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BACKGROUND

Chapter 25 of the City’s Code of Ordinances states in part, "Any person who seeks to
develop land . . . shall be required to pay a transportation impact fee in the manner and
amount set forth in this chapter.” The current transportation impact fees became effective
January 1, 1989, and are calculated by Construction Service Center staff.

The ordinance created six (6) separate transportation impact fee districts. Each district has its
own separate fee schedule. A fee-payer can opt not to have the impact fee determined by the
fee schedule. However, an alternative calculation, in accordance with set provisions of the
ordinance, must be independently performed. The Transportation Division has the
responsibility for determining the propriety of these independent calculations.

In general, impact fees are to be used in the district from which they were collected. The
ordinance requires that “impact fees shall be used for the purpose of capital improvements to
and expansion of the city, county and state roadway network and transportation facilities
within the city.” Credits to fee-payers are provided if certain performance criteria are met.
These include roadway improvements, right-of-way dedications, and change of land use and
cash contributions under a development order. The Construction Services Center calculates
credits involving change of land use. The Transportation Division calculates credits for
roadway improvements and right-of-way dedications.

Transportation impact fee refunds are required by the ordinance if "Any funds not expended
or encumbered by the end of the calendar quarter immediately following six (6) years from
the date the roads impact fee was paid shall be returned to the owner. . ." Also, refunds are
made for overpayment by a developer and/or contractor. During the audit we noted that there
were no refunds of impact fees that were not expended during the mandated period.

STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES

This audit was conducted in accordance with the Internal Audit Department's FY09 Audit
Agenda. The objectives of this audit were to ensure that:

1. Assessed impact fees were collected prior to permit or certificate of occupancy issuance
or, if allowed, exemptions were properly documented.

2. Assessed impact fees were credited to the appropriate districts.

3. Collected impact fees were spent in the appropriate districts.



4. Collected impact fees were encumbered or spent within six years from date of collection.

STATEMENT OF SCOPE

The audit period covered transportation impact fee activity that occurred from October 1,
2006, through September 30, 2008, (FY07-FY08). Source documentation was obtained from
the Construction Services Center and Public Works locations. Original records, as well as
copies, were used as evidence and verified through physical examination.

STATEMENT OF METHODOLOGY

The sample size and selection were statistically generated using Automated Command
Language (ACL) and a desired confidence level of 90 percent, expected error rate of 0
percent, and a desired precision of 10 percent. Statistical sampling was used in order to infer
the conclusions of test work performed on a sample to the population from which it was
drawn and to obtain estimates of sampling error involved. When appropriate, judgmental
sampling was used to improve the overall efficiency of the audit; however, when judgmental
sampling was used, ACL provided the sampled items.

To achieve the audit’s objectives, reliance was placed on computer-processed data contained
in the City’s Permitting System. We assessed the reliability of the data contained in the
Permitting System and conducted sufficient tests of the data contained therein. Based on
these assessments and tests, we concluded the data generated through the Permitting System
was reliable.

STATEMENT OF AUDITING STANDARDS

We conducted this audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient,
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on
our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for
our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.

AUDIT CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the test work performed and the audit findings noted below, we concluded that:

1. Assessed impact fees were collected prior to permit or certificate of occupancy issuance;
however, some exemptions did not comply with the requirements of the Code.

2. Assessed impact fees were credited to the appropriate district.



3. Collected impact fees were spent in the appropriate district.

4. Collected impact fees were either encumbered or spent within six years from date of
collection.

While the findings discussed below may not, individually or in the aggregate, significantly
impair the operations of the Transportation Division, they do present risks that can be more
effectively controlled. Before we completed our audit, Transportation Division personnel
implemented some of the Internal Audit Department's recommendations.



DATA RELIABILITY — ACCESS FOR TERMINATED EMPLOYEES

AUDIT ISSUE
System access for terminated employees was not removed in a timely manner.

