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Preface 

%&on 2.1-196.1 of the Code of Virganzu directs the Jomt Legrslatzve 
Audit and Renew Comssion (JLARC) to momtor internal servlce funds. Tlus 
JLARC staff revlew is our b t  comprehensive exammataon of the management of 
the State Central Garage Car Pool slnce it was designated as an mternal service 

fund m 1984. In ths study, we have exarmned the progress made m unplement- 
mg the recommendataons of our 1979 study of the Central Garage, and we have 
exarmned new issues brought about by the Central Garage's status as an mtemal 
6ervlce fund. 

In the 1979 study we found that there was a need for lmproved man- 
agement of the Central Garage and better utilization of the vehxles m the fleet. 
We found that many State employees used vhcles  for commutmg, but did not 
remburse the State for that use. In response to that report, the Department of 
Transportation reorgamzed the Central Garage, established new utilization gmde- 
lines, and implemented commutmg charges as mandated by the General Assem- 
bly. 

In our recent revlew, we found that operahon of the Central Garage 
has unproved, and that many of the recommendahons of the 1979 JLARC staE 
report have been mplemented. However, we also found that some very ~mportant 
changes have not been made. Utilizabon of the vehxles, for example, has not 
~mpmved smce 1979. For 1987, we found that 31 percent of the fleet was under- 
utilized even though the requred mileage was reduced from 18,000 miles m 1979 
to 12,800 m 1987 We also found that most employees contlnue to commute 
mthout paylng the reqwed fee. In FY 1987 the State lost more than $341,000 
because the commutmg fee reqmement is not uzrrformly enforced. Many of these 
conhung problems appear to result from confused authonty and responsibility 
for sethng and enforcing fleet policles and regulations. In tins report, we recom- 
mend ways to clarify authonty so that specdic problems m fleet management can 
be addressed. 

On behalf of the Cornsfion sW, I msh to acknowledge the coop- 
eralaon and assistance provlded d m g  the course of th study by the Central 
Garage fleet mrrnsger and hu staff, the members of the Car Pool Comttee ,  the 
employees of the Virgma Department of Transportation, and the State employees 
who parbapated m our survey of v h c l e  operators. 

Philip A. Leone 
Diredor 

August 10, 1988 





JLARC Report Summary 

In 1 984, the Central Garage be- 
came an internal service fund. Because 
the Joint Legislative Audit and Review 
Commtssion (JLARC) has statutory re- 
sponsibility for oversight of internal service 
funds, JLARC staff performed this com- 
prehensive review of fleet use and opera- 
tions. The revlew IS afollow-up of JLARC's 
1979 study of the Central Garage. The 
findings and recommendations of this re- 
port address important management is- 

sues for the Central Garage. Based on the 
recommendations in this report, improved 
management of the Central Garage could 
result in annual savings of more than $2.7 
million: 

JLARC Potential 
Recommendation Savlnas 
Improved Utilization $ 410,626 

Collection of Commuting Fees 341,218 

Correction of Commuting Fes 
Calculations 7,421 

Reducing the Size of the 
Tnp Pool (Capital) 364,688 

Extending Vehicle Replace- 
ment to 95,000 miles 1,625,209 

Total $2,749,162 

Under the provisions of Executive 
Order Number Thirty (1 982), the Virginia 
Department of Transportation (VDOT) is 
charged with the responsibility for operat- 
ing the Central Garage. Central Garage 
operations are managed by a full-time fleet 
manager. The department provides ad- 
mlnistrative support to the Central Garage 
in the areas of personnel, parts inventory, 
data processing, and billing. In addition, 
Central Garage relies on VDOT mante- 
nance shops statewide for maintenance 
and repatr of State passenger vehdes. 

State employees traveled approxi- 
mately 44 million miles in State-owned 
vehicles in FY 1987, an increase of three 
million miles over FY 1 978. At the end of 
FY 1987, 2,520 Central Garage vehtcles 
were assigned to 1 19 different State agen- 
cies for long-term use. The Central Ga- 
rage also provides for short-term assign- 
ments through its trip pool. In FY 1987, 
230 vehicles were in use in the tnp pool. 



Employees used these vehicles for about 
8,000 trips that year, for a total of 3.5 
million miles of travel. 

As an internal service fund, the 
Central Garage prov~des the use of pas- 
senger vehicles to State governmental 
agencies on a cost-reimbursed basis. The 
cost of agency vehicle use is reimbursed to 
the Central Garage primarily through a 
per-mile user charge. In FY 1987, expen- 
ditures for fleet services totalled $6.2 mil- 
lion, and revenues from operations were 
approximately $8.1 million. The fixed as- 
sets of the Central Garage, including mo- 
tor vehicles, are currently valued at $1 1.8 
million. 

Vehicle Assignment and 
Utilization (pp. 7-24) 

In FY 1987 more than 2,500 ve- 
hicles were assigned to agencies for their 
long-term use. These assignments consti- 
tute the bulk of use of State vehicles by 
employees. Assignments are to be made 
on the basis of the mileage requirements 
specified in the Appropriations Act, and 
are intended to provide employees whose 
duties require substantial travel with reli- 
able, safe, and convenient vehicles. Ve- 
hicles assigned to employees may be 
used only for official State business. 

JLARC staff reviewed the current 
assignment of vehicles by the Central 
Garage and found that many assignments 
of vehicles may be inappropriate. These 
assignments do not meet the required 
mileage criteria and do not appear to be 
properly exempted from the assignment 
criteria. In addition, because assignments 
are based on the mileage criterion, with ex- 
ceptions only for emergeny use, other 
valid needs may not be met. Shortcom- 
ings in the assignment process, and the 
resulting problems with vehicle use, are 
largely due to the lack of clearly defined 
authority and accountability for the proc- 
ess. 

Recommendation (I ) .  The Gen- 
eral Assembly may wish to amend the Ap- 
proprrations Act to permit the assrgnment 
of State vehicles for valid uses other than 
the accumulation of a specified mileage. 
Assignments should be permitted for em- 
ployees required by therr job duties to 
travel constantlyand frequently, or to regu- 
larly transport equpment or clients ln the 
custody of the State. Assignments should 
also be made for sworn law enforcement 
officers or others with a documented need 
to respond to emergency situations. The 
Central Garage should define categories 
of specral needs, rnclude objective meas- 
ures for verification of these needs, and 
include a specral needs declaration on the 
vehicle application form. 

