inspections as
well, The yet-to-be-filled Project Facilitator II position will be a generalist in permitting, review
and inspections area.

Training Quality Finding

Finding #27: Through the survey, we found the vast majority of LIEP staff feel the resources
provided by LIEP are “somewhat effective” or better. As mentioned above, training is widely
encouraged and available, though more so for trade inspectors than for other staff.

Training Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 18: LIEP needs to encourage all staff in all work areas to pursue relevant
training and provide the resources whenever possible,

Recommendation # 19: More cross-education of all LIEP functions would be valuable. Staff
tend to have limited knowledge of the functions of work areas beyond their own. Having a good
working knowledge of the other functional areas will assist staff in answering customer
questions and coordinating efforts to prevent problems.
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KEY DEVELOPMENT CONCEPTS:
Employee Contribution e

DEVELOPMENT |2 Voxtmimmen

o Labor/Management Relationship
a Employee Evaluation
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An organization’s success depends largely on the knowledge, skills, innovation, creativity and
motivation of its employees. Valuing employees means committing to their development,
satisfaction, and well-being. High performing organizations often provide opportunities within
the organization for development and growth. Organizational knowledge is shared so employees
can better serve customers and contribute to achieving the organization’s goals and objectives.
Development also includes building internal partnerships with employees through means such as
labor-management cooperation and the creation of a supportive work environment for all
employees.

Development Policies

One of LIEP’s goals from its 1996 Strategic Action Plan was 1o improve employee torale in all
areas of the Office of LIEP. This goal included the following objectives:

O Encourage managers to nomjnate employees for recognition. (As mentioned previously,
LIEP does a good job of recognizing staff.)

0 Use the Labor Issues Focus Group to resolve job and morale concermns. (This group 1S no
longer meeting.)

Relating to the last objective, one of LIEP’s 1998 Budget Objectives was to “Monitor employee
views and ideas for improvements and develop a labor-management partnership to address areas
of mutual concern.” Clearly, this labor-management partnership has not come to fruition. The
need for such a group will be more clearly articulated in the following quality discussion.

Development Policy Findings

Finding #28: LIEP addressed the need to improve employee morale in its 1996 Strategic Action
Plan, but has not followed through on some important objectives to reach this goal.

Finding #29: LIEP does not have an active labor-management group.

Development Policy Recommendations

Recommendation # 20: LIEP should follow through on its commitment fo open communication
between staff and management and discuss together issues related 1o morale and other
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workplace concerns. This could involve increased management attendance at work-group or
feam meetings, as well as more proactive involvement of staff not traditionally involved in
organization-wide discussions.

Recommendation # 21: LIEP should reconvene a labor-management group to actively pursue
issues of mutual concern. Clear guidelines and expectations should be established so meetings
are a place for cooperation, not confrontation and complaining. Leaders should emphasize this
is a non-grievance discussion forum. The leaders of the group will also need to engage the
problems encountered by the first labor-management group, such as too many participants —
The last group had two representatives from each bargaining unit in LIEP which may have made
the group too unwieldy and ineffective.

Quality of Development

Staff Contribution to Organizational Goals and Processes

It was clear through the survey results staff feel disconnected from decision-making in LIEP. When
asked about opportunities to contribute to decisions made about operations and procedures in LIEP,
58% of staff surveyed stated there were few to no opportunities. We found very similar results to
the question regarding opportunities to contribute to the organization’s goals. We examined more
closely the overall responses of the group that stated few to no opportunities exist to contribute to
decisions regarding operations and procedures to determine whether this group’s responses differed
from the general population. Their responses are highlighted in the following chart.

Responses and characteristics of staff who felt there were few to no
opportunities to contribute to decisions —

When asked about oppottunities to contribute to decisions made about operations and procedures of LIEP,
58% of staff felt there were few to no opportunities. Commeon characteristics and responses of this group:

O Tenured and representative of all work areas surveyed;

Generally less involved in professional organizations;

See work environment as slightly more negative than the general population;

Significantly less aware of data collection practices and whether the data is used effectively;

More negative on the usefulness of ECLIPS, AMANDA, and other computer systems; g
i
i

Generally see less monitoring and responsiveness of customer needs and satisfaction; and

[ R A A A

Unaware of any results measurement in LIEP, and don’t know if goals are achieved. el

%
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It appears this group is less involved in the organization. This may be due partially to
management not involving them in the decision-making process, and partially due to their own
lack of motivation to be involved. One interviewee suggested management creates the “big
picture” and staff have to decide how to fit in. This sentiment was reflected in comments from
other interviews where staff expressed that opportunities exist, but that staff have to pursue those
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opportunities. However, one of the expectations the Director has of LIEP managers is that they
“involve employees in decision making; seek input.” Involvement may also vary by work unit—
different units within the Office seem to have different means to garner staff input. Some use
very formal methods, such as staff mectings, while other supervisors visit informally with their
staff on a daily basis. Some methods may be more effective than others and the effectiveness of
methods will vary by employee.

Work Environment

Nearly two-thirds of the LIEP staff surveyed feel the environment is “conducive” or “very
conductive” to the well-being of all staff. However, 36% of staff stated they feel the
environment is “not conducive” to the well-being of all staff. While it is alarming that one-third
of the staff feel this way, it is also important to note this negativity could impact the rest of the
staff. This group’s responses are explored in the following table.

Responses of staff who felt the work environment was not conducive to well-
being and growth of all staff —

36% of LIEP staff surveyed felt the work environment was not conducive fo the well-being and growth
all staff. This group typically gave more negative responses to nearly every question. General responses
of this group:

O  See less planning in their work arca and staff involvement in planning;

O Feel the Mayor, Director, and managers do not effectively convey a clear vision,
mission, or values;

Do not feel encouraged 1o participate in professional organizations,

Less positive about labor-management relationship;

Less involved in decisions made about operations, procedures, and goals of LIEP;

See less monitoring and responsiveness to custormer needs and satisfaction; and

o 00 oo

| Less aware of the results measurement activities of LIEP, less knowledgeable as to whether LIEP
compares its results with other arganizations, and less knowledgeable as to whether or not LIEP meets |§
i its goals. :
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Possible explanations for the less conducive work environment include stress due to increased
workloads and computerization, staft shortages, and the high volume of construction over the
past couple of years. It was also reported by a number of people that there is a division between
those in the Office willing to make changes and those who prefer the old methods of operation.
An uneven workload distribution between sections may exist in LIEP. Some sections, such as
plan review, seem to have more work than staff. The lack of planning by LIEP may also be
contributing to the stress level. LIEP has not done an adequate job of anticipating and planning
for the changing workloads resulting from increased construction, the health of the economy, and
the automation of the office. Another possible explanation for the lower rating of the work
environment may be the lack of empowerment some staff feel, which makes the environment
more stressful. Some staff expressed a sense that their needs and input are largely ignored by
decision-making staff, notably those involved in developing and implementing the ECLIPS and
AMANDA systems. Other external factors beyond LIEP’s control may also affect morale such
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as potential privatization/competition of city services and drawn-out labor negotiations. LIEP

Y

it— management report the reason some staff feel the work environment is not conducive to their
well-being is the changeover to a new computer system, although Council Research believes the

ir dynamics are significantly more complex.

of
Finally, with respect to work environment, another survey question asked how the Director and
managers are at creating a work environment that is equally supportive of all employees
regardless of race, color, class, gender, age, national origin, sexual orientation or physical ability.
Fully ninety percent of the staff surveyed stated they are “fairly good” to “very good” at creating
a supportive work environment.

. Labor-Management Relationship

© The lack of a formal labor-management partnership was mentioned in the policy compliance
section of Development. This lack of partnership may have an impact on the staff’s view of the

1 relationship. Overall, most staff feel the labor-management relationship is mediocre or fair,

although one-fourth of staff say labor and management “work together poorly.” This group’s
responses are examined in more detail in the following table. There is a general sense from other
City staff who frequently interact with LIEP that within LIEP, particularly within the trades
inspection area, loyalty is to the union first and then to the City. This attitude may influence the
way staff perform their duties, as discussed further in the Customer Focus section. It should be
mentioned that LIEP management is not exclusively responsible for the bargaining unit’s
relationship to the City. Contract negotiation is not conducted by LIEP, but rather by the Office
of Labor Relations. However, LIEP management is directly involved in the grievance resolution
process for LIEP staff. Notably, an examination of the number and type of grievances filed by
LIEP employees shows they are similar to those of other departments, taking into account
department size. So this reportedly poor relationship does not manifest itself in grievances filed.

Responses from staff who believe labor & management work together poorly—

One-fourth of staff feel that labor and management “work together poorly.” This group’s responses are ;
consistently more negative than LIEP staff is, in general, in all categories. Listed below are some key :
findings of the responses of this group:

1 Not aware of the Mayor’s vision for LIEP, do not believe the director conveys the vision effectively,
do not see the director or managers as conveying the mission or values of the organization effectively;

View the work environment as not conducive to the well-being of staff;

State the overall work environment for persons of protected classes is not good to fairly good;

cn See few to no oppottunities to contribute to decisions;
:‘ Not aware of what data is coliected for permitting, plan review, or inspections;
i Do not know if the computer systems meet the needs of LIEP;
:(Igld Not aware of any systematic internal evatuation in LIEP;
Not aware of any monitoring of changes in customer needs or satisfaction performed by LIEP, and feel
that at best LIEP is “partially responsive” to changes in customer needs and satisfaction; and
d Unaware of any results measurement and goal achievement in EIEP.
h
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Labor representatives within LIEP may view themselves as having less of a role in decision-
making. At the same time, some management staff also expressed a sense of hopelessness about
their ability to work with the unions. Unions are seen as an obstacle rather than as a partner.
Unions may also perpetuate this feeling by being adversarial and uncooperative. These attitudes
may permeate throughout the organization, hampering the relationship. An example of this
situation is the creation and implementation of the Project Facilitator positions, recommended in
the 1994 Functional Redesign Plan. In 1998, the Process Redesign Change Management
Committee was reorganized into a formal labor-management committee to address union
concerns regarding the creation of these positions. The proposal was held up in this committee
as the unions could not agree on who would represent the Project Facilitator positions.

Employee Evaluation

The majority of surveyed employees responded their performance is reviewed annually, LIEP
continues to make a concerted effort to review employee evaluation methods for their usefulness.
Sixty percent of respondents feel the evaluations are somewhat useful or better, the other 40%
feel they are not useful.

Development Quality Findings

Finding #30: Over half of the surveyed LIEP staff say there are “few” to “no opportunities” to
contribute to the organization’s decisions about operations and procedures. The same statistic
exists for opportunities for staff to contribute to the goals of the organization,

Finding #31: Two-thirds of staff feel the work environment is “somewhat conducive” to “very
conducive” to the well-being of all staff. The other one-third of staff who feel the work
environment is “not conducive” have a more negative view of the organization in general.

Finding #32: Ninety percent of staff surveyed feel the Director and managers have created a
supportive work environment for people of protected classes.

Finding #33: The labor-management relationship is mediocre to fair. One-quarter of LIEP staff
surveyed feel the two groups work together poorly. This group gave consistently more negative
responses to survey questions than LIEP staff as a whole.

Development Quality Recommendation

Recommendation # 22: LIEP should address work environment issues. The proposed Labor-
Management Committee should discuss both the factors negatively impacting the environment
and what specific steps can be taken to decrease the stress level experienced by many staff.
Additionally, this group could examine what specifically could be done to make LIEP a more
supportive work environment for those who feel it is not currently supportive.
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Information and analysis is the foundation of a performance management system. Relevant
information relates to customers, services, employees, and costs. Analysis of this data should be
used for evaluation, decision-making and operational improvement within the organization. Data
are used to determine trends, projections, and cause and effect. They also support planning,
performance reviews, comparisons and benchmarks.