OBSERVATIONS

During a comparison of employees with access to the Housing Services System (HSS) and
current City of Tampa employees, we noted two of 11 employees whose status was
terminated. Technology and Innovation staff indicated that these would subsequently be
removed; however, we also noted that terminated employee access had been allowed to
remain in effect at the request of departments.

This particular issue is mitigated by the fact that their overall City of Tampa network system
access had been removed, therefore they could not get into the system to access their
functions.

CRITERIA
Safeguarding of assets should be maintained through only authorized users having access to
City systems.

RISK DESCRIPTION
Unauthorized access could allow manipulation of data.

RECOMMENDATION 1
Technology and Innovation should be required to terminate access for all terminated
employees effective at the end of the day on their last day of active employment.

MANAGEMENT'S RESPONSE (TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION)

We agree and this is a standard operating procedure in regards to most terminated employees.
To remedy the situations noted above, all Co-Op accounts will now be deactivated and the
HSS account deleted upon notification from HR of the Co-Op student’s termination. The
other situation was unique and the account was allowed to remain in tact at the request of the
department and only after the request was approved by the Technology and Innovation
department’s C1O and Information Assurance Officer. Until the Application Groups can
identify if the accounts are hard coded in mainframe applications, removal becomes a greater
business risk. The account password did rest when the original owner left.

As pointed out in other audit responses by this office, the City’s exit policies and procedures,
and thus notification to our department, needs improvement. Employees can retire and our
notification of an employee exit can be delayed, in some cases up to a month, based on the
amount of vacation time an employee takes at the end of their service. In other instances
terminations are not reported in a timely fashion, some protract over a period while appeals
are heard. Furthermore we are often requested to keep accounts active, because proper
cessation planning has not occurred, for the benefit of a department. We have additionally
recommended the following exit procedures be woven into an exit policy fabric:

e Knowledge Transfer Policy or Process
e Operational Responsibilities (Exit Checklist)



e Standardized Exit Survey
e Face-to-Face Exit Interview



IMPACT FEE CALCULATIONS

AUDIT ISSUE
Documentation to support impact fee calculation and / or waiver should be retained.

OBSERVATIONS

A sample of 50 projects was selected to review for the proper calculation of the
transportation impact fees due. The review also included determining if the fees collected
were credited to the appropriate general ledger account, based on the district of the project
location. For one project, no documentation could be located to review. In reviewing
documentation for the remaining 49 projects (see dots on map below) it was determined that
no impact fee was required for 34 projects because they had either been cancelled or for the
permits issued, no impact fee was required.

For the remaining 15 projects: 6 (20%) did not have documentation to support the amount of
credit calculated and 2 (13%) did not have documentation to support if the fee was paid or
waived as required by code.
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The current Permitting system does not have a default transaction code that captures the
requirement of paying an impact fee. This information has to be manually added to the
permit as a type "MA" - Miscellaneous Activity with the additional description of
transportation impact fee.

CRITERIA
City Code Chapter 25 Section 25-74(d) Transfer of credits, outlines all of the requirements to
be met and documentation to be provided.

RISK DESCRIPTION
An inappropriate waiver of impact fee and / or transfer of credit could result in a loss of
revenue for the City of Tampa.

RECOMMENDATION 2

Management should ensure all fee calculations that involve the issuance of a “credit" are
supported with details of how the credit was determined. Also, all documentation related to
each project should be maintained; including validated support of fee payments.

The Technology and Innovation Department should be requested to determine if the
Permitting System can be enhanced to provide a default fee assessment based on certain
application requests (for example - new home permit would generate a specific fee).

MANAGEMENT'S RESPONSE (GROWTH MANAGEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT
SERVICES)

We have reviewed the audit recommendation and basically agree that transportation impact
fee credits must be properly documented. To that end, we have modified our standard
operating procedures to require our plan review staff provide a narrative explaining how the
credit amount was assessed directly on our impact fee worksheet. This document is stored in
the project folder that is ultimately archived with the rest of the project information.