Because of problems with the as- 
signment process, as many as 803 ve- 
hicles (31 percent) in the State fleet may be 
underutilized. In addition, the Central 
Garage currently collects insufficient infor- 
mation to properly enforce veh~cle assign- 
ment requirements. Vehicle need IS not 
determrned systematically, because ve- 
hicle assignments are made at the de- 
mand of agencies, with little effective 
evaluation of the need identified by the 
agencies. On the other hand, as many as 
558 employees were found to be using 
their personal vehicles for travel In excess 
of the revised assignment critenon, at a 
greater cost per mile to the State than the 
use of a State-owned vehicle. 

Recommendation (2). ?he Cen- 
tral Garage should develop an application 
rnstrument and a procedure to objectively 
evaluate vehicle need. The approval or 
disapproval of each application should be 
documented, citing the objective reasons, 
based on specific criteria, that e~plain the 
assignment approval or denial. The form 
should request rnformation pertaining to 
need for the vehicle, the employee's prevt- 



ous State busrness travel, equpment to be 
camed m the vehrcle, expected commut- 
rng use of the vehrcle, and commuting fees 
to be pard by the employee. The validity of 
operator's licenses should also be verified 
with the Department of Motor Vehrcles at 
the time vehicle assignments are re- 
quested. 

Recommendation (3). The re- 
vised statutory authority for the Central 
Garage should specifically designate the 
Commrssroner of Transportation as the 
authority to enforce and evaluate specific 
critena for the assrgnment of vehrcles. 

Recommendation (4). TheCen- 
tral Garage fleet manager should begrn an 
rmmediate rewew of all fleet vehrcles 
whch do not meet the mmnrmum mileage 
criterion specified m the Appropnations 
Act. UndeNtilized vehrcles for whrch as- 
srgnments cannot be justified on the basrs 
of special needs shouldbe recaledand re- 
assrgned. In addition, the fleet manager 
should take a more active role m monitor- 
rng the utilization of fleet vehrcles. For the 
purpose of detecting underutilization, the 
fleet manager should carefully monitor 
mileage, exclusrve of commutirrg use, 
from odometer readings repored on a pe- 
nodic basrs. Significant underutilization 
shouM result rn the removal of the vehrcle, 
except m rnstances for whrch specral as- 
srgnments are)ustified, m writing, on an m- 
divrdual bass. 

Recommendation (5) m e  Gen- 
era1 Assembly may wsh to amend the A p  
propflations Act to revrse the mrnrmum 
mileage requrred for assrgnment of a State 
veh!cle to 1 1,650 miles. The Central Ga- 
rage should recommend further revrsrons 
to the General Assembly each brennrum, 
based on revrsrons to the Central Garage 
rate structure and the personal rermburse- 
ment rate. 

Recommendation (6). Busrness 
travel m personal vehrcles should be rerm- 
bursed at the full rermbursement rate 
specified by the Appropirations Act up to 

the mileage necessary for assrgnment of a 
State vehrcle. Reimbursement for travel rn 
personal vehrcles in excess of the mileage 
requrred for assrgnment of a State vehrcle 
should be at a reduced rate equal to the 
amount chargedby the Central Garage for 
operations. 

Recommendation m. The fleet 
manager should revrew annually the travel 
requirements of all employees rermbursed 
for more than the mileage necessary for 
assrgnment of a State vehrcle to determrne 
if such an assrgnment s appropirate. 

Commuting (pp. 24-33) 
Of the 44.1 million miles driven in 

State-owned pool vehicles n FY 1987, 
JLARC staff estimate that as much as 4.5 
million, or about 1 1 percent, was for em- 
ployee travel between home and work. 
While much of this home-to-work travel 
may have been appropnate, as much as 
1.3 million miles was for personal commut- 
ing to State offices throughout the Com- 
monwealth. 

Under current policies it is not clear 
who may commute n State vehicles, or 
even what use should be considered com- 
muting. Enforcement of commuting regu- 
lations is inadequate because policies and 
regulations are unclear Because no cen- 
tral agency has responsibility for enforc~ng 
commuting regulations, there IS currently 
no statemde information on, or monitortng 
of, commuting use of State-owned ve- 
h~cles. Although State law requires that 
employees pay for such personal use of 
the vehicles, it appears that many employ- 
ees are not paying for the personal use and 
that the application of the requirement a 
inconsistent. 

Recommendation (8). The Gen- 
eral Assembly, with the advrce and assis- 
tance of the Office of the Secretary of 
Transporation and Public Safety, may 
wrsh to clarify State policy on the use of 
State-owned pool vehrcles for commuting 



by defimng the types of use that constitute 
commuting, definrng who may be permit- 
ted to use State-owned vehrcles to com- 
mute, and clafifyrng whrch State employ- 
ees shall be requrred to pay fees for therr 
commuting use. Monitoring of commuting 
regulations should be established as a 
function of the Central Garage. 

Recommendation (9). The Cen- 
tral Garage should be grven statutory re- 
sponsibility to collect and marntarn reliable 
rnformation on the use of State-owned ve- 
hrcles for commuting. Employees should 
be regurred to report periodically on such 
use to ensure that Central Garage data are 
accurate. The Central Garage should re- 
port commuting data to the Department of 
Accounts to ensure that employees are 
properly charged for personal use of ve- 
hrcles, and should deduct commuting 
mileage from total mileage when assess- 
rng the appropnateness of assrgnments. 

Recommendation (10). The Gen- 
eral Assembly may wrsh to provrde the 
Commrssroner of Transportation with au- 
thority to monitor and enforce the collec- 
tion of commuting fees. Fees shouM be 
chatged for all home-to-office travel, ex- 
cept rn rnstances n whch employees re- 
port directly to field locations or use therr 
homes as therr offices. Exemptions from 
commuting fees for employees assrgned 
pool vehrcles to respond to emergency 
situations should be discontinued, be- 
cause therr home-to-work travel still con- 
stitutes personal use. 

Recommendation (77). The Com- 
mrssroner of Transportation shouM de- 
velop and promulgate uniform procedures 
to be used by agencres ~n cacalculating 
commuting fees at the time of application 
for a vehrcle assrgnment. The fleet man- 
ager should rewew all fees periodically to 
ensure that they accurately recover the 
cost of personal use of vehrcles. Fees 
should be based on the revrsed schedule 
of rates approved by the Jo~nt Leg~slative 
Audit and Revrew Commrssron. 

Recommendation (12). The State 
Comptroller should establish gurdelines 
for the valuation ofpersonal use of a State 
vehrcle that ply with Internal Revenue 
Servrce tax regulations. The State Comp- 
troller should report, and show tax withold- 
mngs, on thrs rncome on employees' W-2 
forms. Accounting for thrs amount by the 
Department of Accounts and witholding 
taxes on the the amount of personal use of 
State-owned vehicles will more ade- 
quately bnng employees rnto compliance 
with IRS rncome tax reguiabom. 

