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OFFICE OF THE COUNCIL AUDITOR
Suite 200, St. James Building

December 19, 2000 Report No. 521

Honorable Members of the City Council
City of Jacksonville

INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Section 5.10 of the Charter of the Gfityacksonville and Chapter 102 of the
Jacksonville Municipal Code, we examined the atgisi of the open water lifeguards
with the Recreation Activities Division of the Depaent of Parks, Recreation and
Entertainment for the City of Jacksonville and prdsthis report thereon. The
Department's response to our recommendations hes® inserted into the body of the
report. Their response memorandum is also attaabé&khibit A.

The City currently staffs open water lifeguardskathryn Abbey Hanna Park (Hanna)
and Huguenot Memorial Park (Huguenot). The guardinguguenot Park first began in
1999. Hanna Park has approximately two miles devflant beach, which it staffs with
twelve to fourteen lifeguards on weekdays and #&mnt to sixteen lifeguards on
weekends. Huguenot Park is approximately one mileength and staffs sixteen to
eighteen lifeguards on weekdays and eighteen totywifeguards on weekends. In
addition to the regular lifeguards on duty, eachcdhetypically has at least one beach
manager, at least one lifeguard captain and at taees lifeguard lieutenant on duty for
supervision of the lifeguards. The lifeguards sgasonal employees, with both beaches
being guarded starting on Memorial Day weekend ksing through Labor Day
weekend. The beaches are staffed only on weekendsschool is out for the summer,
at which point the beaches are staffed daily.

The lifeguard program for the City of Jacksonvaldieaches has certification from the
United States Lifeguarding Association (USLA). Jlaertification requires that certain
requirements be met for lifeguard instructors,gifard training and lifeguard equipment
requirements.

STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the audit were as follows:
1. To determine that the cost of providing lifeguastvices to the City’s beaches is
appropriate to ensure the most efficient and ecacelrase of resources.

2. To determine that lifeguards are adequately traimecccordance with national
standards to perform their required duties and rentheir own safety and that of the
public.



STATEMENT OF SCOPE
The audit period of our detailed testing was theser of 1999 and 2000, and for
training for the summer of 2000.

STATEMENT OF METHODOLOGY

All of the random samples used for testing purposese selected using the Stats
program. We obtained a list of all of the lifeguahployees for the 1999 and 2000
seasons from the Aquatics Activity. We used thgghsystem to pull the information
regarding payroll amounts for each of the lifeggardVe selected a random sample of
employees from the entire population of lifeguatdstest various steps of our audit
program. We selected two observation days forliteguards based on how busy we
thought the beaches would be and the availabilitytr® auditors to make the
observations. We selected a random sample of days the population of days during
the season to test some steps in the audit progh&ie.used the three other beaches in
Duval County (Jacksonville Beach, Atlantic Beacld &teptune Beach) as well as the
American Red Cross for comparison purposes. Wairtdd a list of the capital outlay
expenditures for 1999 and 2000 for the lifeguaragprms from Aquatics and selected
those over $1,000 to test. We obtained informatiegarding privatization from the
Internet and prior work performed in the area. Wained the requirements of the
USLA standards from the Internet. We also contatitedappropriate personnel in order
to review any problems that occurred with equipmeperation and any worker’'s
compensation and public liability claims relatedhe beaches.

STATEMENT OF AUDITING STANDARDS

We conducted our audit in accordance with generalgepted government auditing
standards issued by the Comptroller General ofUhded States. Those standards
require that we plan and perform the audit to affareasonable basis for our judgements
and conclusions regarding the organization, progractivity, or function under audit.
This audit also included an assessment of appécabhbnagement controls and
compliance with requirements of laws and regul&iaren necessary to satisfy audit
objectives. We believe that our audit providesasonable basis for our conclusions.

AUDIT CONCLUSIONS

The conclusions for our objectives are as follows:

1. Based on our testing, the cost of providing lifeguservices to the City’s beaches is
appropriate. We did note some areas of improverioergnsuring the most efficient
and economical use of resources. These areas @ Imelow in our findings for this
objective and our opportunity for improvement sactof this report.