Automation Policies

Given LIEP’s activities refated to permitting, plan review and inspections, one might expect a
great deal of data to be collected on functions such as permit fees collected, inspections
completed and change orders written — among numerous other functions. In the past, LIEP has
collected data on the number of inspections conducted, permit values, permit revenues and other
budgetary data. However, LIEP is currently collecting very little data beyond the budgetary
information to support its operations. Some of this is due to the changing information systems in
LIEP from a dBase system that was not Y2K compliant to ECLIPS and AMANDA. The dBase
system did not allow communication between functions such as licensing and permitting.
Therefore, LIEP began, back in 1995, to look for a new information system that would be useful
across activities. To this end, they contracted with Online Business Systems, Inc. in late 1995 to
design a system that would integrate the licensing, permitting, plan review, zoning and
inspections processes, known as ECLIPS. The goal was *“to install a custom designed computer
system that will allow a single point of contact for the customer, a single request (application) for
information, and a 48-hour maximum response time to customer requests.”’

Unfortunately, Online failed to deliver a product in a reasonable, specified amount of time and
the contract was terminated. In early 1999, LIEP contracted with CSDC Systems, Inc. to design
ECLIPS 2, which is now known as AMANDA. The system is in the early stages of operation.
A great deal of information remains to be loaded into the system and other functions to be
completed before AMANDA is entirely operational. LIEP is over one year behind schedule on
implementation of the system, though they remain within budget. The foliowing table outlines

each system’s budget to date.

Paid Balance
ECLIPS (Online Business Systems) $697,228 $0
AMANDA (CSDC) $319,712 $211,099

17 LIEP report to the City Council, April 1, 1997,
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The problems with office automation have also pushed back the implementation dates for the
hand-held computers for the inspectors. LIEP is hopeful that some inspectors will be able to

begin using them this year, with the remainder in use in 2001. The hand-held computers will
allow inspectors to retrieve inspections records and issue and log written citations in the field.

Other City departments have also expressed interest in implementing AMANDA. LIEP is
currently assisting the Fire Department with developing the system for fire inspections, and PED
and Citizens Service Office have also expressed interest in utilizing the system. A unified
system would allow all departments access to the same property information through the shared
address files. This would create efficiencies for City operations and improve communication
between the various departments. A City-wide GIS team is also working to identify software
that would interface between AMANDA and GIS. The current software, Arcview, is cost
prohibitive to install City-wide (about $1000 - $1500 per copy), thus only a limited number of
people have access to it. Other, far less expensive programs exist, and the GIS group is
developing specifications for these products. Such a program would allow all departments that
currently use or will be using AMANDA to access the same information from the GIS system.

Information and Analysis Policy Compliance Findings

Finding #34: In the past, LIEP collected some information on the number of inspections
conducted and some budgetary data such as permit values and permit revenues. Cutrently, no
data is collected or analyzed beyond required budgetary data.

Finding #35: LIEP staff should be given a great deal of credit for taking on the task of automating
the Office’s information systems. It has involved many staff hours to monitor the contracts as well
as develop and learn new systems. It has also required that staff not directly involved in
developing the systems take on responsibilities formerly assigned to the staff now working on
developing the new computer systems. Staff have shown a strong commitment to the project.

Finding #36: The anticipated implementation dates of 2000 and 2001 for hand-held computers
for inspectors seems lengthy given the potential usefulness and efficiency of hand-held
computers. It does not appear that specific plans are in place to begin the implementation of the
hand-helds or train inspectors to effectively use them.

Finding #37: Other departments are interested in implementing AMANDA. LIEP is providing
them with staff assistance.

Finding #38: A City-wide GIS team is working to identify economically feasible software that
would interface between AMANDA and GIS.

Information and Analysis Policy Compliance
Recommendations
Recommendation # 23: The City of Saint Paul should provide the financial resources to allow

for the purchase of an economical software package that would interface between the GIS system
and AMANDA. This would allow broad access to GIS for all departments utilizing the
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AMANDA system and enhance the ability to coordinate activities and information between
various departments.

Recommendation # 24: Not only must LIEP work to implement hand-held computers as soon as
possible due to their usefulness, LIEP must also train its inspectors to integrate the hand-held
computers into their work practices. Inspectors must make it a practice to load all inspections
comments into the database so other inspectors have the same information. Inspectors should
also begin the practice of looking up information to ensure they are providing permittees with
accurate information.

Quality of Information and Analysis

Data Collection and Analysis

From the interviews, it was clear LIEP did have data on paper and in the old computer systems,
though it was rarely compiled for analysis. When data was collected, it was primarily basic
performance statistics, such as the number of inspections done, and used for balancing workload.
LIEP is also collecting data on revenue received from permits and the value of the permitted
projects. This data is used for\budget preparation. LIEP is not currently doing any further data
compilation. One-third to one-half of LIEP staff surveyed stated they do not know what data is
collected on the customer service/permitting, plan review, and inspections processes. One-third
of staff do not know if data is used effectively. Of those who answered the question, they believe
data is used “somewhat effectively.” Therefore, the data that is collected is not widely shared or

used by many staff.

Staff Awareness of Automation

We found staff to be generally unaware of the effectiveness of LIEP’s automation efforts. When
asked if needs were met through ECLIPS:

O One-half of staff surveyed do not know if LIEP’s needs are met.

O Of those who do know if LIEP’s needs are met, the average answer was “few needs are met.”
@ Over one-third of staff indicated “needs are not met.”

We received somewhat similar responses to the same questions regarding AMANDA:

O One-third of LIEP staff surveyed don’t know if needs are met through AMANDA.

O Of those who do, the majority stated that “few of the needs are met.”

Q 37% indicated “needs are not met.”

We also asked about the other information systems in the office (word processing, e-mail,
Intemnet access). In this case, we found one-quarter of LIEP staff do not know if needs are met,
and, of those who do, the most common response was “few of the needs are met.”

We anticipated finding that needs may not yet be met with AMANDA, but were somewhat
surprised with the responses regarding ECLIPS and the other computer systems. There may be a

number of reasons for these findings:
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| O They could be a result of the problems with the company originally hired to design ECLIPS,
and that once AMANDA, the second phase of the ECLIPS project, is fully operational, more
needs will be met.

| O Most staff surveyed do not work directly with ECLIPS, and may have heard only complaints
of some staff.

| a We heard in interviews that it sometimes takes longer to perform routine tasks now with
ECLIPS and AMANDA. Interviewees suggested that it will take time to learn the new :
systems, and once staff are comfortable with the systems, efficiency will be improved. !

Some staff are resistant to change and rather unwilling to learn the new systems.

Planning for LIEP’s information systems may not have been sufficiently inclusive of all
users such as inspectors and counter staff. Some staff stated their input was not considered
in the development of ECLIPS. Additionally, they report that when problems have arisen
with ECLIPS, they were not addressed because information systems staff were working on
AMANDA.

The move toward increased automation is a highly commendable task. The development of the
address files and their integration with the GIS system will be very beneficial to the City.
However, the City needs to be more proactive in pursuing GIS City-wide. Other departments
will also be utilizing AMANDA: Fire, Citizens Services Office, Public Works and PED. LIEP
also has staff members in each area who are on-site experts in the computer systems and can
answer questions. This is a very good practice and likely helps to alleviate some frustration on
the part of end-users.

i Information and Analysis Quality Findings
The Future of LIEP’s Information and Analysis - Yr 7%

| We felt it necessary to not only rate LIEP on their current information and analysis
activities, but also speculate on a future rating if they are able to successfully implement

N systems and follow through on statements made in the interviews. Therefore, if we were to
audit LIEP one year from now, we anticipate they have the potential to receive three stars,
However, if they do not effectively use their computer systems to collect and analyze data,
we do not believe their assessment would improve. The automation should:

| [ assist with fee justification based on data and workload analysis; ;

1 provide inspectors with an inspections results database allowing them to provide
consistent information {o property owners and contractors; and

U give other departments such as PED, Public Works, and the Fire Department
comprehensive data that will allow them to coordinate activities.

iyt oo e g Sspe o
Eer oo

|
J Finding #39: LIEP currently does very little data collection or analysis. @7
. Finding #40: Staff are generally unaware of what data is collected and how it is used. j
i
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/
Finding #41: Staff do not feel the ECLIPS or AMANDA system currently meets their needs.

Finding #42: Great potential exists for LIEP to perform meaningful data collection and analysis
and improve its performance by utilizing new automated system. LIEP should be given credit
for taking on such a task.

Information and Analysis Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 25: LIEP should clearly identify the information gathering potential of the
new computer systems and the usefulness of the data. (See previous box for suggestion). Data
collected and analyzed should be related to the mission and objectives of the organization.

Recommendation # 26: LIEP should analyze the effectiveness of the computer systems. One
method to analyze the effectiveness would be to follow-up with staff based on survey responses
indicating the systems are not useful. LIEP should encourage and gather input on the systems
and respond to the input, even if it is not possible to immediately address all concerns or

suggestions.

See also Recommendation #41 in Results and the Performance Measures Chapier.
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Improvement practices occur when an organization considers the design, management and
improvement of internal organizational processes. Similarly, improvement processes such as
internal evaluation should be part of daily work within the organization, and should seek to
eliminate problems at the source and be driven by opportunities to improve. Improvements may
enhance value through new and better services, increased responsiveness, and a higher level of
efficiency. Notably, the development of new services may or may not be an improvement practice,
depending on whether it meaningfully improves services already provided by the organization.
Improvement processes must contain cycles of planning, implementation and evaluation which
require information and methods for assessing progress. All practices of an organization should be
continually evaluated to identify problems and successes, and should be incorporated into an
organization’s daily practices. These practices are charted in the following diagram.

The Improvement Process

Tdentify Identify Methods to
Address Deficiencics;
Select the Most
Appropriate

Deficiencies
in the
Current Process

Plan Implementation

of New/Revised
Method(s)

Evaluate the
Effectiveness and
Efficiency of the

New/Revised Method

Quick Fixes and Past Improvement Efforts

The very development of LIEP was an improvement practice. The City saw the need to combine
functions to increase efficiency and better meet citizens’ needs. Historically, LIEP itself has
been very active in engaging in improvement practices. Since its inception in 1992, LIEP has
developed plans and action steps to address both major and minor problems and processes.
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Many of these were developed in the mid-1990s along with the Office’s Strategic Action Plan
and its Functional Redesign Report. LIEP’s past improvement efforts include the report titled
119 Targets for Redesign, which was part of the Business Process Redesign Project. This report
also identified a number of “Quick Fixes,” many of which were implemented. Certainly, it was
not possible to implement all of them either because it simply was not feasible or perhaps even
necessary. LIEP should be acknowledged not only for such a proactive effort to improve its
operations, but also for involving many levels of staff in these improvement efforts. Indeed, all
of the quick fixes were identified by employee work teams.

Improved Automation

The most visible of LIEP’s improvement practices is its current automation efforts. The new
computer systems will have a number of valuable features including: access to the City’s address
files; the ability to track plans currently in the review process; and checkoff lists for plan
reviewers and inspectors allowing them to quickly note deficiencies or compliance. While these
are good practices which will likely have a positive impact on its functions, LIEP did very little
planning to handle activities and problems created by automation, such as increased workloads,
stress and the inability to effectively collect data duting the transition period. It also remains to
be seen how much evaluation LIEP will do of the systems once they have been implemented,
particularly given LIEP’s historical lack of internal evaluation, discussed later in this section.

Project Facilitators and Experts-on-Duty

The Project Facilitator positions were originally identified as part of LIEP’s Functional Redesign
Plan, and have taken a long time to implement. The Project Facilitator positions were originally
designed to encompass a wide range of functional knowledge in zoning, environmental health,
licensing, construction and heritage preservation and to track larger projects and serve as a
resource for customer questions. Since then, LIEP determined that some of the functions should
be separated to allow for specialization. Currently, a Project Facilitator I assists businesses in
obtaining the necessary licenses, and will also help them through the permitting, plan review and
inspections process if necessary. The position is primarily focused on the licensing aspect and
reports to the Customer Services Manager. The Project Facilitator I1, soon to be hired, will be
the primary contact person for customers for permitting, plan review and inspections. This
position will report to the supervisor for Plan Review and Historic Preservation. Currently plan
reviewers track their own projects, so it is unclear how responsibilities will be shared between the
Project Facilitator Il and the plan review staff,

LIEP also has a policy designating a daily experi-on-duty who is available to handle customer calls
and walk-in customers. The expert-on-duty answers questions when the person who usually handles
those questions is unavailable or when technical issues are encountered that front counter staff are
unable to handle. The expert-on-duty is a commendable practice and valuable to the organization.