Fleet Operations (pp. 35-60) 
As administrator of the Central Ga- 

rage Car Pool, the fleet manager's pnmary 
role is in managing the daily operations of 
the fleet. In this role, the fleet manager is 
responsible for- (1) enforcing Central 
Garage regulations related to the proper 
use of vehicles, service and preventive 
maintenance, and accidents a State ve- 
hicles; (2) managing the inventory of ve- 
hicles; (3) operating a pool of vehicles for 
short-term use; and (4) maintainng ve- 
hicles n the Central Garage fleet. 

Central Garage Regulations. The 
JLARC staff survey of vehicle operators 
showed a general understanding of regu- 
lations concerning accident reporting, the 
use of State facilities for repairs and gaso- 
line, preventive maintenance, and seat 
belt use. But many employees, including 
agency transportation officers, are un- 
aware of regulations concerning the use of 
State vehicles. Through improved com- 
mun~cation between users and Central 
Garage management, more could be done 
to inform users of regulations and ensure 
responsible use of State-owned vehcles. 

Recommendation (13). The Cen- 
tral Garage should ensure that regulations 
on the use of State vehrcles are properly 
communicated to operators. A formal 
trarnrng package should be developed by 



the Central Garage for use by transports 
tion officers, and the fleet manager should 
provrde leadershrp m promoting and 
scheduling trarnrng for employees m all 
agencres. 

Recommendation (14). To m- 
crease employees' accountability for the 
use of State-owned vehrcles, to rncrease 
awareness of State vehicle use, and to 
allow for ready rdentification of State ve- 
hrcles by the public, consrderation should 
be grven to redesrgnrng the State vehrcle 
license plate to rnclude the words "Com- 
monwealth of Virgrnra - Officral State Use 
Only. " 

Recommendation (15). The stan- 
dad trarnrng package to be used by the 
transportation officers should rnclude m- 
formation on the importance of proper 
scheduling of routine marntenance and 
servrce. In addition, the fleet manager 
should track the reparrs and service per- 
formed on each vehrcle, and should be 
proactive m scheduling servrce for ve- 
hrcles that are overdue for preventive 
marntenance. 

Recommendation (16). The fleet 
manager should provrde trarnrng on safety 
to transportattion officers, and fleet regula- 
tions should requrre that the transportation 
officers distribute safety rnformation to 
vehrcle operators on a penodic barns. Tbrs 
communrcation could take several forms: 
newsletters, memos, promotional safety 
rnformation, formal trarnrng sessions, or 
films. 

Trip Pool Operations. JLARC 
staff examlned trip pool services to deter- 
mlne if those vehicles are used efficiently 
and are an effective use of vehicles In the 
fleet. While the trip pool appears to serve 
a real need, and IS largely well operated, 
some Improvements could be made to en- 
hance the assignment process, and the 
availability of and access to vehicles. 
Shuttle service from the Capitol Square 
are to the Central Garage was found to be 

underutilized. In addition, the size of the 
tnp pool fleet may be larger than neces- 
sary to meet the current level of demand 
for the service. 

Recommendation (1 7). The Cen- 
tral Garage should ensure that all users of 
tnp pool vehrcles have valid operator's li- 
censes. The CP-2 form should list all op- 
erators, and the agencres should verify li- 
censes of the~remployees with the Depart- 
ment of Motor Vehrcles. The authorrzed 
superv~sor m each agency should certij. 
on the CP-2 form that all operators are 
licensed drrvers. An exprred, revoked, or 
suspended license should be brought to 
the attention of an employee's supmsor, 
and that employee should be prohibited 
from operating a State-owned vehrcie. 

Recommendation (78). The Cen- 
tral Garage should detennrne if modifica- 
tions to the shuffle servrce will result m 
rmproved utilization. For example, the 
Central Garage may wrsh to experiment 
with revised operating hours and sched- 
ules for the shuttle, and mrght cons~der 
malung stops at locations m addition to 
Capitol Square (such as the James 
Monroe or James Madison buildings)). Ad- 
ditionally, the Central Garage may wrsh to 
evaluate the use of an on-call servrce, m- 
stead of r@an'y scheduled swrce. If 
these efforts do not rmprove utilization, the 
Central Garage should examrne the cost 
effectiveness of the sewrce, and discon- 
tinue it if costs are shown to exceed de- 
monstrable benefits. 

Recommendation (19). To en- 
sure that State employees have adequate 
opportunity to return vehicles prior to each 
weekend, the Central Garage should ex- 
tend Frrdayhours of operation to 7:OOp.m. 

Recommendation (20). The srze 
of the tnp pool should be more actively 
managed by the fleet manager On a 
perrodic basrs, the fleet manager should 
perform an analysrs of the need for ve- 
hrcles m the tnp pool srmilar to that per- 



formed for thrs study by the J U R C  staff. 
The Central Garage should consrder the 
use of an automated system to track trip 
pool ass~gnments. The data from such a 
system could be used to estimate the 
number of vehicles necessary to meet 
assrgnments, resulting m better manage- 
ment of fleet srze. The current rnventory of 
specialty vehrcles should be marntarned 
until the specific need for more specialty 
vehrcles can be documented. 

Vehicle Inventory. An Important 
part of managlng the vehlcle Inventory a 
the replacement of vehicles. The JLARC 
staff analys~s of vehlcle costs shows that 
the current replacement criteria are too 
low. Passenger sedans and station wag- 
ons, for example, could be kept n service 
for at least an additional 15,000 miles. 
Vans could also be kept in servlce longer 
in addition, the decisions relating to the 
types of veh~cles to be purchased for fleet 
use are not systematic and objectively 
based. 

Recommendation (21). Pending 
further analysrs and data collection by the 
Central Garage, the fleet manager should 
establish an rnterrm vehrcle retirement 
policy, with a mrnrmum of 95,000 miles as 
th.e criterron for retirement of passenger 
cars, and 132,000 miles as the criterron for 
retirement of vans. The Central Garage 
should revrse the formulas based on new 
data and refinements of the methodology, 
but continue to replace vehrcles based on 
objective criteria. 

The Central Garage should gener- 
ate monthly exception reports whrch allow 
them to rdentify vehrcles whrch have met 
the retirement mileage withrn the past 
month and rmmediately recall these ve- 
hrcles for auction. Further, the Central 
Garage shouldgenerate exception reports 
for vehrcles with marntenance expenses 
whrch already exceed or will exceed with 
the next reparr the estimated average 

marntenance and reparr expense for the 
efficrent life of the vehrcle. These vehrcles 
should also be recalled. The Central 
Garage should Improve data collection ef- 
forts for mileage, operating expenses, and 
capital rnvestment to continually track the 
above functions for each fleet vehrcle. 