2. Except for our findings noted below, the lifeguasede being adequately trained in
accordance with national standards to perform tlegjuired duties and ensure their
own safety and that of the public.



AUDIT OBJECTIVE #1

In order to test audit objective #1, we first ob&ad a list of all of the lifeguard employees
for the 1999 and 2000 seasons from the Aquaticwifyct We used this list to determine
the total wages that were paid to each employeth&€1999 and 2000 seasons. We used
the payroll system to pull the information regagdipayroll amounts for each of the
lifeguards. From our random sample of employeestested for agreement of the hours
that the employees worked to the Personnel DocurNentber 10s (PD-10s) and the
attendance reports. From our random sample of dalected during the season, we
tested to determine that the number of lifeguamglaty agreed to the number per the
Aquatics Standard Operating Procedures. We obsdahedifeguards on two separate
occasions to determine the number of chairs useehelh beach and the number of
lifeguards on duty. We also compared the work sglesdand costs for Jacksonville’s
beaches to the other beaches in Duval County—JaceiigoBeach, Atlantic Beach and
Neptune Beach. We obtained a list of the capiitlag expenditures for 1999 and 2000
for the lifeguard programs from Aquatics and tedtemse expenditures over $1,000 for
reasonableness and accuracy. We also contact&®kth€ross to determine the cost and
feasibility of contracting with them to providedduard services. We examined the prior
work performed by the Administration in the area mivatization and examined
information regarding other beaches that privatiegr services.

Our findings relating to audit objective #1 aredis below.

Finding #1

Upon review of the payroll records for 1999, werfduhat attendance records were not
used to support the hours recorded on the PD-IBs.Supervisors recorded the hours on
the PD-10s at the beaches without any supportimgirdentation for them. The hours
reported on the PD-10s and the hours paid per #yeolh system were materially in
agreement with one another for the season.

Recommendation #1

For 2000, attendance sheets were used. Howeese 8heets did not always support the
amounts recorded on the PD-10s (see Finding #2).r&femmend that a system be
developed which allows lifeguards to document tbers they work each day which
would be approved by the supervisor on duty and the used to document the
information on the PD-10s. A time clock would bgaod solution to keeping record of
the hours the employees work. The PD-10s would beeused to determine the number
of hours for which the employees would be paid.| tAtee of these should agree in
amount.

Finding #2
Through our testing of the payroll system, PD-10d attendance reports for 2000, we

found that the hours documented on the attendasmerts did not always support the
hours worked per the PD-10s and the hours paidthgempayroll system. The hours
worked per the PD-10s and the hours paid per tlyeojpasystem were materially in

agreement with one another for the season.



Recommendation #2

Although attendance sheets were used for suppotteofPD-10s for 2000, the hours

recorded were not always accurate. We recommeatdatisystem be developed which
allows lifeguards to document the hours they wa&heday, which would be approved

by the supervisor on duty and then be used to dentithe information on the PD-10s.

A time clock would be a good solution to keepingarel of the hours the employees
work. The PD-10s would then be used to determieentimber of hours for which the

employees would be paid. All three of these shagitee in amount and pay rate each
pay period.

Auditee's Response to Recommendations #1 and #2

Open Water Lifeguards will use time clocks to rectireir time beginning in the 2001
season. This will ensure that all attendance aagrq@ll records are substantiated with
sufficient support documentation of attendance.refa attention to the information
reported on these documents will ensure that albrds report identical information.

Finding #3
For the payroll period ending June 23, 2000, althef lifeguards were paid a rate of

$7.00 per hour regardless of the park in which thiegked. Lifeguards were receiving a
rate of $8.00 per hour for the 1999 season for imgriat Huguenot due to the driving

distance and the more intense working conditioi$he rate of $8.00 per hour was

implemented for Huguenot after the pay period egpdimne 23, 2000, but not all

lifeguards received a retroactive pay increasdherhours paid in the prior period at the
lower rate. In addition we noted that the rateéestaon the PD-10s did not agree to the
rate per the payroll system approximately 30% eftiime (118 out of 395 instances).