Recent Improvement Practices

LIEP has not—actively—identified new improvement practices since the mid-1990's. Perhaps
more importantly, LIEP has not reviewed the effectiveness of its past efforts. Improvements
have to be evaluated in order to determine their worth and to learn from past efforts. While LIEP
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typically does not evaluate the effectiveness of its improvement efforts, LIEP has taken one
particular experience to heart: the problems encountered with Online Services, Inc. during the
development of the ECLIPS system. LIEP used the experience with Online to formulate a more
effective contract with CSDC Sysfems, Inc. With the new contract, LIEP decided to use an off-
the-shelf system which could be customized internally as necessary primarily utilizing their own
staff. They also wrote the new contract to better protect the interests of LIEP.

LIEP has incorporated a number of their improvement practices into their annual budget
objectives, and LIEP should be given credit here for their efforts. One such example is their
2000 Budget Ongoing Performance Indicator which lists their complaint response time (for
zoning complaints) in days as four, down from nine in 1997. Clearly, LIEP focused effotts on
this as part of their goal of increased customer service. Other performance indicators, though,
have not been monitored and do not have supporting information to show the indicator has been
met. Without supporting data, the indicators are meaningless.

LIEP staff have also been very active in reducing plan review and site plan review times. As
mentioned previously in the Leadership chapter, the site plan reviewer coordinates the
interdepartmental site plan review group, which has effectively reduced review time and
increased communication. The plan reviewers also make it their goal to turn plan reviews around
quickly and return them to the applicant as soon as possible. And certainly, front-counter staff
have also pursued methods to decrease the time it takes to issue permits, and are able to issue
“express” permits for simple projects such as basic re-roofing projects.

Heritage Preservation staff in LIEP should also be commended for their efforts in developing
some Heritage Preservation brochures which will be sent this spring to every resident of the
City’s Heritage Preservation districts. The brochures explain the benefits and responsibilities of
living in such districts. These same staff members are currently working to have Heritage
Preservation information included on the Truth-in-Housing forms, though this has taken longer
than anticipated due to lack of staff resources.

Improvement Practices Policy Compliance Findings
Finding #43: In the past, LIEP has actively engaged in developing improvement practices.

Finding #44: Most current improvement initiatives are manifestations of past improvement
efforts. Examples are the office automation efforts and the project facilitator positions,

Finding #45: While LIEP has committed to improvement, it has not evaluated the results of its
efforts, and, therefore, cannot say with any certainty that changes in practices have led to actual
improvements. They did, however, learn from the experience with Online Services, Inc., and
used that experience to create a contract that better serves the interests LIEP.

Finding #46: Select sections and staff members in LIEP are working on improvement practices
such as plan review with its interdepartmental review team and heritage preservation with its
informational brochures.
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Improvement Practices Policy Compliance Recommendations

Recommendation # 27: LIEP should involve itself in a complete improvement practices process
that includes planning, implementation and evaluation of its improvements.

Recommendation # 28: LIEP needs to use data analysis to evaluate the effectiveness of its
improvement practices. So far, they have little documentation to substantiate claims of
improvement other than anecdotal evidence.

Quality of Improvement Practices

Internal Evaluation

As mentioned above, an important component of improvement practices is evaluation of current
practices. It was clear from interviews and surveys that there is very little systematic evaluation
taking place in LIEP. Alarmingly, 72% of survey respondents stated they “don’t know” if LIEP
systematically evaluates its activities. Of those who did know, they stated it was once a year.
Most evaluation in LIEP seems to be very informal — essentially reacting to a problem when it
arises and devising a method to address the problem, but not really searching for the source of
the problem. It is entirely possible staff who stated evaluation is done annually were considering
their annual reviews as the systematic evaluation of LIEP. It is also possible that the high
number of “don’t know” responses may be a result of respondents not understanding the
meaning of systematic evaluation. We consider systematic evaluation to be periodic
measurement and examination of organizational results. An example is a car owner calculating
miles per gallon under different circumstances. The responses in this category are similar to
those in Planning, with a large percentage of staff saying they don’t know how often evaliation

occurs or what the results are.

Improvement Practices Quality Findings

Finding #47: LIEP staff are largely unaware of any internal evaluation taking place in LIEP.

Finding #48: LIEP has not prepared concrete plans to implement its larger improvement
practices, such as the automation efforts.

Improvement Practices Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 29: It is apparent that LIEP has few formalized and widely understood
goals. Therefore, LIEP staff should be involved in defining improvement practices, setting goals
and evaluating activities. (Goal setting is discussed in the planning, leadership and resulis
quality sections). Improvement practices should link activities to goals and objectives. They
should also help organizations achieve their goals and objectives.

See also Recommendation #41 in Results and the Performance Measures Chapter.
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Attention to customer needs is critical for achieving organizational excellence. Through the
creation and management of relationships with their customers, organizations which excel in
customer satisfaction obtain information on customer service requirements, expectations and
satisfaction. Knowing the requirements of its customers enables an organization to develop
standards which are designed to enhance customer satisfaction. For these standards to be
effective, they must be understood and followed by everyone in the organization.

In recent years, LIEP has placed a great deal of emphasis on providing good customer service,
although there are still some areas in which LIEP could improve. It deserves mention that
developing a culture of providing good customer service requires a cultural shift from a rigid
code and “rule” enforcement emphasis to a more customer focused approach. Recently published
research indicates that the burden associated with regulation is not inspection per se, but the
manner in which enforcement is carried out. “Bringing about the right kind of building code
enforcement is more difficult than taking a meat axe to regulations and enforcement staffs, which
has been the rallying cry of those who wail against regulatory burdens.”'®

Improvement in this area also requires that staff understand the importance of customer service
training and that good customer service skills can be learned or enhanced. Some members of
LIEP’s staff do not believe good customer service can be learned, so management has felt the
only option in these cases is simply to model good customer service in the hope that staff will
mimic that behavior.

LIEP’s Customers

LIEP considers its primary customers to be those who apply for building permits and go through
the plan review and inspections processes. They have improved a number of their services and
practices to better meet these customers’ needs. Unfortunately, few people outside LIEP know of
these improved services. Marketing these services may improve code compliance and assist
LIEP in enhancing its one-stop-shop image. For example, LIEP offers an express site plan
review if the customer is anxious to begin the project. LIEP also provides preliminary plan
reviews, issues express permits for such things as roofs, and offers one-hour free parking while
visiting LIEP. Marketing these valuable services to the general population could be beneficial in
assisting property owners and contractors in understanding that the process of obtaining a

18 Raymond J. Burby, Peter J. May, Emil E. Malizia, and Joyce Levine, Building Code Enforcement Burdens and
Central City Decline. Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol. 66, No.2, Spring 2000. page 155.
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building permit is not nearly as cumbersome as they might expect. Certainly word-of-mouth is
also an important method for sharing this information as many contractors work with each other
on various projects and are likely to share experiences.

A very useful marketing tool, largely neglected by LIEP, is the Internet. Not only could LIEP’s
website be used for marketing, but also for providing services directly to customers, such as
building permits, zoning and code information, plan review and inspections results. LIEP has as
one of its objectives, identified in its 1996 Strategic Action Plan, to “Develop a Home Page on
the Internet to provide information to our customers and a means to accommodate remote
transactions 24 hours per day” by the end of 1996. Online Business Systems, Inc. was to
develop this resource, but their contract was terminated prior to completion. The fact their web
site is essentially useless to customets demonstrates a gap in LIEP’s efforts to become a
customer-focused organization.

Customer Service Practices

Permitting/Customer Service Section

In general, LIEP’s first point of customer contact is the front-counter staff. Property owners and
contractors will most likely call LIEP to ask questions or come to the front counter to apply for a
permit. LIEP has a number of informational sheets available answering basic questions about
requirements for certain types of projects, and sample plans indicating the minimum building
requirements for common projects such as stairways and garages. It was reported by other LIEP
staff that the front-counter employees are very good at providing customer service and are always
willing to make changes that improve customer satisfaction. LIEP has also designed a system to
issue express permits for simple and straight-forward projects such as roofing and fences. LIEP
will also issue “early start” permits which allow a project to begin before all permits have been
issued. An example would be issuing a foundation permit for a building before the mechanical
plans have been approved. In some cases, LIEP also maintains accounts for contractors or
businesses that frequently pull permits, and simply deducts the permit fees from that account.

Plan Review and Zoning Site Plan Review Section

While the plan reviewers and site plan reviewers have few formal customer service guidelines,
they all attempt to review plans as quickly and accurately as possible. Another very positive
customer-oriented practice is the aforementioned preliminary plan review process, during which
LIEP staff meet with developers, contractors, or property owners to go over plans informally to
look for any potential problem areas. This allows the plan submitter to make changes to the
plans prior to formal review, at which point changes become more expensive to make and the
process takes longer. The hardest step for many people is initially gathering the right
information for plan review. The preliminary plan review provides them the opportunity to find
out what they still need before they pay any fees or spend a lot of time changing plans and
adding information. If necessary, staff will also perform a preliminary site plan inspection.

Plan Review staff meet with plan submitters to discuss the necessary changes upon formal review
of the plans, and will follow up the meeting with a letter explaining the required changes. Plan
reviewers will also call the applicant if they do not meet with them. Staff should be commended
for this customer-focused practice.
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Inspections Section

Council Research found several areas where inspections policies could be clarified across trades
groups. We also found several situations in which a policy would be helpful in creating clearer
expectations for both the inspectors and the customers. Customer service standards would also
assist in alleviating some of this confusion,

LIEP does not have a policy pertaining to providing customers with appeals information. Some
inspectors provide verbal information when they give the correction orders; others provide
written information when they send out change orders. The lack of clarity may be causing
confusion for the customer. Without a clear policy and a uniform practice, customers will not
receive the same information in a consistent manner.

Council Research found through the interview process that some inspectors do not suggest
equivalencies when they require changes. They simply say “you can’t do that.” Inspectors have
a great deal of latitude, as they are given the authority to grant equivalences provided the intent
of the code has been met. Interviews with LIEP staff indicated some inspectors will grant
equivalences themselves, others will defer to their supervisor or to the building official, and
others simply avoid granting them if to hide at all possible. However, it is important to also
mention that although consistency is in use of equivalencies is necessary, a “business-friendly”
approach demands that inspectors maintain a fair amount decision-making authority in the field.'

Linked to the lack of equivalencies granted may be an attitude of a few inspectors that contractors
and property owners are attempting code violations from them. In many cases, it could simply be
an oversight or the property owners or contractor’s lack of knowledge. If the inspector took time
to explain why the code infraction is a life/safety issue, contractors or property owners may
willingly comply. It is possible that the less flexible inspectors may lack a sense of accountability
for their actions. Some inspectors do not appear to feel accountable to anyone except themselves
and operate seemingly in a vacuum. They know many contractors fear retaliation if they complain
about an inspector. A couple of business owners mentioned to Council Research they have felt
sufficiently intimidated by particular inspectors that they did not complain about an inspection,
when they otherwise would have. These problems may be linked to comments from other City
staff who interact with LIEP’s inspectors and customers that some inspectors serve the interests of
their own trade associations before the interests of LIEP or the City. Some inspectors forego more
customer-friendly actions because they view safety as their main objective and use enforcement as
their primary method of obtaining compliance. It must also be mentioned that many of LIEP’s
inspectors are interested in working with contractors and property owners. The few who are not
damage relationships between the City, its residents and businesses.

Another problematic practice in inspections is the final inspection. Most inspectors will sign the
back of the permit indicating the work meets code standards. Some inspectors will leave either a
yellow card, if they are unable to sign-off on the permit because changes still need to be made, or
a green card if they are unable to get in to inspect a project because no one is home. Most
communication appears to be with the contractor. While this is certainly important, it would be
beneficial to the owner if they were given the same information as the contractor, particularly
when a permit cannot be closed out due to remaining required changes.

