


 
October 10, 2001 
 
        Report No. 542 
Honorable Members of the City Council 
City of Jacksonville 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Pursuant to Section 5.10 of the Charter of the City of Jacksonville and Chapter 102 of the Jacksonville 
Municipal Code, we examined the activities of the Traffic Engineering Division and present this report thereon.   
 
The Traffic Engineering Division of Public Works was created by Chapter 32.401 of the City Ordinance Code, 
which states that the Division shall be responsible for traffic engineering services, traffic signals, and other 
traffic-control devices, including railroad crossing signals, and for operating the streets and highways of the 
Consolidated Government.  The Division provides for orderly movement of all traffic, motorized and non-
motorized, through the City transportation system and provides such guidance and warnings as are needed to 
insure the safe operation of the traffic system.  
 
We began our Traffic Engineering audit work in November 1999. At that time, we identified problems with the 
interface between the computer program used by Traffic Engineering to manage its daily workload and the 
computer program developed by the City to report and track service requests. We decided to postpone our audit 
testing to allow enough time for the City Information Technologies Division to make the necessary corrections 
and for some history of transactions to accumulate. We did this so that we could test a system that was thought to 
be working properly, rather than one that we knew had problems. In a letter to the Director of the Public Works 
Department, we identified internal control strengths and weaknesses and improvement opportunities that we 
noted during our preliminary audit work. This letter, dated February 29, 2000, and a response from the City 
Traffic Engineer are attached as Attachments A and B respectively.  
 
We returned to Traffic Engineering in June 2001 to follow up on our earlier recommendations and to perform 
audit testing of work requests.  
 
STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES 
The objectives of the audit were as follows: 
 
1. To determine if Traffic Engineering has implemented the recommendations made in the Council Auditor’s 

February 29, 2000 letter. 
 
2. To determine if Traffic Engineering is capturing 100% of work requests from all sources and completing 

them within the timeframes established in their business plan and the CARE system. 
 
STATEMENT OF SCOPE 
The audit period for testing work requests was October 1, 2000 through March 31, 2001.  The scope includes all 
work requests entered into the CARE system, the TEAMS system, and recorded on work reports. 

 

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

117 West Duval Street   Jacksonville, Florida  32202-3701  Telephone  (904) 630-1625  Fax (904) 630-2908 
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BACKGROUND 
There are three systems used to record Traffic Engineering issues, which are essentially work requests. The three 
systems examined were the Citizens Active Response Effort (CARE) system, the Traffic Engineering Activity 
Management System (TEAMS), and work reports used by Traffic Engineering employees in the field. The 
CARE system is used to enter the original work request for traffic signs and traffic signals.  The information 
entered into CARE is automatically forwarded to TEAMS through a computer interface. In TEAMS, the work 
order is assigned to and completed by a member of Traffic Engineering’s staff.  The field crews fill out work 
reports to record the work that they perform at each intersection.  These work reports are then used to update 
TEAMS and close the work order. When the work order is closed in TEAMS, it is automatically closed in 
CARE. Traffic Engineering has developed a list that dictates the threshold number days in which an issue must 
be completed. Traffic Engineering has also developed a business plan with a goal that 50% of sign issues should 
be completed within 16 days during the first quarter of Fiscal Year 00/01 and 60% of sign issues should be 
completed within 16 days during the second quarter of Fiscal Year 00/01. 
 
STATEMENT OF METHODOLOGY 
We selected a statistical sample from CARE, TEAMS, and the work reports using the Stat. V.1.1 statistical 
sampling program.  The sample size for the CARE system was determined using a 95% confidence level with a 
maximum acceptable error rate of + or – 5%.  The sample size for TEAMS and the work reports were 
determined using a 94% confidence level with a maximum acceptable error rate of + or – 7%. We reviewed a 
sample of issues to determine whether Traffic Engineering had completed work on the issues within their 
threshold number of days and to determine whether Traffic Engineering met its business plan goals. 
 