Recommendation #3

We recommend that the amount be calculated and thaidis owed to any of the
lifeguards who worked at Huguenot Park but werel paeé Hanna Park rate. We also
recommend that in the future the pay rate showtherPD-10 be verified for correctness.

Auditee's Response to Recommendation #3

The Department Business Office has corrected alegpayments. To prevent this same
error in the future, both beaches will operate unttee same pay scale, beginning with
the 2001 season.

Finding #4
We found that the salaries for both Hanna and Hogu®ark were being charged to

index code PRRAO11AD (Recreation Activities) foetB000 season through the pay
period ending September 15, 2000. This is theecbindex code for Hanna Park, but the
salaries for Huguenot Park are budgeted in the BlguPark Trust Fund as a transfer
from the Hanna Park Trust Fund (per Ordinance requents), and accordingly should
be charged to index code PRPM1D2.

Recommendation #4
This issue is under review by the business officetlie Department of Parks, Recreation
and Entertainment. They are going to prepare mg@entry to transfer the cost of the




lifeguards from the Recreation Activities accouatthe Huguenot Park Trust Fund
account. We concur with this treatment of theifiigd

Auditee's Response to Recommendation #4
The Department Business Office has corrected ther dry transferring funds from
PRPM1D2 to PRRAO11AD.

Finding #5

Through our testing we found that there were lilegs working excessive hours during
the season. Because the lifeguards are on duy3 a week from 9 a.m. to 6 p.m.
during the regular season, causing them to workesovertime, we considered over 100
hours in a pay period to be excessive. For 1998xaeined a total of 86 lifeguards and
found that 20 lifeguards (23%) worked over 100 Baarat least one pay period for the
season. For 2000 we examined a total of 87 lifetpuand found that 22 lifeguards
(25%) worked over 100 hours in at least one pajogdor the season. The safety of the
public may be jeopardized if the lifeguards arediand not alert for their shifts.

Recommendation #5

We recommend that the lifeguards do not work mbaant100 hours during any pay
period. This can be accomplished through rotanahe scheduling of lifeguards so that
all lifeguards on duty are alert and able to bpwoesive to the needs of the public.

Auditee's Response to Recommendation #5

The 2001 schedule has been developed to changdieshifts are scheduled for
lifeguards. The new scheduling strategy shouldltes the typical work week being 40
hours. Additionally, some new equipment will bechased to minimize trips between
the two beaches, which can take inordinate amoointisne due to the ferry schedule.

Finding #6

We examined the work schedules to determine thatntimber of lifeguards on duty
corresponded to the number of lifeguards per theuafigs Standard Operating
Procedures (SOP). After examining the work schexjule compared them to the PD-
10s to confirm the number of lifeguards that worké&er the Aquatics SOP, Hanna Park
should operate with between 12 to 14 lifeguardsveekdays and 14 to 16 lifeguards on
weekend days. Per the Aquatics SOP, Huguenot slopdcate with 16 to 18 lifeguards
on weekdays and 18 to 20 lifeguards on weekend ddysugh our testing we found that
of the 36 days tested, Hanna Park operated wighthes) 12 lifeguards on weekdays and
less than 14 lifeguards on weekends on 23 (64%%)e086 days. Specifically, we noted at
Hanna Park that in one instance on 6/24/00, thel®@Bhowed that there was only one
lifeguard on duty. In another instance on 7/1t6@re were only two lifeguards on duty
per the PD-10s. Through our testing we found Hhaguenot Park operated with less
than 16 lifeguards on weekdays or less than 18§uUdeds on weekends on 20 (56%) of
the 36 days. Understaffing of the beaches mayitresjeopardizing the safety of the
public.



Recommendation #6

We recommend that the Aquatics Activity adheretsoStandard Operating Procedures
when determining the number of lifeguards to hamedaty at the beaches, and make
certain that an adequate number of lifeguards amuty to ensure public safety.