19 “Business-friendly supervisory practices emphasize the attainment of enforcement goals while giving inspectors
a considerable degree of freedom in how they interact with contractors and developers.” Burby, et al, Ihid. p. 155,
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One final problem discovered with the inspections process is that not all inspectors readily identify
themselves by either showing or wearing a badge stating they are an inspector for the City of Saint
Paul. This has caused some wariness and concern by property owners who find an unfamiliar
person on their property. Notably, it is LIEP policy that all inspectors verbally make known their
presence and purpose as soon as is practical at the work site. Certainly wearing a badge to a site
that an inspector visits on a regular basis may seem unnecessary, but it would aid all workers on
site in identifying the inspector. However, we found during our field visits with inspectors that the
inspectors immediately identified themselves to the contractors or property owners,

The Housing Initiative

Another customer-focused improvement practice is the Housing Initiative, which is an effort to
increase the number of housing units in Saint Paul. Part of the Initiative is to speed housing
projects through the site plan review process and lower the permit and plan review fees.
Reportedly, the Initiative has been marketed through newsletters, seminars, newspaper reporters,
the BRC, and relevant organizations.

Initially, the community received misleading information regarding the purpose of the Housing
Initiative. The original resolution establishing the Housing Initiative, presented by LIEP and
approved by the City Council and Mayor, stated the amount of fees for all housing units
approved from September 1, 1999 to August 31, 2000 would be cut in half. Two problems
existed with the resolution. First, LIEP cut the fees for new housing projects only, not for
rehabilitation projects, which caused some confusion. Second, the permit and plan review fee
cuts were instituted through a resolution, not through an ordinance as is required, as Council
Research discovered. The problems were corrected in late 1999 through passage of an ordinance
cutting the fees in half during this time period for new construction only.

Customer Service Policy Compliance Findings

Finding #49: LIEP has improved a number of practices which benefit customers, but they have
not marketed them effectively. We found a number of good customer-focused practices such as:

express permits;

handouts with basic information particularly beneficial to first-time applicants;
pre-paid permit fee accounts;

express site plan reviews;

preliminary plan reviews and inspections; and

early start authorization.

oo oo

Finding #50: LIEP has not effectively developed its website to allow for online permit
applications, zoning and building code information, plan review, inspections results notification
and Housing Initiative information.

Finding #51: LIEP encountered a number of problems with the Housing Initiative, such as the
definition of applicable projects and the legislative authority required to implement the program.

Finding #52: Only a few trade inspectors wear badges visually identifying themselves on-site
during inspections. While it is policy that all inspectors identify themselves and carry
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identification, a policy requiring them to wear a badge may assist contractors and building
owners in more readily identifying the inspector.

Finding #53: No uniform procedure exists for giving customers appeals process information.

Finding #54: No uniform process exists for granting equivalencies, and some trade inspectors
are resistant to granting them.

Finding #55: Some inspectors seem to hold the attitude that contractors and property owners are
trying to hide violations from them. This attitude sometimes results in antagonistic behavior
toward the contractor or property owner.

Finding #56: No uniform process exists for leaving final inspection information with a
contractor or property owner.

Customer Service Policy Compliance Recommendations

Recommendation # 30: Develop marketing strategies for promoting the express permits, the
preliminary plan review process, pre-paid permit accounts, parking reimbursement and any
other customer-focused practices.

Recommendation # 31: LIEP is one of the City agencies which has the most direct contact with
residents and businesses seeking information, and stands to benefit greatly from having as much
information as possible on its web page. Completion of the web site should be a high priority
Jor LIEP, particularly in light of the goal to have it completed by the end of 1996. Information
that should be available to customers on-line includes:

permit applications and permit status information;

inspections resulls;

general building code and zoning information, similar to the paper handouts available;
information on special programs and projects, such as the Housing Initiative;

a Frequently-Asked-Questions (FAQ) page; and

an “ask-the-inspector” page in which visitors could post general questions to trade
inspectors.

oo

Recommendation # 32: LIEP should develop a policy requiring trade inspectors to wear an
identification badge at all times while performing inspections.

Recommendation # 33: LIEP should develop a policy for granting equivalencies which is known
and used by all inspectors in an effort to make the practice fair, consistent and useful. The City
Attorney should be involved in developing this policy to ensure it is legally sound. The
development of these policies will enhance LIEP’s image in the City.

Recommendation # 34: LIEP should work to change the attitude of its inspectors who believe
that contractors and property owners are trying to hide something from them. They should
immediately cease threatening property owners with retaliation, which is contrary to LIEP
policy, but is reported to happen from time to time.
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Recommendation # 35: LIEP should develop a process for leaving information with both
property owners and contractors upon final inspections, particularly when changes are still
required before the permit can be closed.

Recommendation # 36: LIEP should look at the practices of building inspections departments in
other cities for possible customers service improvements. One suggestion would be maintaining
evening hours one or two nights a week to make it easier for homeowners who work during the
day to apply for permits, such as is the practice in San Diego.

Quality of Customer Focus

Customer Identification

It is vital that employees in an organization identify a uniform group of customers in order to
best serve the interests of their customers. Within LIEP, both survey and interview respondents
identified very similar customers: property owners, citizens and contractors. LIEP staff indicated
that sometimes these different customers have competing interests, which are difficult to balance.
What a contractor wants may not be in the best interest of the citizens, and LIEP staff are
required to make determinations based on life-safety criteria, rather than on what the “customer
at the desk” may want.

Customer Knowledge

Customer knowledge consists of understanding the customers needs and desires, and having
mechanisms in place to monitor those needs and desires. The survey indicated that many staff
feel customer needs and satisfaction are monitored occasionally, though approximately one-third
of staff are not aware of how often this is done. Interviews and documents indicate LIEP has
done customer service surveys in past years and is preparing to do another one in 2000. The last
survey, done in 1998, was not useful due to a low response rate.”® LIEP also tracks complaints
and gets information on customer needs through professional associations, word-of-mouth,
correspondence and elected officials. Most information gathering on customer needs and
satisfaction is informal, LIEP does little to anticipate the future needs of customers.

Customer Relations

Staff indicated through the survey that LIEP is “mostly responsive” to changes in customer needs
and satisfaction, though again, one-half to one-third of staff do not know how responsive LIEP is.
One staff member in an interview described very well what good customer service is for LIEP:

@ being as responsive and timely as possible;

O being as proactive as possible by going to housing fairs and having a LIEP booth at fairs and
at home improvement stores to answer questions;

20 Evaluation of this experience could help LIEP in making future improvements to the survey process.
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meeting with contractor groups to get information and feedback;

holding classes on code compliance;

O d e

meeting with engineers to go over plans before work begins; and

[ answering questions.

The lack of planning affects LIEP’s ability to respond to customer needs and satisfaction
thoroughly. Planning takes into account potential changes in needs that result from changing
economic, technological and social factors and other influences. Associated with this lack of
planning is the slow development of the Internet site for LIEP. The ability to look up permits,
apply for permits, and receive zoning and other information over the Internet would be invaluable
to many of LIEP’s customers. However, LIEP has focused very little energy on developing this
resource.

Some staff also mentioned the struggle between enforcement and customer service. They seem
to be unsure of how to provide good customer service while also enforcing codes effectively.
Many staff stated good customer service is defined in the LIEP employee performance evaluation
form, although they could provide no universally understood definition. The lack of a useful,
well-known definition of good customer service indicates a gap between the vision of senior
leaders and the implementation of that vision.

Customer Service Standards

Formal customer service standards help all staff understand what is expected of them by the
organization and by their customers, About half the staff indicated there are customer service
guidetines for LIEP, but about one-third do not know of their existence. Staff surveyed indicated
“some” customer service standards are written, though one-half of staff didn’t know of their
existence. Staff also felt customer service guidelines are “somewhat widely circulated,” again
with one-half of staff not knowing of their existence.

The customer service guidelines LIEP has in place are “mostly understood” and followed
frequently. The survey question relating to how often customer service guidelines are followed
received one of the highest average scores of all the survey questions, indicating staff felt very
strongly that the guidelines are followed. Interviews also indicated that staff are very good at
providing customer service, and take great pride in this aspect of their work.

Customer Focus Quality Findings

Finding #57: LIEP staff consistently identified property owners, citizens and contractors as their
primary customers.

Finding #58: Staff are either unaware of customer needs and satisfaction monitoring or feel it is
done only occasionally.
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Finding #59: A useful customer service survey has not been done in three years, though LIEP is
preparing to conduct one in 2000.

Finding #60: The lack of planning may affect LIEP’s ability to effectively respond to changes
in customer needs and satisfaction.

Finding #61: LIEP has few formal written customer service standards.

Customer Focus Quality Recommendations

Recommendation # 37: LIEP should consider other options besides an annual or biennial
survey for monitoring customer needs and satisfaction. Some suggestions include survey cards
issued with the Certificate of Occupancy or when a permit is closed. Another option is to focus
on evaluating one activity per month. For example, give surveys to everyone who applies for a
permit in February, in March give surveys to everyone who has a site plan review, and in August
to everyone who receives an inspection. This way, not all sections are burdened with conducting
a survey at the same time. If another, organization-wide survey is desired, LIEP should consider
consulting with organizations which have been successful in reaching a high response rate from

their customers.

Recommendation # 38: LIEP should formalize customer service standards, such as plan
review’s three day turn-around for basic plan reviews. This would help all staff understand the
customer service standards and how their work contributes to the goals set by the organization.

Recommendation # 39: LIEP should provide more customer service training for inspectors to
help them understand how they can provide good customer service and good code enforcement.

Recommendation # 40: Develop an idea/complaint/compliment line and/or e-mail address that
would allow customers to directly communicate with LIEP at their own convenience and at any

time, rather than just through the annual customer survey.

See also the Performance Measures Chapter.
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Results is the section of the Malcolm Baldrige system which deals with an organization’s ability
to determine if and how well it is accomplishing its mission. Results should focus on creating
and balancing value for all stakeholders, whether they be customers, employees, suppliers, the
general public or individual neighborhoods. The use of performance indicators, also known as
performance measures, offers an effective means to communicate both short- and long-term
priorities and provide a focus for improving results. Results measurement should be the last
phase in an ongoing cycle involving goal setting, planning, the execution of plans and |
improvement practices. Using results information in this way, can help staff provide the best :
service in the most efficient way possible. Decision and policy makers can also use results ‘
information to monitor the provision of services on the public’s behalf, ensuring government '
accountability. 1
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LIEP received its lowest rating in this performance audit in the Results area. This is particularly ‘
problematic in that the Malcolm Baldrige system weights Results the most heavily of its seven !
categories. In recent years, the Results category in the Malcolm Baldrige award program has
been given between 40% and 60% of the total points available. The reasons for LIEP’s low
rating are discussed in detail below. However, Council Research also believes there is potential
for improvement in this area in the near future due to computer system improvements. Those
possibilities are discussed on page 36. Finally, the essence of Results is a system of performance
i indicators. Although the presence and use of performance indicators is covered in this chapter,
the following chapter, beginning on page 53, is dedicated exclusively to performance indicators
for LIEP.

We did not include a separate discussion of policies in the Results area, only a quality assessment
discussion. Results policies are embedded in the City’s annual budget process, as well as other
places, and are discussed in detail in the Performance Indicators chapter.

3 Results Measurement in LIEP

Results measurement requires adequate information systems, a carefully thought-out system of
) indicators and consistent, periodic measuring. As discussed at length in earlier sections of this
report, LIEP has nearly completed its transition to using the ECLIPS and AMANDA systems.
These systems have the potential to provide a variety of data for the organization to analyze. The
challenge will be determining what is good and useful information for the day-to-day
management of operations, and what are good indicators of how the organization is performing.
! Finally, it cannot be overemphasized that measures of results can and often do involve
| assessments which are not quantitative in nature. Not all useful things can be “counted,” but they
‘ do need to be taken into account, documented and reported over time.