Recommendation (22). 7he Cen- 
tral Garage should develop systematic 
decrsron rules govemrng the ffmt mrx by 
vehrcle srze and class. The Central Ga- 
rage should requrre justification for re- 
quests for large vehrcles and vans. The 
preferences of operators should not be 
consrdered as a justification. 

Vehicle Maintenance. The 1979 
JLARC staff report found overall satisfac- 
tion with Central Garage vehicle perform- 
ance and ma~ntenance and repair sew- 
Ices. About 85 percent of the operators 
surveyed in 1979 sald thew assgned 
Central Garage vehlcle provlded them 
with "dependable transportation." In addi- 
tion, 84 percent sa~d they either (1) had no 
mechanlcal problems with their cars or (2) 
were able to have mechan~cal problems 
corrected satisfactorily 

The 1987 JLARC staff survey of 
agency-assigned vehlcle users also found 
favorable oplnlons of Central Garage 
veh~cle performance and sennce. Eighty- 
SIX percent of the operators took thew 
vehrcles to the Central Garage or VDOT 
for repairs or emergency malntenance. 
Approx~mately 75 percent of agency v e  
hlcle users rated Central Garage and 
VDOT maintenance and repalr services as 
either excellent or good, and 85 percent 
reported that mechanlcal problems were 
corrected In a satisfactory manner 

Financial Management (pp. 61-78) 
In the 1979 report, U m e n t  

and 1 Jse of .state OWr'led MOW vetuz;les, 
JLARC staff recommended that the Cen- 
tral Garage be designated as a working 
capital fund (now called Internal servlce 



funds). This recommendation was lmple- 
mented July 1, 1984. As a result of this 
change, the Central Garage IS no longer 
operated as a separate internal account of 
the Virgrnra Department of Transportation 
(VDOT). Instead, it IS a separate Internal 
service fund. 

Financial Condition. The analysls 
of financial management for thls study 
shows that the Central Garage has recov- 
ered all costs, and has generated exces- 
srve balances. The excess IS primarily in 
the form of cash. JlARC staff also found 
that receivables are not being collected in 
a timely manner 

Recommendation (23). Thg Cen- 
tral Garage should ensure that cash bal- 
ances are marntarned at reasonable lev- 
els. Under n m a l  circumstances, the 
Central Garage should ensure that its cash 
balance does not exceed an amount equal 
to the average of accounts recentable for 
the year. Such a balance would ensure 
adequate cash to cover expenses, while 
not resulting m unnecessary charges to 
user agencres. 

Recommendation (24). The Cen- 
tral Garage fleet manager should ensure 
that accounts are cdlected promptly. 7ke 
fleet manager may need to be more ag- 
gressrve m contacting agenwes whrch are 
consistently late m paying bills. The fleet 
manager may also wrsh to consider late 
fees, ternnation of vehrcle assignments, 
and other sanctions foragencres whrch fail 
to pay bills withrn 60 days. 

Rates. To assess the appropriate- 
ness of Central Garage rates, JLARC staff 
rev~ewed rn detail the projections of expen- 
ditures and utilization for the next blen- 
nrurn. The revlew found that, because of 
flaws in the methods used by the Central 
Garage to calculate costs and to estimate 
utilization, rates do not accurately recover 
the costs of fleet operations. Mileage rates 

tend to be higher than necessary, while 
mtnimum charges tend to be lower than 
necessary to recover actual replacement 
costs of vehicles. 

Recommendatr'on (25). The Cen- 
tral Garage should rewse its method of es- 
timating future fleet utilization. The revrsed 
method should be be based more close& 
on the actual mileage driven m fleet ve- 
hrcles m several recent fiscal years. The 
method should be sensitive to changes m 
the trend of usage, as seen m the changes 
m mileage from FY 7985 to FY 7986. 

Recommendation (26). The Cen- 
tral Garage should revise its methods for 
estimating costs. Specifically, the meth- 
ods used for estimating fuel and equrp- 
men? purchase costs should be desrgned 
to better reflect the real needs for fleet 
operations. 

Recommendation (27). me Cen- 
tral Garage should propose, and the Jornt 
Legrslative Audit and Review Commrss~on 
should w o v e ,  a revised methdology 
for the development of rates by the Central 
Garage. The rewsed methodology should 
employ a simplified rate stmcture, 1m- 
proved projections of utilization, and more 
accurate estimates of operational and 
capital costs. Operating charges should 
recover the full costs of operating the 
vehrcle fleet, rncluding the admrnrstrative 
costs of the Virginia Department of Trans- 
portation. Charges for capital replace- 
ment should be set to recover the replace- 
ment value of the vehicle fleet based on a 
realistic replacement schedule. 

Management Authority 
(pp. 79-86) 

The management of a large motor 
vehicle fleet can be successful only if au- 
thority and responsibility for management 
of the fleet are clearly established and 
understood. Managers of the fleet must 
have clear authority and responsibility to 
make and enforce regulations wh~ch pro- 



mote effic~ent and effective fleet use. 
Users of the vehicles must understand the 
authority of fleet managers to assign ve- 
hicles on the basis of need, to monitor use, 
and to ensure that vehicles are properly 
used and maintaned. 

Currently, however, management 
authority for the State's passenger vehicle 
fleet is not well defined. The most impor- 
tant contributing factor to the problems 
related to assignment of vehicles, utiliza- 
tion, and commuting IS the lack of clearly 
defined authority and accountability The 
problems addressed in this report exist to 
a large extent because no s~ngle public of- 
ficial IS responsible for management of the 
fleet. 

Because the Car Pool Committee, 
which has pnmary responsibility for the 
management of the fleet, has not dis- 
charged the responsibilities given it by 
Executive Order Number Th~rty, it is not 
clear who has authority to manage the fleet 
or to enforce assignment and utilization 
polic~es. As a result, fleet management in 
Virglnra government has focused on daily 
operations; there is no executive direction 
and little enforcement of critical policies 
related to ass~gnment, utilization, and 
commuting. These problems have been 
recognued by the Department of Trans- 
portation, prompting the department and 

the Office of the Secretary of Transporta- 
tion and Public Safety to propose revisions 
to the executive order which establishes 
the Central Garage. 

Recommendation (28). The Gen- 
eral Assembly may wish to amend the 
Code of Virginla to establish the central 
Garage Car Pool as a division of the De- 
pattment of Transportation. Other provi- 
sions currently contained m executive 
order should also be established m law. 
The Code shwld assrgn exclusrve author- 
ity for management and operation of the 
fleet to the Commissioner of Transparla- 
tion. Management of the fleet, rncludng 
assrgnment of vehicles, review of utiliza- 
tion, and operation of the Central Garage 
should be delegated to a Fleet Administra- 
tor. The Car Pool Committee should be 
abolished or assrgned an advisory role. 
Methods for appeal of the decisrons of the 
Cornmissroner should be specrpecrfied. 