STATEMENT OF AUDITING STANDARDS 
We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United States. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to afford a 
reasonable basis for our judgements and conclusions regarding the organization, program, activity, or function 
under audit.  This audit also included an assessment of applicable management controls and compliance with 
requirements of laws and regulations when necessary to satisfy audit objectives. We believe that our audit 
provides a reasonable basis for our conclusions.   
 
AUDIT CONCLUSIONS 
Based on our audit testing, we arrived at the following conclusions: 
 
1. Traffic Engineering has implemented most, but not all, of the recommendations made in the Council 

Auditor’s letter dated February 29, 2000. 
 
2. Traffic Engineering appears to be capturing 100% of work requests from all sources, but it is not completing 

them within the timeframes established in their business plan and the CARE system. 
 
AUDIT OBJECTIVE #1 
In order to determine if Traffic Engineering has implemented the recommendations outlined in the Council 
Auditor’s letter dated February 29, 2000, (see Attachment A), we performed audit testing as necessary to verify 
the action taken. Based on our testing, we determined that Traffic Engineering has implemented most, but not all 
of our recommendations. Below, we have restated those weaknesses and improvement opportunities and our 
associated recommendations that we feel have not been adequately addressed by Traffic Engineering. 
 
Opportunity for Improvement #1 
Traffic Engineering cannot produce a report that identifies those traffic signals which have required the most 
service calls during the year.  Such a report would enable Traffic Engineering to change components or perform 
preventative maintenance that would reduce the number of service calls in the future, thus improving public 
safety. 
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Recommendation 
Traffic Engineering should have the necessary computer programming performed so that they can call up a 
computer report at any time that will rank the City’s traffic signals from those with the most service calls to those 
with the least service calls for any period of time. Traffic Engineering should then utilize the report to perform 
preventive maintenance. 
 
Traffic Engineering Division Response 
In working with TEAMS to extract this information, we have determined that this report is available. We have 
generated this report and will be using the information to identify problem locations.  We are also working with 
ITD to make the report more user friendly. 
 
Opportunity for Improvement #2 
Traffic Engineering receives a report of traffic accidents in the City by intersection each quarter, but Traffic 
Engineering does not utilize the report.  
 
Recommendation 
Traffic Engineering should utilize the report to identify the intersections with the most accidents. Traffic 
Engineering should then analyze the cause of the accidents and make the necessary improvements to reduce the 
number of accidents. If the intersections fall under the jurisdiction of another governmental entity (such as the 
Florida Department of Transportation), Traffic Engineering should inform the other entity in writing of the 
situation and ask that they take action to improve the safety of the intersection. Traffic Engineering should then 
follow up to insure that action is taken. 
 
Traffic Engineering Division Response 
Due to staff vacancies, the Traffic Engineering Division was not using this report to identify high crash locations 
at the time of the audit.  However, these vacancies have been filled and the Division has begun the process of 
reviewing the high crash location list.  A list of improvement options will be developed annually for the high 
crash locations on all roads except the Interstate Highway system and other freeway type facilities that are the 
responsibility of the Florida Department of Transportation.  The improvement options for each location will be 
used in forming the Intersection Improvement List for the following year. 
 
AUDIT OBJECTIVE #2 
To determine if Traffic Engineering is capturing 100% of work requests from all sources and completing them 
within the timeframes established in their business plan and the CARE system, we selected a random sample of 
73 CARE issues, 38 TEAMS Service Order Requests (SOR’s), and 31 work reports (total of 142). For all issues, 
we determined: 
 
1. if the number of days it took to complete the issue was less than or equal to the threshold number of days, 

which Traffic Engineering allows itself to address the applicable type of complaint before that item is 
considered late or past due. 

2.  if Traffic Engineering is meeting its business plan goal to improve the traffic sign installation process so 
that 90% of all signs are installed in 16 calendar days. It should be noted that Traffic Engineering is moving 
toward the 90% goal. For the audit period however, the goal was 50% for the first quarter of the fiscal year 
and 60% for the second quarter of the fiscal year. 