.
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LIEP has historically gathered and analyzed some information on its performance. This is
exemplified in past years’ budgets and in the annual reports prepared by the former Building
Inspection and Design Division, However, in recent years, these activities have ceased almost
completely. LIEP continues to only estimate all vital organizational statistics, except for the
revenue derived from licenses and permits.?! For 1998 and 1999, there are no firm numbers in
the budget indicating the annual number and type of permits, the number and type of plan
reviews conducted or inspections performed. However, it must be noted that in the budget
process, the Mayor’s Budget Office did not review LIEP’s performance indicators with staff to
determine their usefulness in pottraying LIEP’s workload. This is perplexing given the
reportedly high volume of construction and rehabilitation in Saint Paul in recent years. However,
this lack of measurement is symptomatic of inadequate performance measurement and
accountability standards on a Citywide basis,

Given this lack of information and analysis, it is not surprising that over half the staff surveyed
do not know how often LIEP measures its results. In fact, this survey question elicited the
highest proportion of “don’t knows” of all 46 of the surveys questions. Of those who did answer,
the most common response was “occasionally.” Not surprisingly, most staff are unaware of
comparisons between LIEP and other, similar organizations. The interviews conducted also
indicated that when comparisons are made, they tend to be anecdotal.

Despite the lack of specific performance measures, the most common response to the survey
question on how often LIEP meets its goals was “frequently” for those who answered the
question. This question received one of the hi ghest average responses of all survey questions. In
a follow-up survey question, Council Research asked how staff knew they were meeting their
goals, The majority of the written answers indicated staff knew they were meeting the
organization’s goals because of 1) positive customer feedback received in customer surveys and
in person; and 2) the quality of the City’s building stock.22 Notably, these are two areas where
some specific performance measures can and have been done.

It also became apparent in the performance audit process that staff had valid concerns about the
use of performance indicators. Some were concerned that activities which could not be easily
“measured” would lose value. Others thought it would be near impossible to measure the final
“results” of LIEP’s activities—-such as a quality building stock and urban landscape which is
likely to have a useful life well into the future. Therefore, they believed the organization would
then begin to shift its focus to work “outputs,” such as the number of inspections conducted or
plans reviewed, which can be easily tabulated, but may not speak to the quality of work
performed. The Performance Indicators chapter will provide guidelines and suggestions for
alleviating these concerns and creating useful performance measures.

2! From permit revenue information, LIEP can determine the approximate value of all projects undertaken.

22 There are several indicators of the quality of the City’s building stock. These include, among others: 1) the class
ratings for the City's commercial office space; 2) the Housing Survey conducted by PED in the 1980s; 3) results of
the Certificate of Occupancy Progtam which provides minimum standards for buildings; and 4) post major storm
assessments done both by the public and private sectors.
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Results Quality Findings

Finding #62 There has been a significantly reduced focus on examining the results of
organizational activities recently. This lack of emphasis may seem justified because past
performance measures had little meaning and held little value for their users. However,
meaningful measures can be developed. This seems to be true not only for LIEP, but also more
broadly throughout the City.

Finding #63 In spite of the lack of performance indicators, staff use the ones they have available
(customer surveys and building data) to determine if they are meeting the LIEP’s goals,

Finding #64 LIEP’s emphasis on customer service is clearly internalized by many staff.

Finding #65 Despite the poor rating given in this area, Council Research belicves LIEP is
poised to develop a meaningful performance measurement system. Many of the “building
blocks” are in place to make a useful performance measurement system in LIEP. The new
information management systems will have the capability to provide many types of information
10 staff, These information management systems will also act as a catalyst for changing and
rethinking some work processes. For example, the use of handheld computers by inspectors will
significantly change the flow of information from the field to the central office, and from one
inspector to another. LIEP is also in the process of initiating another cycle of planning, albeit a
much less formal undertaking than used in the past. These events combine to make this an ideal
time for the organization to develop new performance measures which will meet its needs. 1f
LIEP fully takes advantage of these circumstances and pursues an inclusive process for
developing performance measures, the rating would improve substantiaily.

Results Quality Recommendation

Recommendation # 41: LIEP needs to develop a meaningful performance indicators system for
determining how well they are meeting the organization’s goals. This process needs to overtly
take into account issues which may not be “measurable,” but which also need to be documented
and reported over time. The development process should also be inclusive and incorporate staff
ideas. A performance measurement system should function not only to give feedback ro
managers and policy makers, but also to staff who rely on it to provide them regular Sfeedback on
individual activities. All of the organization’s stakeholders have an interest in knowing how well
the organization is meeting its goals. Examples of specific measures are outlined in the next
chapter. Additionally, the Mayor’s Office should much more actively monitor performance

indicators used in the budget and assist the City's departments in developing more meaningful
indicators,
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Performance Measures

Performance indicators are a means by which an organization determines the degree to which it is
achieving its mission. Not everything an organization does and seeks to accomplish can be
quantified, but rather there are some measures that are good indicators of its success. LIEP’s
mission is clear, and it bears restating here. It is “to be a unified customer service organization,
which promotes a healthy and safe environment through information and enforcement of codes
and ordinances.” In this chapter we will explore how LIEP seeks to inform itself, its customers
and its stakeholders about how well it achieves its mission. This chapter is intended to provide a
basis for discussion and assist LIEP in refining the measures currently in use. LIEP is just now
completing implementation of AMANDA, the information system which will track much of the
needed data for performance measurement. Therefore, it is a critical juncture for LIEP in the

consideration of these issues.

Council Research has approached this examination of performance indicators with several
assumptions in mind, First, we believe the City Council has a vested interest in examining
performance indicators as a part of the budget review process. The use of performance indicators
gives the Council a clear picture of what has been accomplished in past years, and expectations
for future years. They meaningfully connect dollars spent and the services expected of City
government, Indeed, as the Council deliberated upon “managed competition proposals,” the
need to translate City activities into meaningful performance indicators became very apparent.
The development of such indicators is necessary to make clear to anyone— employees or private
vendors—just what performance is required. Second, we believe performance indicators can be
useful management tools for communicating with staff about expectations. However, we also
put forward the notion that staff must be a part of the creation of performance indicators and see
their usefulness in their daily work lives, The people who will, in practice, provide information
for performance indicators are also profoundly affected by what the indicators may reveal.
Finally, although we recognize there are limitations in what performance indicators can
communicate about the success of an organization, there is little else available to provide “a
gauge” on progress. The logical alternative, comprehensive program evaluations, arc time
consuming and expensive when compared to tracking performance indicators. Also, such
evaluations do not necessarily provide for incremental improvement.

Two probiematic performance indicator issues came to light in the audit process. First, the
Director indicated that 1997 was the last year they used actual figures for the budget process—
after which time LIEP has been using conservative estimates. I should be taken into account that
the Office was undergoing a significant transition from a mix of computer and paper information
management systems, to its new automated systems, ECLIPS and AMANDA. In this
environment it may well have been difficult to piece together and tabulate the required
information. However, it was not clear in the budget that estimates were being used, which is
particularly apparent in reviewing 1998 data in the 2000 proposed budget, where no such
notation was provided. Council Research views this situation as particularly problematic because
the Council was informed that we have recently been experiencing record construction years in
Saint Paul. At the same time, the impact of this increase was not reflected in data, projections or
estirnates provided by LIEP, although the workioad had ctearly increased. The second
problematic issue is that the Budget Office does not, as a practice, review the performance
indicator information provided in the budget. Yet, it is likely most staff and the Courncil assume
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this a standard practice, and, therefore, believe the Budget Office knows, understands and
monitors these indicators,

LIEP has, of course, some performance indicators in its budget. They are organized by activity
area, and we have followed this organization in our discussion: customer service and permitting,
plan review, zoning and inspections. Notably, sometimes the objectives and indicators in one
area of LIEP’s budget will overlap with those of another. In those cases, we cover the topic in
the area to which the objective relates most clearly. For each area, we have looked for
performance indicator coverage of the following:

QJ customer service, which includes timeliness, helpfulness and accuracy;
Ll efficiency, which includes timeliness, costs and staff time; and

L effectiveness, which includes quality and results from activities.

Permitting/Customer Service

LIEP has made improving its customer service in all parts of the organization a priority. This
emphasis on providing excellent customer service can be measured, as is demonstrated in the
excerpted portion of the Customer Service activity budget in the following box. In that budget
activity we see a performance indicator stating that customer service surveys should show that
95% of customers will be satisfied. ‘The data for this performance indicator have been garnered
from some informal surveys conducted by staff. PED also conducts a biennial business survey,
with specific questions pertaining to LIEP services. With respect to the other customer service
indicator, number of complaints registered in the area of customer service, it was not clear to the
audit team how, and if, such complaints were compiled and tracked. Given that reported
complaints have been zero for several years, perhaps a more meaningful indicator should be
developed, such as tracking “counter” errors in the processing of permits and licenses.

There are several indicators in this budget activity which speak to efficiency. Among these are
the number of permits and licenses issued, and files maintained. While these are no doubt useful
in some regards, given that the Office has been using estimates, these numbers have little value
when examined over time. They also give little indication of the effort involved to generate
permits. Therefore, another area which may be useful to pursue is to examine the average
amount of time it takes to process permits and licenses. For example, it would be useful for
stakeholders and customers to know that for a simple project, such as a roof or fence, 75% or
90% of customers will need only ¥4 hour to obtain a permit. Such a measure need not be done on
a daily basis, but surveyed periodically. Similar measures could be developed for projects
requiring plan review or zoning staff involvement. Initiation of such measures would make
meaningful the following objective from LIEP’s 1998 budget: “Since the initiation of the Process
Redesign effort in 1994, LIEP has realized a reduction in processing time for permits and
licenses, a reduction in the number of delinquent license renewals, an increase in collection for
these renewals, and a decrease in the time required to obtain permit and license services from the
City.” The problem was well-articulated by one tenured manager interviewed who said “I know
it’s true, but [ don’t know how to prove it.”

2000 Saint Paul City Councif Research




Petformance Audit of the City of Saint Paul’s Building Permit, Plan Review and Inspections Functions 55

Customer Service 2000 Budget (omits

non

audit area activities) —

T

Ongoing Program Objectives Performance Endicators:

Customer service survey satisfaction results g
Complaints registered in the areas of
gustomer service

Ordinance changes enacted
Procedures revised

0 Continue to provide accurate information
and excellent customer to both internal and
external customers, .

Q@ Continue implementation of process redesign
to simplify internal procedures as well as
external process (ordinance changes).

O Develop a written policy and procedure Customer Service Statistics:
manual for all customer service functions.

oo OO0

Permits [ssued

Competency Certificates issued
Number of trade licenses issued
Licenses issued (all types)

Number of property files maintained
Purchase orders and vouchers processed

2000 Projects

@ Design, distribute and report on Customer
Service Survey for LIEP customers.

O Continue and complete the ECLIPS project
by the implementation of AMANDA and

performance enhancements.

gocooc

Finally, the Customer Service Activity Performance Plan has a performance indicator which
states that 50 procedures will be revised in 1999 and 30 in 2000. The audit team was perplexed
as to the value of counting the number of procedures changed. Change is expected to be
ongoing, usually leading to improvements in other performance indicators, Although we
compliment LIEP on trying to improve its procedures, we believe other performance indicators
would better capture this concept.

Zoning and Site Plan Review

Although the budget activity discussed in the above paragraphs bore the title “customer service,”
other areas in LIEP also have customer service concepts embedded in their work activities,
including Zoning and Site Plan Review. There is only one specific customer service
performance indicator in the budget for Zoning and Site Plan Review. It states the average
response time for zoning complaints will be 4 days. This is an excellent indicator that LIEP may
wish to enhance. The indicator could also speak to average complaint resolution times, or
indicate that some percentage of zoning violation complaints are responded to in 4 days. Also in
the area of customer service, LIEP has been striving to streamline and shorten the site plan
review process. There were no performance indicators addressing these efforts in the 2000
budget. However, it seems evident that LIEP could be clear about the average length of time for
site plan reviews, once LIEP has all the required materials. It also seems reasonable that other
customer service indicators should be developed for zoning activities, such as looking at average
or expected turn-around times on projects and also customer survey results. Finally, an excellent
customer service practice is that all applicants who go through the site plan review process
receive both a call and a letter explaining the results.