The Code should also specify the 
responsibilities of agencies and operators 
of vehrcles with regard to their compliance 
with policies and regulaiYons issued by the 
Central Garage. Transportation officers 
should be established formally as the liar- 
sons with the Central Garage, butenforce- 
ment responsbilities assigned to transpor- 
tation officers should be discontinued. 
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Introduction 

In 1984, the Central Garage became an internal s m c e  fund. Because 
the Jmt .Leg.lslahve Audit and Revlew Comrmssion has statutory responsibility 
for oversight of internal semce funds, JLARC staff completed h s  renew of fleet 
use and operabons as a follow-up of the 1979 study of the Central Garage. 

The 1979 JLARC report, m*e* 
Vehicles. presented the findings and recommendakons of the st& renew of the - 

Central Garage. The study found that State vehxles were underutilized and that 
asmgnment cntena were not defined or applied to ensure econormc utilizalaon of 
the veh~cles. JLARC staff recommended that the Central Garage and the Car 
Pool C o m t t e e  m e w  vhc le  utilizabon on a contmumg basls and adopt appro- 
pr~ate ass~gnment miterm. The report also found that some commutmg m State 
vhcles  did not appear to be related to employees' dut~es and recommended that 
State policy on commutmg be clarified, cornmutang fees be made mandatory, and 
cornmutang use of State passenger vhcles  be properly authonzed and annually 
recertified. 

STUDY BACKGROUND 

The V i a  Department of Transportahon O O T )  has operated the 
Central Garage Car Pool mice 1948. In 1964, admmstrataon of the Central Ga- 
rage Car Pool was placed under the direction of a Car Pool Committee appointed 
by the Governor, although the motor pool was still recogxuzed as a umt of the 
V i r p a  Department of Highways (now the Department of Transportahon). In 
1971, an executive order directed centralizalaon of authority and management of 
State-owned passenger vehcle assignments, mamtenance, and repar. Thus order 
directed State agenaes to turn control of theu State vhcles  over to the Central 
Garage. 

Under the provlslons of Execuhve Order Number Thrty (19821, VDOT 
is charged mth the responsibility to operate the Central Garage (Appendix A). 
Central Garage operahons are managed by a full-time fleet manager (Figure 1). 
The fleet manager reports to the Assistant Comrmsmoner at VDOT, and has a 
staff of 25 poabons assigned full-tune to the Central Garage. The department 
pmndes adxmmstrative support to Central Garage .m the areas of personnel, parts 
mventory, data processmg, and billing. In addihon, Central Garage relies on 
VDOT m t e n a n c e  shops statemde for mamtenance and repmr of State passen- 





ger vhcles. VDOT has statutory authority to act as the State's central purchas- 
mg agent for all State vehcles, gasoline, and automohve goods. 

Currently, the Central Garage Car Pool operates from a centralized 
facility located at 2400 West k g h  Street, in Richmond. The facility Includes the 
admmstrahve offices of Central Garage, a mamtenance shop, a car wash, gas 
pumps, and storage lots for velucles. The tnp pool fleet for short-term assign- 
ments IS also housed at and asslgned from h s  facility 

Since 1979, accountmg for Central Garage semces has been brought 
lnto line mth standard practaces related to fund types. As a result of a 1979 
JLARC recommendataon, the Central Garage was designated an Internal semce 
b d  m 1984. 

Internal m c e  funds are funds used to account for the f i w u n g  of 
goods or semces provlded by one government agency pnmarily or solely to other 
agencles on a cost-mmbursed bags. When properly managed, lnternal semce 
funds promde several Important benefits. First, the funds ensure that the costs 
of s e ~ c e s  are properly Identified and accounted for m a cornstent manner. 
Second, they are a mechasm to equitably recover the costs of goods or semces 
fiom user agentxes. And finally, they pronde the means for executive and l e ~ s -  
latave wemght of busmess-like operaborn, to ensure that essenhal semces are 
provlded m the most &echve and costefIic1ent manner. 

As  an internal service fund, the Central Garage provldes the use of 
passenger veh~cles to State governmental agencles on a cos t - rdursed  basls. 
The cost of agency vehlcle use IS redursed to the Central Garage pnmarily 
through a per-mile user charge. In FY 1987, expenditures for fleet semces total- 
led $6.2 million, and revenues from operataons were approxunately $8.1 million. 
The fixed assets of the Central Garage, mcluding motor vehcles, are currently 
valued at $11.8 million. 

lovee navel and IJse of Vehicles 

State employees travelled apprommately 44 million miles m State- 
owned vehcles in FY 1987, an increase of three million miles slnce FY 1978 (Fig- 
ure 2). Travel in personal velucles wreased dunng t b  penod, from 51 million 
miles m FY 1978 to more than 52 million m F Y  1987 

The Increase m the mileage for the Central Garage fleet has been mod- 
est, about aght percent smce 1979. However, the number of vehicles in the fleet 
has grown by more than 18 percent, fkom 2,453 vehcles in FY 1978 to 2,900 ve- 
hcles in FY 1987 Consequently, the average annual mileage per vehcle has 
declined from more than 17,000 miles m FY 1978 to about 15,200 miles in FY 
1987 The composltaon of the fleet has also changed, fkom a fleet consisting 



exclus~vely of full-mze sedans and stabon wagons to one conslstmg primarily of 
compact sedans. 

i 

At the end of FY 1987, 2,520 vehcles were asslgned to 119 different 
State agenues. The largest users of vhcles  were the Department of Transpor- 
tabon n t h  481 assigned vehcles; the Department of Co~~ecbons vnth 443 ve- 
bcles; the Department of Mental Health, Mental Retardahon and Substance 
Abuse Semces mth 146 velucles; and the Department of Agnculture and Con- 
sumer Servlces with 122 vehcles. These four agemes accounted for 20.5 million 
miles of travel, or about half of all mileage dnven m Central-Garage vehcles in 
FY 1987 

The Central Garage also provldes for short-term assignments through 
its h p  pool. In FY 1987, 230 vehxles were m use m the tnp pool. Employees 
used the vehcles for about 8,000 tnps that year, for a total of 3.5 million miles 

Figure 2 % 

State Employee Business Travel 
FY 1978-FY 1987 
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of travel. The largest users of the semce were the Departments of Education; 
Health., and Mental Health, Mental Retardahon and Substance Abuse Services. 

JLARC REVIEW 

JLARC is requsred by Section 2.1-196.1 of the Code of Virgznzu to over- 
see State internal sernce funds. * study was mibated as a follow-up of the 
1979 study of the Central Garage. %s is the first m e w  of fleet operations by 
JLARC smce the Central Garage was designated as an internal semce fund. 