3. the amount of time it took to correct an issue if it was a dangerous condition. A dangerous condition is one 
in which public safety is threatened. For signs, examples include missing Stop, Yield, Do Not Enter, and 
One-Way signs. For signals, examples include accident/equipment damage, conflicting movements, 
flashing, head twisted or falling, hung up, and pre-empt R/R malfunctions.  

 
For the 38 TEAMS SOR’s and the 31 work reports, we also verified that the issue was entered into the CARE 
system. The findings, internal control weaknesses, and opportunities for improvement that we noted are as 
follows: 
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Finding #1 
1. The issue was not completed within Traffic Engineering’s threshold days in 17 (12%) of the 142 issues 

tested.  
2. Based on our sample, Traffic Engineering met its first quarter goal of installing 50% of signs within 16 

calendar days, but did not meet its second quarter goal of installing 60% of signs within 16 calendar days. 
Traffic Engineering installed seven of eleven signs (63%) within 16 calendar days during the first quarter. 
Traffic Engineering installed eight of seventeen signs (47%) within 16 calendar days during the second 
quarter. We noted two sign issues that had been open for five months when we brought them to Traffic 
Engineering’s attention. One had been addressed and one had not, but neither had ever been closed out. 

3. For the 27 issues in our sample that met the criteria of a dangerous condition, it took Traffic Engineering an 
average of 3.18 hours to remedy the problem. Although there are no national standards for purposes of 
comparison, the average number of hours appears reasonable. 

 
Recommendation  
We recommend that Traffic Engineering attempt to identify the reason(s) that they did not meet the timeframes 
established in their business plan and the CARE system and implement any changes necessary to meet their 
goals in the future.  
 
Traffic Engineering Division Response 
The 60% target mentioned above is an internally set, end of second quarter target established to provide a way of 
tracking the Division's progress in meeting the Business Plan goal.  As a part of measuring this Business Plan the 
completion time for all sign work orders was measured and reported in Flexmeasures.  The targets for each 
month were met and the actual completion rate by the end of FY 00/01 was 94.5% of the work orders completed 
within 16 calendar days. 
 
Internal Control Weakness #1 
The CARE system does not contain a completion date field. Instead it contains a field for the date that the last 
open work order was closed out. The completion date frequently differs from the date that the last work order 
was closed out. 
 
Recommendation 
We recommend that a completion date field be added to Traffic Engineering’s CARE screen and be linked to the 
TEAMS completion date field. 
  
Traffic Engineering Division Response 
ITD was requested to link the close out date in CARE with the completion date in TEAMS.  This change has 
now been implemented so that the completion date is the date the work was completed. 
 
Internal Control Weakness #2 
For signal issues, the dispatcher at Traffic Engineering closes out CARE issues that require follow-up work and 
creates new issues for the follow-up portion of the issue.  This practice has the following consequences: 
 
• It creates additional work because the dispatcher must enter these CARE issues into the computer twice. 

• It creates the risk that the new issue might not be entered into CARE and the follow up work never 
performed. 

• It artificially increases the number of issues. 

• It gives the appearance that issues were closed out in a shorter amount of time than it actually took. 

• The citizen who reported the original issue would not have the new CARE issue number to reference their 
reported problem. 
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Recommendation 
We recommend that Traffic Engineering stop their current practice of closing out CARE issues that require 
follow-up work and keep issues open until all of the work has been completed. 
 
Traffic Engineering Division Response 
This recommendation was implemented on September 1, 2001. 
 
Opportunity for Improvement #3 
Sometimes, the person entering a problem into the CARE system enters the address of the caller in the 
computer screen field where they should have entered the address of the problem.  
 
Recommendation 
The “Address” field in the CARE system should be changed to “Problem Location” to differentiate between 
the address of the caller and the address of the problem. In addition, Traffic Engineering needs the ability to 
overwrite a bad address in the CARE system. 
 
Traffic Engineering Division Response 
It is our understanding that ITD is currently reviewing the CARE input screen.  We have suggested that this 
change be considered as a part of their review. 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 

Robert O. Johnson, CPA 
Council Auditor 

Audit Performed by: 
 
 
 
Kyle Billy, CPA 
 
 
 
Jennifer Spinelli 




