As was the case in customer service and permitting, some statistics are maintained on the staff’s
workload. These include counts of site plans reviewed, zoning variances processed, appeals
processed, and zoning histories researched to determine legality of use. And again, while these
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indicators have some value, actual figures have not been gathered in recent years. Also, there is
little indication of the staff effort involved in performing these activities. Such an indicator could
be used for monitoring workload, as well as developing minimum or maximum time
expectations for customers,

Perhaps the most logical measure of the effectiveness of zoning and site plan review is
compliance with the City’s Zoning Code and adherence to the specifications of approved site
plans. Compliance with the City’s Zoning Code can be gauged best by using zoning complaints
and zoning histories researched to determine compliance. Relatedly, monitoring the types of
variances and appeals can give indications of the effectiveness of the Zoning Code in addressing
current circumstance in the community. If a particular type of appeal is received repeatedly, it
may indicate procedures could be streamlined or revised to better handle the problems. It could
also mean the Code is unnecessarily restrictive in a given area. For example, the Zoning Code
provides for “planned development districts.” All staff interviewed indicated this section of the
code was so difficult to use they avoided it, if at all possible, and tried to use other portions of
the code to achieve similar ends.

LIEP Operations: Zoning/Site Plan Review 2000 Budget —

U To staff the Board of Zoning Appeals, preparing |3
staff reports, and providing information to Board
members, applicants and neighbors.

Ongoing Program Objectives:

L3 To provide prompt, thorough zoning information

to the public; to assist those businesses and
property owners applying for permits or licenses,
explaining the processes necessary to mect zoning
code requirements,

To investigate and enforce zoning regulations. 1)
Responding to complaints, 2) Assuring
compliance with conditions placed on approved
site plans, variances, special and nonconforming

0

Performance Indicators:

To certify zoning compliance for néw
construction and alterations, licenses, and
certificates of occupancy, for which fees are
collected through permits, licenses and
certificates of occupancy fees.

use permits and business licenses, and 3) using Q site plans reviewed

the Housing Court and District Court when IJ zoning variances and appeals processed

appropriate to achieve compliance. O zoning histories researched to determine legality

To review site plans, both preliminary and of use

formal, and coordinate the interdepartmental site (3 complaint response time in days g

plan review process. %
e e R R S T I T e R A Y e e L i e R P

Plan Review

Plan Review, like Customer Service and Permitting, has contact at the counter with customers
every day, in addition to the more in-depth reviews of plans. It is a very customer-oriented work
group and is perceived by peer groups to be effective in both applying appropriate codes and
helping customers. Strangely, it has no customer service performance indicators of its own in the
budget, although some used by Customer Service and Permitting have relevance to this activity
as well. Through the audit process it became clear that Plan Review had several concrete
performance indicators it relied upon on a daily basis, although these do not appear in the budget,
and we were not clear if they were ever overtly measured. First, there has been an emphasis on
shortening approval time for permit applications. Second, there is an expectation that plan
reviews for new single- and two-family houses will be completed within 72 hours of receiving
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complete plans. No doubt, the use of checklists in the AMANDA system will both facilitate
faster plan review times, and make their measurement possible. Third, LIEP does offer a service
of providing “partial project permits,” where a customer can get part of a project reviewed and
permitted while plans for other parts of the project are still in development. This is an especially
helpful practice for large, complicated projects. LIEP may be able to develop performance
measures 1o better gauge how often this is used.

Plan review has several performance indicators in the budget related to efficiency. These
indicators include: the numbers of permits issued, plans examined, historical permits received,
inspections made, and the annual construction value for Saint Paul. These indicators suffer from
the same problems discussed earlicr; namely, they have not actually been counted for several
years and they have no context in terms of effort necessary to accomplish them. Benchmarks and
standards should be developed to make these indicators more meaningful. Plan Review may also
wish to examine the code to develop ideas for potential performance indicators. For example, the
audit team was informed that plan check time specified in the Legislative Code, Chapter
33.04(c)—the City has 180 days to do a plan check—never expires without a permit being
issued. Clearly, such indicators have the added benefit of demonstrating compliance with
applicable laws. Finally, there are occasionally performance measures in this area which have no
meaning, and therefore no useful value. For example, the resolution establishing the Housing
Initiative (CF#99-815) states that one performance indicator of the Initiative is “number of new
housing units approved within 72 hours of receipt of complete plans: 500-700.” This indicator
has no context, and as we discovered, there is no way to measure such an improvement, because
the Office has no data for recent years.

The effectiveness of Plan Review activities is ultimately determined in combination with the
effectiveness of Inspections. Literally, effectiveness needs to be measured in terms of the
improved safety and habitability of structures in the City because of the application of building
and other codes. As mentioned in the Results section, there are some ways the quality of the
City’s building stock can be measured over time. Taking into account the other influences on the
quality of building stock, such as aging, we know at least a portion of the quality is attributable
to the use of building codes.

Although the quality of the City’s building stock is ultimately the best measure to determine the
effectiveness of Plan Review, there are other measures that could be made inside the Office
which would also be appropriate for examining individual plan review activities. For example,
staff mentioned an informal indicator of the quality of their work is the number of plan review
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LIEP Operatmns* Pian Revnew 2000 Budget —

R R T B NG R PR, ® A

i Ongoing Program Objectives

To assure safety of citizens through construction
standards compliance.

To educate customers to achieve code compliance
without controversy or unnecessary expense.

To maintain adequate records to demonstrate
efficiencies in administration and compliance to
construction standards.

To maintain professional standards of technical
ability while being accessible by and accountable
to our customers and the public.

To maintain relationships with organizations and
agencies to assure Saint Paul remains a respected
leader in code and design professions.

2000 Budget Objective-

El Continue to work on the design and

implementation of the new computer system for
permits and inspections.

The Office has participated in and will continue
to be active in public forums such as the Home
Tour, District Council Home Fairs, etc., where
citizens have a chance to work with the inspectors
and plan reviewers in a more neutral
environment.

Cur present computer system and the new system
under development will enable us to ensure that
our level of service will continue to improve,

|

Our challenge is to balance the requirement for
continuing education against the needs of our
customers. Our goal will be to allow sufficient
opportunities for this education while
maintaining adequate staffitg levels to enstre
quick response to out customers.

We have several inspectors who are involved 5
with National Code organizations. These groups |§
develop the codes that are adopted by Minnesota,
and directly affect the construction in Saint Paul,
In order to ensure fair codes both now and in the
future, our inspectors will strive to maintain their
participation tevel for the future.

There are several inspectors on the task group
whose responsibility is the analysis of various
software packages for the office-wide computer |
system. These participants will be fully involved |2
until the end of the project. :

Performance Indicators:

o

L

(]

Through monitoring of the permit volume and
valuation, we (LIEP) can verify that all
construction projects are inspected to protect the
citizens of Saint Paul.

The number of permits issued, construction valu
in millions, plans examined, historical permits
received; and

Total inspections made.

mistakes discovered in the field. Tracking such an indicator would be a useful management
undertaking to determine the circumstances under which mistakes are made, as well as the types
of mistakes. Also, as is the case with the suggestion that Zoning monitor the types of appeals it
processed, it would also be useful in the same way for both Plan Review and Inspections to
monitor information on the granting of equivalencies. Finally, staff indicated that when
customers come in for preliminary plan reviews, they have a better understanding of
expectations. Customers are then able to “get it right the first time” which decreases the time,
effort and money in the spend in plan review process. It also likely decreases total staff time
expended on the project. Clearly, preliminary plan reviews make the plan review process more
effective, and their use could be measured.

23 The Customer Focus Chapter discusses the importance of promoting the Preliminary Plan Review process on
page 43.
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Inspections

Inspectors differ from the other LIEP staff in that they tend to see the customer out in the field,

and not at the front counter or in a meeting. However, the customer focus considerations they

have are very like those of the rest of the Office. Inspections has only one goal in the budget

specifically addressing customer service; “to maintain professional standards of technical ability

while being accessible by and accountable to our customers and the public.” The value of this

budget objective lies not with its ability to describe performance expectations, but rather in that it

articulates a problem in the inspections area that staff clearly feel conflicted about “enforcing the

code” or “providing customer service.” It would be very useful for the Inspections area to begin

addressing this using specific customer service performance indicators. In order to develop these

indicators, they would benefit from reviewing customer service surveys done by LIEP and PED.

These would help to identify areas of concern to customers. |
|

In the area of timeliness, it is clearly an informal goal of staff to complete reports and arrive for
appointments in a timely fashion. Both of these activities will be much easier to document with
the advent of the AMANDA computer system. In terms of the reports of inspection findings, the
use of handheld computers in the field will help significantly with the timely “processing” of
inspection findings. This will help both from a management perspective, in that information will
be immediately available to other trades inspectors, and it will also be more quickly available to
the customer, in the event they are not on site to hear the inspection report verbally.

Providing customers with information on the appeals process and sharing information and ideas
on appropriate “equivalencies” is central to good customer service. Council Research heard
consistently that information on appeals process is provided to the customer when change work
orders or stop work orders are given. However, there was inconsistency in that some inspectors
and trades would provide this information verbally and in letter form, while others would provide
it only in a letter, This inconsistency between staff work processes should be eliminated, with a
focus on providing the customer with appeal information in both settings. The use of the
AMANDA system and hand held computers in the field could provide a reminder in the form of
an item on one of the check-off lists. Council Research also became aware that some staff and
trades are much more likely to discuss equivalencies* with contractors and property owners than
are others. The Office’s approach to discussing and granting equivalencies should be consistent
across trade groups and among staff members. The AMANDA system has the potential to
monitor this and help the Office in developing a measurable standard.

As with the other work areas we examined, Inspections does little to measure the efficiency of its
operations. There was one objective in the year 2000 LIEP budget which spoke to efficiency,
which was “to maintain adequate records to demonstrate efficiencies in administration and
compliance to construction standards.” Although such information is likely maintained, we saw
no use of the information which acted to demonstrate efficiencies. The only performance
indicator in the budget related to efficiency is the number of inspections conducted, and this has
been an estimate in recent years. Tt would be very useful to know the number of inspections by
type and trade, and time invested in them. At the very least, the average number of inspections

24 Equivalencies are alternative methods for accomplishing a task or project that meet the intent of the Code,
although they may not be specifically described in the Cade. An example is the use of a picce of sheet metal
screwed to the back of a standard wood door in order to make it a “one-hour fire door.” This accomplishes the end
of fire safety and saves the building owner money in the purchase of a new one-hour fire door.
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and average times involved could be used for planning. Also, the advent of AMANDA makes
possible the tracking of activities in a way that takes into account the complexity of the task.
LIEP did this type of analysis in 1998 in preparing a proposal for the addition of a plumbing
inspector position.” Clearly, they understand the importance of such information in describing

staft’s workload.

IEP Operations: Inspections 000 Budgt -

B Ongoing Program Objectives:

2 Our present computer system and the new one under
development will enable us to ensure that our level
of service will continue to improve,

O Through monitoring of the permit volume and
valuation, we can verify that all construction
projects are inspecied to protect the citizens of St.
Paul,

11 To maintain adequate records to demonstrate
efficiencies in administration and compliance to
construction standards.

O To maintain professional standards of technical
ability while being accessible by and accountable to
our customers and the public.

[ Through monitoring of the permit volume and
valuation, we can verify that all construction
projects are inspected to protect citizens of St. Paul.

2000 Budget LIEP Strategic Plan Statement:

O Maintain quality services in light of the ever
increasing construction levels (Three record
construction years in a row) with a minimum
increase in staff,

[ Implement the use of project facilitators to navigate
customers through the license, permit, and/or zoning
processes and continue Process Redesign Initiative
to continually streamline procedures and climinate
unnecessary regulations.

O Integrate new ECLIPS system with other
departmental systems through a single address file,
to achieve a fully seamless provision of service for
the City’s customers.

il Performance Indicators:

0 Through monitoring of the permit volume and
valuation, we can verify that all construction
projects are inspected to protect the citizens of St,
Paul,

O Construction value in millions

@ Total inspections made

Ongoing Program Objectives for NHS/Vacant
Buildings:

C} To maintain housing stock by returning vacant
buildings to sound structures.