JLARC staff used a number of research methods m the performance of 
this m e w  Staff employed structured mtemews, surveys, field observahons, 
rmews of procedures and documents, and quanhtahve analms. A detailed ex- 
planation of the study methods is contamed m a separate techmcal appendix to 
t;tuS report. 

Interviews. Structured mtemews were conducted mth the staff of 
both the Central Garage Car Pool and VDOT. Central Garage personnel mter- 
mewed lncluded the fleet manager, the tnp pool superintendent, and the account- 
ant. Members of the Car Pool Comrmttee, mcluding the chamnan, were also 
=mewed .  JLARC staff conducted telephone mteMews mth 19 agency trans- 
portakon officers. 

To assess the status of public fleet management nabonmde, JLARC 
staff soliated dormahon from the National Assoclataon of Fleet AdrmTllstrators 
(NAFA) and the Nabonal Conference of State Fleet Adrrmustrators (NCSFA). 
JLARC s t d  contact mth state fleet admrmstrators mcluded: (1) attendance at the 
NCSFA annual conference m 1987, (2) telephone mteMews mth state fleet 
adrmrustrators m aght southern states, and (3) an on-s~te revlew of operahons at 
the Motor Fleet Management Divls~on of the North Carolina Department of 
Admmstration. 

Surveys. To gather data on lssues for whch otherprnse lirmted infor- 
mahm was available, 3LARC staff achmstered three separate surveys. Two of 
the surveys went to operators of agency-assigned vehcles. More than 2,100 
v h c l e  operators m 118 State agenaes received a short survey m August of 1987 
Ttus survey solicited ifonnahon on the use of s p d c  vehxles and lncluded 
queshons on tenure of asagnment; home storage of vhcles; and fkequency, jus- 
tificahon, and authonzahon for commutmg use of the vhcles. Informahon on 
c o m m u ~  mileage and re1111bursements was also gathered. 



JLARC staE implemented a concurrent survey effort on the use and 
condihon of agency assigned velncles. Ths  longer, mulb-page survey was sent to 
a random sample of 420 employees who used State vehcles m FY 1986. Ttus 
survey Included questions on vehcle use, condition, and performance as well as on 
vehcle use regulabons. 

A thxd survey effort focused on tnp pool use and operahons. In Sep- 
tember of 1987, Central Garage tnp pool s W  distributed the survey to 500 State 
employees who used tnp pool vhcles. The survey explored tmp pool use, user 
compliance mth v h c l e  regulabons, and user satzsfac&on mth vehcle condibon 
and tnp pool operabons. 

Field Observations. JLARC s t d  observed mmtenance operations 
at both the Central Garage and two VDOT locataons, and attended a State vehcle 
auchon. Staff also momtored tnp pool assignment procedures at the Central 
Garage. 

Procedures and Document Review. Vanous procedures and docu- 
ments used by the Central Garage Car Pool were renewed and assessed. JLARC 
staff m e w e d  "Applicabon for Assignment" (CP-3) forms for FY 1986 and 1987 to 
track asmgnment procedures and justificahons for assignments. "Monthly Mile- 
age Reports" (CP-6) were m e w e d  to assess billing procedures and to identify 
vehcle operators and locataons. 

Quantitative Analyses. Several quantztative analyses were under- 
taken m renewmg the Central Garage. JLARC staff m n e d  the ratesettang 
methodology used by the Central Garage to ensure that appropnate charges are 
bemg made for fleet s m c e s .  Thu task Included developing Independent esta- 
mates of Central Garage vehcle utilizatzon and costs, and applylng guidelines for 
settlng an appropnate lwel for cash resources to be held as surplus. To assess 
compliance mth the mmmum mileage cntena, vehcle effiaency standards, and 
vehcle replacement cntena, JLARC staff developed an Independent database 
fkom VDOT automated data. To b s  database JLARC staff applied regression 

analyses and other baslc statzsbcal operataons. 

The following chapters present JLARC staffs findings, conclusions, and 
recommendahons related to the management of the State's passenger v h c l e  
fleet. In Chapter 11, issues related to the assignment and utilization of vhcles  
are discussed, and cornmutang use of State-owned velucles is renewed. Chapter 
111 is a m e w  of fleet operabons, urcluding enforcement of regulahons, operahon 
of the tnp pool, and management of the v h c l e  Inventory Chapter IV ~s an analy- 
sis of Central Garage finanaaal management and rates. Chapter V concludes the 
report by focusmg on the need to better define the authority and responsibility for 
important management functzons related to the adrmmstration of the fleet. 



II. Vehicle Assignment and Utilization 

In FY 1987 more than 2,500 vehcles were assigned to agenues for thew 
long-term use. These assignments constatute the bulk of use of State vhcles  by 
employees. Assignments are to be made on the bas= of the mileage reqmments 
specified m the Appropnatzons Act, and are Intended to provlde employees whose 
dutaes r e q m  substantml travel mth reliable, safe, and convement vehxles. 
Vehcles asagned to employees may be used only for offiaal State busmess. 

JLARC SW rmewed the current asagnment of vehcles by the Cen- 
tral Garage to d e t e m  if assignments are made on the basls of demonstrated 
need, and are m compliance mth current poliaes and regulataons. The m e w  
also focused on the extent to wbch 8s61gned v&cles are properly used. The find- 
mgs of the m e w  Indicate that many assgnments of vehlcles are not appropriate, 
and as a result, a large number of vdcles m the State fleet are underutilized. 
Shortcommgs m the assignment process, and the resultmg problems n t h  vehcle 
use, are largely due to the lack of clearly defmed authority and accountability for 
the process. In recognibon of ths problem, the Department of Tramportataon and 
the Office of the Secretary of Transportahon and Public Safety have proposed 
revlaons to the executave order whch creates the Central Garage. 

The Central Garage currently collects lnsuiliaent mfoormahon to prop- 
erly enforce requmments comerrung vehcle asagnments. Vehcle need = not 
deterrmned m any systemahc way, because many vehcle assignments are made 
at  the demand of agenaes, mth little efktive evaluation of need identified by the 
agencies. Unnecessary asslgnrnent of State vehcles ~s the cause of v h c l e  under- 
utilizataon, whch = substanbal among vehcles currently in the fleet. 