Auditee's Response to Recommendation #6

Maintaining adequate staffing is an important risdduction and safety consideration.

The Aquatics Supervisor has analyzed the attenda&oserage and incident records and
calculated the coverage rates that will be refldciea the updated 2001 Aquatics

Standard Operating Procedures (SOP). Based oniguewecords, we believe we can
reduce the number of lifeguards on the beach wttheppardizing public safety. This

slight reduction will make higher hourly rates pibds, as a means of enticing the best
candidates in a highly competitive labor environimen

Finding #7

On June 16, 2000, we observed the activities ab btanna and Huguenot Parks to
determine how the parks functioned and note artgimees of problems we saw. While at
Hanna Park we found that on the southernmost apo#ssto the beach, a sign is posted
stating, “No Lifeguard on Duty, Swim at Your OwnsRi” However, a lifeguard was on
duty within a short distance from the sign.

Recommendation #7
We recommend that the Aquatics Activity remove s$igns if in fact a lifeguard is on
duty in the area so that beach patrons are propgdysmed.

Auditee's Response to Recommendation #7
The Aquatics Supervisor will ensure that trainingvers the removal of signs when
lifeguards are on duty in the area.

Finding #8
On June 16, 2000 we observed the activities at bt#thna and Huguenot Parks to

determine how the parks functioned and note artamees of problems we saw. Through
our observations we found that at Huguenot Parketheere signs posted stating,
“Danger Stay Off the Rocks,” and “Danger Stay Gty Rocks.” However, there were
small children and adults swimming within 30 fedttlee rocks, with some actually
standing on the rocks within view of a lifeguardthaut receiving any warning from the
lifeguards. Our review of 75 incident reports foe tbeaches for 1999 revealed that 14
injuries (19%) were incurred as a result of beimgop around the jetties at Huguenot
Park.

Recommendation #8

We recommend that in the future the lifeguard oty chear the jetty rocks instruct

patrons to swim the appropriate distance away ftioerocks and not allow persons to
climb on the jetty rocks. Cooperation may be ndefiilem the Jacksonville Sheriff's

Officers monitoring the beach to enforce these @daces, but it should be the
responsibility of the lifeguards to notify the @idirs.




Auditee's Response to Recommendation #8

The use of the jetty by park patrons has always laeeoncern. Fishermen want to fish
there and swimmers use the jetty as well. Thesradkect barnacles, which are the
primary source of injuries on the jetty (cuts, adioms, etc.). A lifeguard’'s primary
responsibility is watching the water, since riskdobwning is our primary concern. If a
lifeguard changes focus from the water to the jetty face greater drowning risks. A
land-based lifeguard supervisor periodically wanpetrons off the jetty. Since there is
no ordinance prohibiting the public from accessihg jetty, JSO officers will not enforce
such a prohibition. We could include in the Hugotelrark rules a prohibition from the
jetty. These rules are printed in a brochure tisagiven to park patrons when they come
through the admission gate. However, such a probibwill not be popular with the
Huguenot Park customers. We will continue to warla solution to this situation.

Finding #9
On June 16, 2000, we observed the activities ab btanna and Huguenot Parks to

determine how the parks functioned and note antamees of problems we saw. We
found that at the North end of Huguenot Park themee signs posted stating, “Strong
Currents, No Swimming.” However, there was a worabowing her young children to
swim there, and there was no enforcement of tree rul

Recommendation #9

We recommend that the lifeguards at both HannaHumglienot Park enforce all rules,
and when necessary invoke the cooperation of tblesdaville Sheriff’'s Officer on duty
at the park to ensure that all patrons follow thles of the park.

Auditee's Response to Recommendation #9

Park rules that are not stated in an ordinance aanpe enforced by JSO. The Aquatics
Supervisor will ensure that training covers the cgoément of park rules that are
reflected in posted signs. We will also reviseldteehure to reflect these posted areas.