O Inspect Vacant, Boarded and Abandoned
buildings for code violations, issuing permits,
and reinspecting for compliance,

[ Maintain and improve neighborhoods by
inspecting one and two-family homes for ,
improvement areas and aiding owners in A
prioritizing tepairs within the limited funds
available.

O Identify and work toward preserving desirable
buildings and significant structures within
neighborhoods.

3 Perform inspections and building evaluations
for PED, Fast Side Neighborhood Development §
Corporation, West 7th Street Federation, :
Neighborhood Housing Serv- ices Programs, |
Non-Profit Corporations, or any other
organization needing these services,

RS

Performance Indicators:

QO Inspection totals for original and repeat
inspections

2000 Budget LIEP Operations performance
indicator:

ORI

LR

O “we have several staff involved with National ;
Code organizations” [

| k=

2000 Budget LIEF Operations Objective: ﬁ
0 Identify and work toward preserving buildings
and significant structures within
neighborhoods. i

5 Robert Kessler Memo to Joe Reid, January 26, 1998,
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The effectiveness of inspection services can be measured in a fashion similar to the effectiveness
of the other services we have discussed. There are two instances in the budget where the issue of
effectiveness is engaged. First, as an ongoing objective, the LIEP budget states *through
monitoring of the permit volume and valuation, we can verify that all construction projects are
inspected to protect citizens of Saint Paul.” While inspecting all construction projects surely
does act to protect the citizens of Saint Paul, this can not be monitored using permit volume and
valuation data. These data, together with the actual number of permits, do give an indication of
the complexity of the work undertaken. However, it is the number of permits which most
accurately estimates the number of projects requiring inspection. LIEP should modify its

objective accordingly.

Second, the 2000 Budget LIEP Strategic Plan Statement states as a goal to “maintain quality
services in light of the ever increasing construction levels (three record construction years ina
row) with a minimum increase in staff.” This is an excellent goal, which takes into account a
changing environment—dramatic increases in construction. However, there are no performance
indicators connected to it which demonstrate the quality of LIEP’s work. Such goals can be
constructed at several levels. At one level, they could speak to the quality of the building stock,
as we discussed earlier, They could also measure the consistent quality of inspections in spite of
increased work volume. These indicators could include the average length of inspections, and

the types of inspections findings.

On a more pedestrian level, LIEP may wish to add effectiveness performance indicators in the
following areas:

O Number of correction notices which need to be re-issued;

O Number of mistakes in the various inspection activities, which would be collected by
supervisors;
Q@ The number of stop work orders and number of times work is required to be redone;

0 The average length of time buildings are on the vacant buildings list before Certificate of
Compliance issuance or demolition; and

O The effectiveness of the Housing Initiative at increasing housing construction, as discussed in
the Information and Analysis chapter on pages 33 though 37. Notably, a recent article
suggests the following: “...a central city that had adopted a business-friendly philosophy of
enforcement could have increased both the amount and the value of single-family detached
housing by about 9% over the period 1985-1995. Commercial rehabilitation could have
increased about 4% in the number of buildings and about 5% in the value of construction.
This research could help the Housing Initiative establish useful benchmarks to measure their
progress at meeting their program goals. However, it does indicate that progress is slow, and
research attributes improvements to enforcement philosophy, rather than fee levels.

1926

% Burby, et al, 1bid., page 152.
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CONCLUSION

Overall Council Research found the quality criteria present and practiced in some parts of the
organization. LIEP is also generally in compliance with the policies that govern its activities.
Where deficiencies were found, we believe staff have the skills and interest to address them.
Notably, staff were very helpful in the performance audit process both in the interview process in
sharing their time and ideas, and later in responding to questions. What follows is a summary of
our findings.

Planning

LIEP did a great deal of planning during the mid-1990s to accomplish the merger of previously
separate operations that formed the Office. This planning took several forms, It addressed the
actual co-location of these operations, necessary cross-training of counter staff, the rationalization
of administrative procedures between the previously distinct units, and the improvement of
information support systems. Virtually no planning has taken place in recent years and LIEP
views itself to be in a “plan implementation” mode, rather than a “planning” mode. The
enormous amount of staff time spent on implementing first ECLIPS, and then AMANDA have
also left staff with the impression there is little time for planning. It is also apparent that few
staff have been involved in planning activities. Broader participation in plan development will
help staff become more aware of the existence of plans and give them a sense of ownership in the
plans’ success. LIEP has also not been involved with the development of Comprehensive Plan
chapters affecting its work, and has not taken these plans into account in their decision-making
on individual building projects. Council Research found that planning activities in LIEP would
act to better allocate the resources of this office and prepare it for changing circumstances, such
as the record construction years recently experienced.

Leadership

Our examination found several aspects of LIEP’s leadership policies and practices to be very
good. Namely, the commitment of senior leaders to provide a clear mission and vision for the
organization was quite apparent. This is in spite of survey results indicating a lack of vision
provided by the Mayor. Council Research noted that staff repeatedly commented on the
concerted efforts of leaders to recognize individual and team contributions. Finally, LIEP
leadership in recent years has acted to cultivate key stakeholder relationships, such as with the
advent of the Business Review Council. However, there is still more effort required in this area,
especially in terms of communication and inclusiveness in planning activities which should be
taking place. LIEP and the City are out of compliance with two state reporting requirements and
the requirements for a local board of appeals.
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Training

Staff training in LIEP received the highest quality rating. LIEP clearly emphasizes training and
education for its staff, and sees its importance in the context of diminishing staff numbers. LIEP
should be lauded for its training and education efforts and continue them. In terms of improving
this area, LIEP should consider doing more cross-education of all its staff, so they may develop a
better understanding of the roles and responsibilities of their peers within the Office. LIEP
should also examine the allocation of training resources.

Development

Staff development was an area in LIEP in which Council Research had a mix of good and
problematic findings. The survey indicated somewhere between one-fourth and one-fifth of staff
believe the work environment is not conducive to their well-being, that the labor management
relationship is poor, and there are few or no opportunities for them to contribute to the
organizations goals and work procedures. While it is good that three-fourths to four-fifths do not
share these perceptions, it is problematic that there is a fairly large core of people who rate these
areas pootly. LIEP leadership must find a way to engage these staff and their concems. Council
Research suggests LIEP proactively involve them in planning activities, rather than waiting for
volunteers. Also, re-instituting a labor-management group of some type to identify specific
changes which would address problem areas would likely be helpful.

Information and Analysis

LIEP has been undergoing significant changes in the area of information management in recent
years. Council Research is ambivalent in many ways in its findings. While undertaking the
formidable task of automating the management of its information is commendable, several
aspects of implementing ECLIPS and AMANDA could have been better handled, such as
communication with the Council on progress. There are several types of probiems we found in
this area, some of which are attributable to LIEP directly, and other which are more Citywide in
nature. However, these new information systems do give LIEP the ability to perform meaningfyl
analysis of its undertakings in the future. Therefore, we have taken the unusual step of indicating
that it has the potential of significantly increasing its rating in this area if improvements are

made.

Improvement Practices

LIEP did not fare well in Council Research’s examination of its improvement practices. These
mediocre findings are largely attributable to LIEP’s lack of planning and evaluation activities,
and currently poor information and analysis capabilities, which are integral components in the
improvement process. History shows the Office has an adequate basic understanding of
improvement processes, as this is demonstrated in the “quick fixes” undertaken in the mid-1990s.
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Customer Focus

The merger of separate operations into LIEP was the result of an increasing awareness—both in
City government and in the community—of the need for a more customer focused approach. The
merger also provided a means to “refocus” LIEP activities with customers in mind. Much credit
should be given to all involved for their efforts in this area. As with most organizational
initiatives, however, customer focus efforts need tending and continued refinement. There is still
a problem in the organization with the perceived conflict of providing *“code enforcement”
service, as opposed to “customer service,” These concepts need not be conflicting and LIEP
must strive to clarify their vision in this area. Also, some new customer services are called for,
such as a dramatically improved web page.

Results

Given the recently poor quality of information used in LIEP, it is not surprising it received a poor
Results rating. LIEP needs to take time to figure out what are good performance indicators of
their work. This is a critical juncture for the Office to undertake this project, as ECLIPS and
AMANDA are just now capable of providing meaningful data for these measures.

Performance Indicators

The performance indicators and objectives used in the budget process in recent years have been
neglected both by LIEP and the Budget Office. Using performance indicators in an ongoing
cycle of planning, evaluation and improvement could significantly assist LIEP in years to come.
it will help for purposes of internal management, where there is almost no information on
workloads, activities or outcomes. Meaningful performance measures are also key for a
government agency to remain accountable to its customers and stakeholders.
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APPENDIX A: RESOURCES

Council Resolutions:

O 0 0 cdoooodoop

Coungil File 94-293 / acceptance of grant funds for LIEP Process Redesign

Council File 94-1550 / establishment of Business Review Council

Council File 97- 1214 / establishment of funding for the Design Section

Council File 97-1314 / acceptance of report on Design Section and release of contingency funds
Council File 98-588 / establishing pay rate for “City Building Official”

Council File 98-609 / establishing pay rate for “Plan Review Coordinator”

Council File 98-1076 / establishing pay rate for “City Building Official”

Council File 98-1077 / establishing pay rate for “LIEP Help Desk Coordinator”

Courncil File 99-287 / authorizing contract and copyright agreement with U of M Press and the HPC
Council File 99-357 / no developer fee associated with any multi-unit housing project shall exceed
certain guidelines

Council File 99-553 / changing portion of salary plan and rates of compensation for the Building
Inspector

Council File 99-587 / directing the HPC to develop a Heritage Preservation Site and Building
Designation Workplan

Council File 99-815 / approval of special one year pilot program to reduce costs and speed
approvals for new housing construction

Saint Paul City Charter and the Legislative and Administrative Code:

Chapter 5 Permit Fees

Chapter 18 Legislative Hearing Officer

Chapter 19 Power of Inspectors to Enforce Provisions of Code

Chapter 33 Building Code and Inspection

Chapter 34 Minimum Property Maintenance Standards for All Structures and Premises
Chapter 37 Installation or Connection of Gas Equipment

Chapter 38 Elevators, Hoists, Lifts and Moving Stairways

Chapter 43 Vacant Buildings

Chapter 48 Condominium and Conversion Condominium Notice Filing Requirements
Chapter 50 Individual Sewage Treatment Systems

Chapter 60 Zoning Code-Adoption; Purpose; Definition; Districts Uses and Requirements
Chapter 61 Zoning Ordinance-Schedule of Regulations Limiting Heights, Bulk, Density, and
Area by Zoning Districts

Chapter 62 Zoning Code - General Provisions

Chapter 64 Zoning Code - Administration and Enforcement; Amendments; Miscellaneous
Provisions

Chapter 65 Zoning Code - River Corridor

Chapter 66 Zoning Code - Signs

Chapter 67 Zoning - Subdivision Regulations

Chapter 68 Zoning Code - Wetland Conservation

Chapter 72 Floodplain Management Regulations

Chapter 73 Heritage Preservation Commission

Chapter 74 Heritage Preservation Districts and Programs

Chapter 76 Sewers and Drains

Chapter 92 Water Code-Plumbing
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Chapter 95 Water Code-General Provisions

Chapter 310 Uniform License Procedures

Chapter 326 Building Contractors

Chapter 368 Wrecking of Buildings

Chapter 369 Building Trades Business Licenses

Chapter 370 Building Trades Certificates of Competency
Chapter A-6 Service Availability Charges

Budget Documents

Office of License, Inspections and Environmental Protection 2000 Adopted Budget
Office of License, Inspections and Environmental Protection 1999 Adopted Budget
Office of License, Inspections and Environmental Protection 1999 Adopted Budget
Office of License, Inspections and Environmental Protection 1998 Adopted Budget

Books / Miscellaneons Documents

The Urban Institute (1980). Performance Measures: 4 Guide for Local Elected Officials,
Washington D.C., The Urban Institute.