VEHICLE ASSIGNMENTS 

Under the provlslons of the Appropnahons Act ($45.06 c.2) vehcle 
assignments are to be made on the baas of the mileage to be dnven m the ve- 
hlcles: 

A vehcle shall not be permanently assigned to a state employee 
if the v h c l e  IS normally dnven for fewer than 12,800 miles per 
year on offiaal busmess; an exception to ths limitahon may be 
made m instances of s p e d  needs requmng the assignment, as 
to employees whose duties are related to public safety and life- 
threatenmg situabons. Employees uslng permanently assigned 
vhcles  to and from the places of offimal employment and home 
shall be requred to pay at least $40 per month in accordance 



mth uniform regulabons issued by the Governor setbng forth 
mileage charges to all agenaes; vehzcles assigned for emergency 
purposes to respond to public safety and life-threatenmg mtu- 
ations are excluded from h s  directwe. 

The mlmmum mileage cntmon of 12,800 miles resulted from JLARC staffs 
ana lps  of the econormcs of vehcle utilizataon m FY 1978. In the 1979 study of 
the Central Garage, JLARC stafT deterrmned the mlnrmum mileage pomt by 
calculatmg the annual mileage at whlch the rate of personal rembursement 
equaled the charge for operatmg a State vehcle. Tlws mileage pomt became the 
rmmmum mileage criterion. 

A JLARC st* survey of a sample of assigned v h c l e  users found that 
about one-thrd of the asmgned velucle fleet is used for Internal agency pools. The 
remamder of the assignments are made to mdimdual employees, although most 
operators mdicated they too shared the vhcles  mth coworkers. Fifteen percent 
of the mdivndud asmgnments, however, are used exclumvely by the employees to 
whom the vhcles  are asmgned. 

Client mits, client transportahon, and travel to rneebgs or confimnces 
were the most fjrequent uses of the asmgned vhcles. Agency-assigned v&cles 
were used by employees throughout the State m the performance of them specific 
duhes to advance agency rmsmons. At least 297 vhcles  were assigned to employ- 
ees who worked out of thew homes, and 979 vehcles were assigned to employees 
who had constant field-work duhes. 

State vhcles  are assigned to agenaes based on requests submtted to 
the Central Garage. Under the current process, ~ndivndual agenaes identify t h r  
own needs for transportataon mternally. If a need for a State vehcle IS identified, 
a request ~s subrmtted to the fleet manager. The fleet manager IS responsible for 
rewe- the request and assigmng a vehlcle to the agency. The complete process 
is illustrated m Figure 3. 

Agency requests for permanent vehcle assignments have been mu- 
tmely approved for the past four years. Responsibility for approval of requests - 
a Car Pool Comrmttee funhon under the prowions of Executave Order Number 
Thlrty - is now informally vested mth the fleet manager. The fleet manager 
reported to JLARC staff that vhc le  assignments are rarely disapproved. In fact, 
the assignment of State veh~cles now appears to be made without any dktave  
independent m e w  to ensure that assignments are appropnate. 

Problems mth the assignment process appear to result fkom the lack of 
clear authority for the process. More specifically, the problems relate to: (I) a 



r Figure 3 11 

I/ The Assignment Process 

Step 1 
Employee andtor Supervlsor Identifies a 
pb-related uanspmat~on need. 0 

Step 2 

k$* 
Supervlsor discusses need wth Agency 
Trampomurn Off~cer and subrmts requued 
forms. 

Step 3 
Agency Traqmtauon Officer recommends 
the applicauon for approval by the Agency 
Head. 

Step 4 
Application apprwed by Agency Head IS 

forwarded to the Fleet Manager at the 
Central Garage Car Pool. & d h k  

Fleet Manager reviews the applicaum and 
notif~es Agency Trampomurn Officer by 
leuer of ass~gnment approval or &sip 
prod- 

I 

Step 6 

step 5 k71ll 

If asslgmnent IS approved, Agency Trans- 
portaum Officer notif~es employee's - 

I 

supervcmr, and the superv~& o~~ the r i H b  
~ l o y e e ' s  pck up of the vehlcle from 
Central Garage. 

Source: JLARC staff gaphlc I I U  
L A -  



lack of cnteria based on factors other than mileage, (2) Inadequate dormahon on 
the assignment request application, and (3) madequate review of requests by the 
fleet manager. 

Assignment Criteria. The first, and most senous, problem mth the 
current process is that asmgnments may be made only on the basls of the 12,800 
mile cntenon ln the Appropnataons Act, or on the baas of speclal exemptaons 
whch are broad and subject to varying mterpretataon. The Act recogmzes very 
l h t e d  exceptaons for speclal uses. Exceptaon to the mileage cntenon is made 
only for "instances of specla1 needs requmng the asmgnment, as to employees 
whose dutzes are related to public safety and life- threaterung tatuataons." In FY 
1987, only seven percent of the assignments requested were justified on the basls 
of these exemptzons. 

But a m e w  of assignment applicataons Indicates that other valid 
needs should be, and are met. In many mstances, however, it appears that 
agemes do not p m d e  accurate mformataon in the applicatzon process m order 
to obtam an asmgnment to meet those needs. 

JLARC st&f renewed CP-3 forms (Applicahon for Assignment of Pas- 
senger Vehlcle) for fiscal years 1986 and 1987 The CP-3 form requests agencles 
to eshmate the mileage to be dnven m the vehcle. The mileage estmate is used 
to deterrmne If the request meets the mmmum requzred by the Appropnataons 
Act. In the renew of forms for FY 1986 and FY 1987, between 93 percent and 97 
percent of the applicataons reported an estlmate of mileage rn excess of the re- 
qmred mlmmam (Table 1). But an agency's asserbon of lntended compliance wlth 
the mandated annual busmess mileage mumnun is an d e c h v e  means for 
assesmng need. Agencles know the mileage requrement and could reason that if 

Table 1 

Appropriations Act Justifications 
for Vehicle Assignments 

*Sum of cases exceeds total cases due to multxple reasons ated. 

Source: U C  staff analys~s of Car Pool Assignment forms. 

Justification 

Expected to meet mirurnum mileage 

Public safety duties 

Emergency purposes 

FY 1987 
95 Cases 

#Casesa 

91 

6 

1 

FY 1 986 
126 Cases 

36 Cases 

96% 

6% 

1 % 

117 

22 

4 

93% 

17% 

3% 



they responded wlth any predicted mileage less than 12,800 annual busmess 
miles, then application mght be rejected. 