Finding #10
We reviewed the Privatization report from the comee formed by the Administration

to discuss privatization of the lifeguards at Haand Huguenot Parks. There appeared to
be a conflict of interest for some members of thenmittee because the Open Water

Specialist and the Aquatics Supervisor for the beadoth served on the committee.

Privatization would likely eliminate or reduce ttieties associated with these positions.

Recommendation #10
We recommend that in the future if privatizatiorcesidered for the lifeguard program,
that a committee is selected that is more indepgrafehe situation.

Auditee's Response to Recommendation #10
Recommendation noted.

Finding #11
We reviewed the Privatization report from the comeei formed to discuss privatization

of the lifeguards at Hanna and Huguenot Parksppeared that the method used for



determining the cost of the programs was not a gerynd method. The measurement
used for comparison was the total cost for the rpamogdivided by the total number of
lifeguards to give a cost per lifeguard ratio. There lifeguards that are used, the lower
your fixed cost items will be per lifeguard becayse are dividing the cost by a larger
number. The main costs that actually vary basethemumber of lifeguards are the cost
of salaries, benefits, and the supplies for indigidifeguards. Items such as electricity,
rent for buildings, capital assets, vehicles andtxdor repair and maintenance of
vehicles do not vary depending on the number efjlirds. Those costs are essentially
fixed. By dividing these costs by a larger numikelifeguards, we have a lower cost per
lifeguard than the other Cities that employ a femamber of lifeguards. In addition to
this, Jacksonville Beach’s costs were based on dgtms while the Cities used in the
comparison were only based on the summer months.

Recommendation #11
We recommend that if privatization is considerediagn the future, a more accurate and
sound method be used to determine the cost pguéfel.

Auditee's Response to Recommendation #11
Recommendation noted.

AUDIT OBJECTIVE #2

Our second objective was to determine that lifedsiaare adequately trained in
accordance with national standards to perform tlegjuired duties and ensure their own
safety and that of the public. In order to tes tibjective, we obtained the requirements
of the USLA standards and tested them againstaeinements that are being used by
the City for instructor qualifications, lifeguarthining and requirements and equipment
standards. We verified that lifeguards received ttaining required by the USLA
standards and the Aquatics Activity standards tinodistribution of a questionnaire to
all of the lifeguards for the 2000 season. We alst@ained the attendance records for the
training courses and verified that a sample ofglirds attended all of the required
training, and we reviewed the personnel files & theguards and the officers for
training certification. In addition we compared theining requirements to the
requirements of other beaches in Duval County aedréquirements of the Red Cross.
We also reviewed any problems that occurred withipgent operation and any workers'
compensation and public liability claims relatedhe beaches.

Our findings relating to audit objective #2 aredis below.

Finding #12
We mailed questionnaires to a total of 74 lifeggaia the 2000 season to determine if

the USLA standards were being followed for instoucjualifications, lifeguard training
and equipment. We received responses from eifgguiards. Although we did not
receive enough responses to draw definite conclasabout training, based on the
responses received we felt some areas may nedterfugkamination by Aquatics in
preparation of its training requirements for futiseasons. We determined that the
following areas needed further consideration byAfeatics Activity:



» Ensuring that marker buoys are readily availablesi@gbmerged victim search and
rescue.

» Providing sunscreen and other protection from swposure, and informing
lifeguards of the items available.

> Providing a copy of the USLA Manual of Open Watédekaving to all lifeguards.

» Ensuring that the lifeguards understand the donaimtfjclearing of mask and snorkel,
and the surface dive to recover a minimum 159-padctim from a depth of at least
ten feet of water.

» Ensuring that the lifeguards understand and know tocuse range marks.

Recommendation #12
We recommend that the Aquatics Activity considee thbove mentioned areas in
preparing for the 2001 season.

Auditee's Response to Recommendation #12

Marker buoys are kept in the back of the lifeguaitetks, per recommendation of the
United States Lifesaving Association (USLA). Tleedtment provides umbrellas, hats
and sunscreen.. The umbrellas are affixed to ifeguard chairs. Lifeguards are

required to wear hats and sunscreen products acxiged in the lifeguard station. All

lifeguards are provided a copy of the USLA ManuaDpen Water Lifesaving during

their training. We will enhance 2001 training oarface dive to recover victim, use of
the mask, fins, snorkel and range markers.