Raymond J. Burby, Peter J. May, Emil E. Malizia, and Joyce Levine, Building Code
Enforcement Burdens and Central City Decline. Journal of the American Planning
Association, Vol. 66, No.2, Spring 2000. ‘

Bryson, John (1995). Strategic Planning for Public and Non-Profit Organization. Jossey-Bass.
2000 Criteria for Performance Excellence, Baldrige National Quality Program.

City of Saint Paul’s Comprehensive Plan / Land Use and Housing Chapters
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APPENDIX B: LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Planning Recommendations

Recommendation # 1: PED should perform, in conjunction with LIEP, a thorough analysis of the
current Zoning Code. In order to be in compliance with current City Code, this should be done every
five years. The analysis should consider the Code’s compatibilities with the City’s Comprehensive Plan
and other development priorities, and the Code should be modified accordingly.

Recommendation # 2: Both PED and LIEP need to take more responsibility for including LIEP in the
development processes for the City’s Comprehensive Plan. By taking responsibility for development,
LIEP will feel more responsible for the objectives of the Plan, and will incorporate the Comprehensive
Plan into its own internal plans and practices.

LIEP’s involvement in the planning and implementation processes of the City’s comprehensive plans will
enable it to make more recommended changes to the zoning code, so that the code and the plans are
compatible and mutually enforceable. In cases where the zoning code and the Comprehensive Plan are
not compatible, LIEP should consider granting variances, equivalencies, or bringing the problem the to
Business Review Council for further review and recommendations.

Recommendation # 3: LIEP should incorporate objectives of the Comprehensive Plans into its plans for
its own operations. By doing so, LIEP will ensure it considers future changes and remains flexible and
uses opportunities to ensure the building stock of the City is solid, safe and contributes to the vitality of
the City.

Recommendation # 4: LIEP should resume proactive planning, including assessing the current
landscape and future economic, social, human resources, political, and technical impacts on LIEP s
work.

Q LIEP must understand the connection between planning and resource allocation to prevent
situations such as the one currently occurring with staff being overworked, resulting in a highly
stressful work environment because technological, economic, and human resource changes were
not comprehensively planned, Closer monitoring of outside influences will assist in projecting
changes in workload and resources, such as those resulting from increased construction in
recent years.

O Outcome measurement must be incorporated into future planning. LIEP must look at the results
of past planning efforts for lessons learned and aveas ta continue to work on. They must also
look at results of past quick fixes to determine effectiveness and remaining issues to be resolved
resulting from the changes.

Q@ LIEP should involve other stakeholders, such as the City Attorney’s Office, Planning and
Economic Development and Public Works in planning process to incorporate the requirements
of other departments and develop an understanding as to how the work of LIEP affects other
depariments.

Recommendation # 5: LIEP should involve staff in defining organizational goals and offer ways for staff
to contribute to them. LIEP needs to find ways to include less-involved staff in decision-making and
make them more aware of planning and improvements taking place in the office and how they can
contribute. LIEP should not wait for them to approach management, as history shows they will not.
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Leadership Recommendations

Recommendation # 6: At a minimum, communrnication between LIEP and the State Fire Marshal needs to
be improved so they can insure that inspections, installations, and removal of fuel storage tanks are
occurring. In order to ensure compliance the approval should come from the City, rather than from the
state, leaving all responsibility at the City level. LIEP should work with the State Fire Marshal to
determine procedural and legislative changes required to bring this about.

Recommendation # 7: LIEP and Saint Paul Regional Water Services need to clarify their roles relating
to the plumbing code. As the Building Official has ultimate responsibility for enforcing the plumbing
code, perhaps LIEP should conduct the inspections currently performed by Regional Water. This may
lead to enhanced efficiency for both entities.

Recommendation # 8: LIEP should market its service of providing building evaluations to community
development corporations. This valuable tool would enhance the relationship between CDCs and the
City and ensure that rehabilitations address building code problems appropriately.

Recommendation # 9: LIEP and the Design Center should clarify their respective roles and level of
authority and clearly explain them to permit applicants.

Recommendation # 10: LIEP and the City Attorney’s Office need to clarify whether the City is in
compliance with state law regarding appeals of decisions of the building code official.

Recommendation # 11: LIEP and PED should take leadership in developing a quarterly
interdepartmental meeting for all staff who work with small businesses.

Recommendation # 12: LIEP should meet with Code Enforcement and other appropriate City agencies
to discuss and find solutions to the issue of long-term incomplete projects in the City’s neighborhoods.

Recommendation # 13: LIEP needs to come into, and remain in, compliance with state reporting
requirements for both its building code and heritage preservation activities.

Recommendation # 14: LIEP should provide the City Council at regularly scheduled intervals, a
complete explanation of the current automation situation including funding, hours spent on the project,
timeline and reasons for the lengthened timeline.

Recommendation # 15: LIEP should evaluate its mission statement to ensure it answers the following
questions:

b Who are we? What distinguishes LIEP from other City departments?
Q  Whar do we do?

[ For whom do we do ir?

b Why do we do it?

Recommendation # 16: LIEP should identify objectives to put the mission statement into action and also
identify specific objectives for each area of LIEP. This will enhance employee understanding of how
their particular responsibilities help meet those objectives and thus fulfill the mission. Finally, LIEP
should identify specific organizational values under which all employees operate and exemplify them at
all levels of the organization.
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Training Recommendations

Recommendation # 17: LIEP should reassess where resources are allocated for training to determine if
some staff have less access to training than others, and whether this is appropriate. LIEP should also
determine if, and how, the training is affecting workload allocation.

Recommendation # 18: LIEP needs to encourage all staff in all work areas to pursue relevant training
and provide the resources whenever possible.

Recommendation # 19: More cross-education of all LIEP functions would be valuable. Staff tend to
have limited knowledge of the functions of work areas beyond their own. Having a good working
knowledge of the other functional areas will assist staff in answering customer questions and
coordinating efforts to prevent problems.

Development Recommendations

Recommendation # 20: LIEP should follow through on its commitment to open communication between
staff and management and discuss together issues related to morale and other workplace concerns. This
could involve increased management attendance at work-group or team meetings, as well as more
proactive involvement of staff not traditionally involved in organization-wide discussions.

Recommendation # 21: LIEP should reconvene a labor-management group to actively pursue issues of
mutual concern. Clear guidelines and expectations should be established so meetings are a place for
cooperation, not confrontation and complaining. Leaders should emphasize this is a non-grievance
discussion forum. The leaders of the group will also need to engage the problems encountered by the
first labor-management group, such as too many participants — The last group had two representatives
from each bargaining unit in LIEP which may have made the group too unwieldy and ineffective.

Recommendation # 22: LIEP should address work environment issues. The proposed Labor-
Management Committee should discuss both the factors negatively impacting the environment and what
specific steps can be taken to decrease the stress level experienced by many staff. Additionally, this
group could examine what specifically could be done to make LIEP a more supportive work environment
for those who feel it is not currently supportive.

Information and Analysis Recommendations

Recommendation # 23: The City of Saint Paul should provide the financial resources to atiow for the
purchase of an economical software package that would interface between the GIS system and
AMANDA. This would allow broad access to GIS for all departments utilizing the AMANDA system and
enhance the ability to coordinate activities and information between various departments.

Recommendation # 24: Not only must LIEP work to implement hand-held computers as soon as
possible due to their usefulness, LIEP must also train its inspectors to integrate the hand-held computers
into their work practices. Inspectors must make it a practice to load all inspections comments into the
database so other inspectors have the same information. Inspectors should also begin the practice of
looking up information to ensure they are providing permittees with accurate information.
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Recommendation # 25: LIEP should clearly identify the information gathering potential of the new
computer systems and the usefulness of the data. (See previous box for suggestion). Data collected and
analyzed should be related to the mission and objectives of the organization.

Recommendation # 26: LIEP should analyze the effectiveness of the computer systems. One method to
analyze the effectiveness would be to follow-up with staff based on survey responses indicating the
systems are not useful. LIEP should encourage and gather input on the systems and respond to the
input, even if it is not possible to immediately address all concerns or suggestions.

Improvement Practices Recommendations

Recommendation # 27: LIEP should involve itself in a complete improvement practices process that
includes planning, implementation and evaluation of its improvements.

Recommendation # 28: LIEP needs to use data analysis to evaluate the effectiveness of its improvement
practices. So far, they have little documentation to substantiate claims of improvement other than
anecdotal evidence.

Recommendation # 29: It is apparent that LIEP has few formalized and widely understood goals.
Therefore, LIEP staff should be involved in defining improvement practices, setting goals and evaluating
activities. (Goal setting is discussed in the planning, leadership and results quality sections).
Improvement practices should link activities to goals and objectives. They should also help
organizations achieve their goals and objectives. ’

Customer Focus Recommendations

Recommendation # 30: Develop marketing strategies for promoting the express permits, the
preliminary plan review process, pre-paid permit accounts, parking reimbursement and any other
customer-focused practices.

Recommendation # 31: LIEP is one of the City agencies which has the most direct contact with
residents and businesses seeking information, and stands to benefit greatly from having as much
information as possible on its web page. Completion of the web site should be a high priority for LIEP,
particularly in light of the goal to have it completed by the end of 1996. Information that should be
available to customers on-line includes:

permit applications and permit status information;

inspections results;

general building code and zoning information, similar to the paper handouts available;
information on special programs and projects, such as the Housing Initiative;

a Frequently-Asked-Questions (FAQ) page; and

an “ask-the-inspector” page in which visitors could post general questions to trade inspectors.

ocodoo

Recommendation # 32: LIEP should develop a policy requiring trade inspectors to wear an
identification badge at all times while performing inspections.

Recommendation # 33: LIEP should develop a policy for granting equivalencies which is known and
used by all inspectors in an effort to make the practice fair, consistent and useful. The City Attorney
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should be involved in developing this policy to ensure it is legally sound. The development of these
policies will enhance LIEP's image in the City.

Recommendation # 34: LIEP should work to change the attitude of its inspectors who believe that
contractors and property owners are trying to hide something from them. They should immediately
cease threatening property owners with retaliation, which is contrary to LIEP policy, but is reported to
happen from time fo time.

Recommendation # 35: LIEP should develop a process for leaving information with both property
owners and contractors upon final inspections, particularly when changes are still required before the
permit can be closed.

Recommendation # 36: LIEP should look at the practices of building inspections departments in other
cities for possible customers service improvements. One suggestion would be maintaining evening hours
one or two nights a week to make it easier for homeowners who work during the day to apply for
permits, such as is the practice in San Diego.

Recommendation # 37: LIEP should consider other options besides an annual or biennial survey for
monitoring customer needs and satisfaction. Some suggestions include survey cards issued with the
Certificate of Occupancy or when a permit is closed. Another option is to focus on evaluating one
activity per month. For example, give surveys to everyone who applies for a permit in February, in
March give surveys to everyone who has a site plan review, and in August to everyone who receives an
inspection. This way, not all sections are burdened with conducting a survey at the same time. If
another, organization-wide survey is desired, LIEP should consider consulting with organizations which
have been successful in reaching a high response rate from their customers.

Recommendation # 38: LIEP should formalize customer service standards, such as plan review’s three
day turn-around for basic plan reviews. This would help all staff understand the customer service
standards and how their work contributes to the goals set by the organization.

Recommendation # 39: LIEP should provide more customer service training for inspectors to help them
understand how they can provide good customer service and good code enforcement.

Recommendation # 40: Develop an idea/complaint/compliment line and/or e-mail address that would
allow customers to directly communicate with LIEP at their own convenience and at any time, rather
than just through the annual customer Survey.

Results Recommendation

Recommendation # 41: LIEP needs to develop a meaningful performance indicators system Jor
determining how well they are meeting the organization’s goals. This process needs to overtly take into
account issues which may not be “measurable, " but which also need to be documented and reported
over time. The development process should also be inclusive and incorporate staff ideas. A performance
measurement system should function not only to give feedback to managers and policy makers, but also
to staff who rely on it to provide them regular feedback on individual activities. All of the organization’s
stakeholders have an interest in knowing how well the organization is meeling its goals. Examples of
specific measures are outlined in the next chapter. Additionally, the Mayor s Office should much more
actively monitor performance indicators used in the budget and assist the City’s departments in
developing more meaningful indicators.
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