In addition, we also agree that it would be most helpful if the Technology and Innovation
Department could enhance our Permitting System to provide a default fee assessment for
specific project types, i.e., new construction. This would reduce the workload and provide
for more efficient processing of impact fees.



PAYMENTS TO HART

AUDIT ISSUE
The current process of reimbursing HART for expenses related to Transportation Impact Fee
projects is inefficient for work performed by City of Tampa departments.

OBSERVATIONS

During the audit period (October 1, 2006 through September 30, 2008) the City of Tampa
reimbursed Hillsborough Area Regional Transit (HART) for construction projects totaling
more than $850,000. However, included in those invoices received from HART were
requests for reimbursement from City of Tampa departments (Public Works and Parks and
Recreation) for services rendered. These payments totaled more than $739,000.

During a review of the details we noted that the HART related transactions resulted in the
City of Tampa reimbursing itself for work performed. We noted that there is an Interlocal
Agreement that establishes these activities. However, the transaction processing results in
the issuance of invoices and checks to / from the same entities (City of Tampa and HART).

CRITERIA
Efficient processing of invoicing and payments.

RISK DESCRIPTION
Creating additional processing of transactions and associated costs without any added or
improved accounting controls.

RECOMMENDATION 3

Management should consider using journal entries to cover expenses incurred by City of
Tampa departments that are to be reimbursed by funds due to HART, instead of issuing
invoices and subsequently checks to HART. As an alternative, at the time of request for
reimbursement from HART those charges incurred by City of Tampa departments could be
shown as credits along with documentation of HART’s approval of the charges.

MANAGEMENT'S RESPONSE (PUBLIC WORKS)

We agree with the audit findings. Currently, HART has agreed to build future projects, the
City inspects to ensure project completeness, and then the City nets out the difference for
payment processing.




REFUNDS OF TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES PAID

AUDIT ISSUE
Documentation for impact fee refunds did not always comply with City code requirements.

OBSERVATIONS

Using Automated Command Language (ACL) software, we performed a 100% review of
general ledger transactions that posted against sub-object code 4903 - Refund of Fees Paid
during the audit period. Based on the results, a review of the documentation to support the
refund of the transportation impact fees was performed to ensure they were appropriate. This
review identified three refunds that were issued because of existing impact fee letters of
credit.

For the three refunds based on letters of credit, the documentation provided did not comply
with the requirements of Chapter 25-74(d)(3)(d). Specifically, the request to transfer credits
did not include:

a) notarized signatures of both parties (the owner of record and the transferee);

b) the amount of the transferred credit;

c) the development associated with the credit; and

d) the transfer fee credit agreement creating the credits.

CRITERIA

City Code Chapter 25, Section 74(d)(3)(d) - indicates that the "transfer or assignment of
credits for approved roadway improvements . . . permitted by this section. . . shall be
accomplished by a written instrument filed with the director identifying the record owner of
the credits, the development associated . . .execution of the instrument by both the record
owner . . . And the transferee shall be acknowledged by a notary public."

RISK DESCRIPTION
Non-compliance with the code may allow waiver of fees that should have otherwise been
collected.

RECOMMENDATION 4
Management should require that any requests for transfer of credits related to impact fees due
for developments should fulfill all requirements stipulated in the City of Tampa code.

MANAGEMENT'S RESPONSE (TRANSPORTATION DIVISION)

The Transportation Division concurs with the recommendation. Management should require
that any requests for transfer of credits related to impact fees due for developments should
fulfill all requirements stipulated in the City of Tampa code.

On August 21, 2009, prior to completion of the audit, the Transportation Division shared
City of Tampa Code Chapter 25-74(d)(3)(d) with credit holders advising them of the code
requirements. We also provided an example of a credit letter that complies with code.

Transportation staff was directed to ensure all impact fee credit letters contain the terms and



conditions as recorded in the code. In being proactive to the audit recommendations, staff
has already taken initiative to ensure each credit holder’s compliance with the code’s
provisions.
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