Finding #13
We examined the attendance reports and comparedtthéhe training schedules for the

2000 preseason. Of the 33 lifeguards tested, 3 (Bda)ot have proper documentation of
receiving enough hours of training to meet the regquents of the USLA standards. Of
the 33 lifeguards tested, 7 (21%) did not have @rafpcumentation of receiving the
adequate amount of training as required by the Acgi@ctivity training schedule, but
did receive enough hours to meet the USLA Standards

Recommendation #13

We recommend that all lifeguards receive the apyate training dictated by the
Aquatics training schedules and the USLA standaadd, that proper documentation of
this training be maintained in the lifeguard’s wemsel file.

Auditee's Response to Recommendation #13

All lifeguards who worked during the 2000 seasareneed both the required USLA and
Department training elements. We will improve nfili procedures so that the
documentation reflects that all lifeguards haveeiged the requisite training.

Finding #14

We examined the Red Cross Course Records for 2@f@oand that of the 70 lifeguards
who should have received the Red Cross CPR traiir§§%) did not have certification
of receiving it.



Recommendation #14

We recommend that all lifeguards receive the trgjrdictated by the Aquatics Activity
requirements, and evidence of this training shdwdd maintained in the lifeguard’s
personnel file.

Auditee's Response to Recommendation #14

Our records did not reflect that 2 individuals rec= the Red Cross CPR training and
certification. One individual quit prior to comgieg training. This individual did not
guard the beach. The second individual receiveceridan Heart Association CPR
training, a nationally recognized training course.

Finding #15

We examined the files of the lifeguards to detemmihthey met the USLA’s age
requirement. We tested 70 lifeguards to determinghéy met the USLA’s age
requirement of being at least 16 years of ageth®f70 tested, 6 (9%) lifeguards did not
have a copy of a driver’s license or birth cerdéfee in their personnel file to ensure that
they were over the age of 16. Subsequent to gtinteinformation was submitted by the
lifeguards to provide evidence that all 6 weresast 16 years old during the season.

Recommendation #15

We recommend that all lifeguards submit a copy ddirt driver’'s license or birth
certificate prior to being hired, and that this dimentation be maintained in their
personnel file.

Auditee's Response to Recommendation #15

All lifeguards working during the 2000 season watéeast 16 years of age, which is the
USLA’s minimum age requirement. Filing procedunese been improved so that the
documentation relating to age will be maintainegersonnel files.

Finding #16

We examined the USLA training requirements worksla®l the Open Water training
requirements worksheet prepared by the Aquaticsvictto verify that all lifeguards
initialed stating that they received the trainingeach of these areas, and felt competent
in the area. We tested 69 lifeguards to verify ttiegy initialed the USLA training
requirements worksheet and the Open Water trawiggsheet. Of the 69 lifeguards, 6
(9%) did not initial the spreadsheet to indicata thhey met the training requirements for
the USLA standards and 5 (7%) did not initial therksheet for Open Water life
guarding. The Aquatics Activity states that tHeduards did not initial these sheets until
after the season started. As a result, some Bi@lguquit prior to initialing the sheets.
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Recommendation #16

Because the initialing by the lifeguard of the UStraining requirements worksheet and
the Open Water training worksheet is an indicatltat the lifeguard feels competent in
the areas in which they were trained, we recomnteatall lifeguards initial these two
worksheets upon completion of their training. Theptics Activity should verify that all
lifeguards allowed to work at the beaches havéaleil these worksheets indicating their
training and competency prior to commencement akwao the beach as a lifeguard.

Auditee's Response to Recommendation #16

This recommendation relates to having lifeguardgahtraining worksheets to indicate
that they feel competent in the area. This practias been followed for the past two
years. In the instances where the training workshevere not initialed, the individuals
quit the training prior to self-evaluation. Theselividuals did not guard the beach.

Finding #17

We examined the Aquatics Activity’s records to fiethat all of the lifeguards met the
requirement of having documentation of being phajbicfit to perform the duties of a

lifeguard as certified by a medical or osteopafigsician. This requirement is dictated
by the USLA standards. Through examination of #ords, we found that 27 of the 69
lifeguards tested (39%) did not have the propersmmn documentation in their

personnel files.

Recommendation #17

We recommend that all lifeguards submit proof olgbal fithess as certified by a
medical or osteopathic physician prior to allowitigem to commence work on the
beaches as a lifeguard. Documentation should hetan@ed in the lifeguard’s personnel
file.

Auditee's Response to Recommendation #17

We will ensure that lifeguards do not begin physii@ning until certified fit. Filing
improvements will ensure that these records arentaaied in personnel files.

OPPORTUNITY FOR IMPROVEMENT

During our examination of the lifeguard program fioe City of Jacksonville, we noted
one opportunity for improvement. The Aquatics &ityi has difficulty maintaining an
adequate number of lifeguards near the end of #asasn. Because lifeguards are
seasonal employees, they are only hired and trained per year. Therefore, dismissals
and resignations throughout the season are nadly eaplaced. Many lifeguards are
college students who must return to school durregmonth of August. The remaining
lifeguards are left shorthanded and must work rhores. At the same time, Supervisors
lose their leverage when it comes to employee plis€, because every remaining
lifeguard is needed and the lifeguards know this.
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The Aquatics Activity needs the flexibility to imghent incentives that will help it to
maintain a sufficient number of lifeguards nearéhd of the season. Possible incentives
include a higher rate of pay for each season efjlibrd service. Lifeguards who wished
to be rehired for future seasons would likely be#dveemployees, and in future seasons,
their experience would make them better lifeguakamther possible incentive would be
an end of season bonus dependent on length ofceevifeguards who must leave to
return to school would still be eligible for a pentage of the bonus, but terminated
lifeguards would not.

In conclusion to our report, we would like to thathle Aquatics Activity staff for their

cooperation throughout the course of our audit. #&& that overall the Aquatics
Activity staff is doing a good job of ensuring thiie lifeguards staffed at the City’s
beaches are adequately trained. The training reagents of the Aquatics Activity go
beyond the requirements set forth by the USLA.

Respectfully Submitted,

Robert O. Johnson, CPA
Council Auditor

Audit Performed by:

Kyle S. Billy, CPA

Sarina M. Wiechens, CPA

Jennifer Spinelli
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS, RECREATION AND ENTERTAINMENT
Office of the Director

TO: Robert Johnson, Council Auditor
Pamela Markham, Principal Auditor

FROM: Anne Peery, Director

RE: " Department Response to Report #521 Open Water Lifeguards
DATE: December 18, 2000

CC: Sam Mousa, Chief Administrative Officer

Mike McDonald, Aquatics Supervisor
John Kelly, Athletics Supervisor

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to Audit Report #521 relating to the Open
Water Lifeguard program of the Department of Parks, Recreation and Entertainment. As
stated at the opening and exit conferences with the staff, we welcome the audit as a
means of determining ways to improve this program. Your positive comments, both in
the report and during our exit meeting, are appreciated. You noted “overall the Aquatics
Activity staff is doing a good job of ensuring that the lifeguards staffed at the City’s
Beaches are adequately trained.” As you noted, “the training requirements of the
Aquatics Activity go beyond the requirements set forth by the USLA.”

Your observations in the Opportunity for Improvement section are much appreciated.
You have succinctly summarized the challenge we face in keeping the beaches covered
through the entire season at the maximum standard of service. An incentive program,
while not currently allowed, would be a useful tool in maintaining a full complement of
qualified guards throughout the entire season.

The following responses indicate how the Department intends to implement your
recommendations:

Recommendations #1 and #2—Open Water Lifeguards will use time clocks to record
their time beginning in the 2001 season. This will ensure that all attendance and payroll
records are substantiated with sufficient support documentation of attendance. Careful
attention to the information reported on these documents will ensure that all records
report identical information.

Recommendation #3—The Department Business Office has corrected all
underpayments. To prevent this same error in the future, both beaches will operate under
the same pay scale, beginning with the 2001 season.
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Recommendation #4—The Department Business Office has corrected the error by
transferring funds from PRPM1D2 to PRRAO11AD.

Recommendation #5—The 2001 schedule has been developed to change the way shifts
are scheduled for lifeguards. The new scheduling strategy should result in the typical
work week being 40 hours. Additionally, some new equipment will be purchased to
minimize trips between the two beaches, which can take inordinate amounts of time due
to the ferry schedule.

Recommendation #6—Maintaining adequate staffing is an important risk reduction and
safety consideration. The Aquatics Supervisor has analyzed the attendance, coverage and
incident records and calculated the coverage rates that will be reflected in the updated
2001 Aquatics Standard Operating Procedures (SOP). Based on previous records, we
believe we can reduce the number of lifeguards on the beach without jeopardizing public
safety. This slight reduction will make higher hourly rates possible, as a means of
enticing the best candidates in a highly competitive labor environment.

Recommendation #7—The Aquatics Supervisor will ensure that training covers the
removal of signs when lifeguards are on duty in the area.

Recommendation #8—The use of the jetty by park patrons has always been a concern.
Fishermen want to fish there and swimmers use the jetty as well. The rocks collect
barnacles, which are the primary source of injuries on the jetty (cuts, abrasions, etc.). A
lifeguard’s primary responsibility is watching the water, since risk of drowning is our
primary concern. If a lifeguard changes focus from the water to the jetty, we face greater
drowning risks. A land-based lifeguard supervisor periodically warns patrons off the
jetty. Since there is no ordinance prohibiting the public from accessing the jetty, JSO
officers will not enforce such a prohibition. We could include in the Huguenot Park rules
a prohibition from the jetty. These rules are printed in a brochure that is given to park
patrons when they come through the admission gate. However, such a prohibition will
not be popular with the Huguenot Park customers. We will continue to work on a
solution to this situation.

Recommendation #9—Park rules that are not stated in an ordinance cannot be enforced
by JSO. The Aquatics Supervisor will ensure that training covers the enforcement of
park rules that are reflected in posted signs. We will also revise the brochure to reflect
these posted areas.

Recommendation #10—Recommendation noted.
Recommendation #11—Recommendation noted.
Recommendation #12—Marker buoys are kept in the back of the lifeguard trucks, per

recommendation of the United States Lifesaving Association (USLA). The Department
provides umbrellas, hats and sunscreen.. The umbrellas are affixed to the lifeguard
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chairs. Lifeguards are required to wear hats and sunscreen products are provided in the
lifeguard station. All lifeguards are provided a copy of the USLA Manual of Open Water
Lifesaving during their training. We will enhance 2001 training on surface dive to
recover victim, use of the mask, fins, snorkel and range markers.

Recommendation #13—All lifeguards who worked during the 2000 season received
both the required USLA and Department training elements. We will improve filing
procedures so that the documentation reflects that all lifeguards have received the
requisite training.

Recommendation #14—Our records did not reflect that 2 individuals received the Red
Cross CPR training and certification. One individual quit prior to completing training.
This individual did not guard the beach. The second individual received American Heart
Association CPR training, a nationally recognized training course.

Recommendation #15—All lifeguards working during the 2000 season were at least 16
years of age, which is the USLA’s minimum age requirement. Filing procedures have
been improved so that the documentation relating to age will be maintained in personnel
files.

Recommendation #16—This recommendation relates to having lifeguards initial
training worksheets to indicate that they feel competent in the area. This practice has
been followed for the past two years. In the instances where the training worksheets were
not initialed, the individuals quit the training prior to self-evaluation. These individuals
did not guard the beach.

Recommendation #17—We will ensure that lifeguards do not begin physical training
until certified fit. Filing improvements will ensure that these records are maintained in
personnel files.