In fact, the ~nadequacy of thu process IS clearly seen m the malysls of 
actual utilizabon of vehxcles m FY 1986 and FY 1987 As discussed in greater 
detail later m thzs chapter, data for agency-vnde utilizabon of vehcles for the two 
years show a substantla1 level of noncompliance vnth the m u m  mileage cn- 
tenon. Of the 126 v&cles newly assigned m FY 1986, 93 percent justified el&- 
bility on the basls of meetmg the mlNmum mileage cntenon, but 72 percent 
actually did so m FY 1987 Still, based on the stated needs for the vhcles seen 
m the CP-3 farms, not all of those vducles that did not meet the mileage cntenon 
were necessarily assigned lnappropnately 

Based on a survey of vhc le  operators, several categories of need 
appeared valid, regardless of the mileage dnven. The c n h a  below wme devel- 
oped by JLARC staff as illustrabons of potenbally valid employee assignments. 
Assignment of a vehcle should be made on the basls of need demonstrated by 
mileage to be dzlven or compliance vnth one or more of the followmg cntena: 

(1) Documented use related to job dubes requuvlg constant and 
frequent travel, whether or not m excess of the muximum mileage. 
'Rus criterion recog~uzes the need for an asagnment when travel 
~s a part of employee's job dubes, and may be r e w e d  by the 
employee's poahon description. Umversity adrmsslons reemters, 
health mspectors, and campus police officers are examples of 
employees who mght recave an a s ~ g ~ n f  under thm category 

(2) Documented use related to an employee's umque transportation 
needs, such as the regular transportahon of eqmpment or clients 
m the custody of the State. Assignments based on h s  cntenon 
should be made only after clear, documented need has been estab- 
lished. For example, assignments for transportmg equipment 
should re- documentabon of the type, m e ,  and waght of the 
eqmpment, as well as a desclnption of how the equpment ~s used 
m the employee's job. Any hazards associated with the eqwpment 
should be specified (i-e., sharp edges, hazardous chermcals). The 
sue and weight of the eqmpment are factors whch could be used 
by the fleet manager m deuding whether the assignment of a 
vezllcle ~s appropnate, or if the equipment should be transported 
by other means. 

The assignment for transportation of clients should not be made 
for employees who occasionally transport clients, but rather for 
the regular transportabon of clients m the custody of the State, 
such as pnson Inmates or mental health hospital pahents. Docu- 
mentahon of need should mclude the istztuhon to whch the 



assignment will be made, the nature of the transportahon, fre- 
quency of travel, and the average number of passengers trans- 
ported. 

(3) Documented use to provrde actlve remedial assistance m response 
to an emergency sltuahon. Employees requesbng assignment 
under thls cntenon should describe thew emergency duhes and 
document the actual emergenues to whch they have responded m 
the prenous heal year. Recent changes m job dubes that neces- 
sltate emergency response should be detailed. For example, 
sworn law enforcement officers with regular patrol or field dubes 
should be exempt h m  the mileage criterion, and asslgned a 
v&cle on the baas of the need to respond to emergemes. The 
need for the assignment would be documented by promding such 
urformataon as the officer's badge number, a description of the 
patrol route, the frequency of emergency responses, and speual 
equpment m the vhcle. 

RecommetuEation (1). The General Assembly may \Rlsh to amend the 
Appropnataons Act to perrmt the assignment of State vhcles  for valid uses other 
than the accumulabon of a speci6ed mileage. Asagnments should be perrmtted 
for employees requmd by thew job dubes to travel constantly and frequently, or 
to regularly transport eqtupment or clients m the custody of the State. Assign- 
ments should also be made for sworn law enforcement officers or others mth a 
documented need to respond to emergency sltuahons. The Central Garage should 
d e h e  categories of specla1 needs, lnclude objectave measures for verification of 
these needs, and mclude a specla1 needs declarabon on the vehlcle applicahon 
form. 

Insufficient Data. The second problem wth the assignment process 
IS the failure of the CP-3 asagnment form (Exhiht 1) to soliclt pertxnent, useful 
assignment data. The "Applicahon for Assignment* form soliuts details of the 
proposed vehcle's use and on the agency's exlshng vhc le  complement. For 65 
of 137 forms renewed by JLARC staf'f, the applicahons were mcomplete, mth 
these cruclal deusion-malnng data ormtted. Still, the JLARC s M  renew of the 
221 requests subrmtted dunng FY 1986 and FY 1987 found that no requests were 
demed. 

In addihon, the form does request baslc information on type of v h c l e  
requested, need and prospective geographcal locabon for the vehcle, and agency 
vehlc1e k t o r y  The form does not soliclt iformahon on "special need" exemp- 
bons, specific duhes of employees and the= corresponding transportahon-related 
needs, eqmpment to be camed m the vehcle, date the vhc le  ~s needed, duration 
of need, expected commuhng use, tax liability for personal use, and b v m g  record 
of proposed operator. 



Exhibit 1 

Central Garage Vehicle Assignment Application 

CENTRAL 6ARA6E CAR POOL 

APPLICATION FOR ASSI6NMENl OF PASSENGER VEHICLE 

Date 

TO: Fleet bnager, Central 6arage Dr Pool 
1221 E. Broad St., Richmond, Va. 23219 

FRU4: 
mme of w n c y  Agency Comptroller Code 

I n  conformance with Central Garage Pool Regulations, i t  i s  requested that r pool vehicle 
be as$ igned to  

Uaplo s i t ion 
0 sedan Et:t% wagon 13 cargo van 0 12 pasy. van g 15 passp. van 

Headquarters of vehlcle 

Point vehicle w i l l  be stored a t  night 

A br ief  description o f  the duties o f  th is  anployee and specific reasons why the assigrrrmt 
o f  a pool vehicle I s  considered necessary 

The estimated average nunbcr o f  miles to he driven(nonthlyannual1y) by th is  
ewloyee 

How many pool vehicles does your agency now haw? 

Uhat I s  the l a n s t  annual mileage o f  any ass!gned vehicle? 

Haw many vehicles were used less than 12.800 miles l as t  f iscal year? 

Why i s  It not possible to mct your transportation requircnnnts with the currently assigned 
vehicles? 

~1 sapproved 
cxecutl ve Secretary 
Central 6arage Car Pool CoAaittee 

RKoracnded by 
transportation O f f  lcer  

Approved by 
Mency m d  

Source: 1986 Central Garage Car Pool Handbook 



Inclusion of such items on the form would allow for a more Informed 
renew of the application. Specific information such as that described above would 
allow the fleet manager to judge the appropriateness of an asslgnment and enable 
h m  to pnontue the requests, especially wth respect to the date the v&cle is 
needed. 

In contrast to the form used m Virg~ma, the form used m North Caro- 
lina requests detailed mformahon about vehcle use, commutmg, commutmg fees, 
and billing. The form is Included at the end of thls report as Appendix B. JLARC 
staff developed an example of an asslgnment applicataon form (Exhibit 2) drawmg 
on the strengths of both the CP-3 form and the North Carolina Motor Fleet 
Management form. a s  example should be used by the Central Garage as a p d e  
m the development of a new applicataon mstrument tailored to the agemes' and 
Central Garage's needs. 

Recommendation (2). The Central Garage should develop an appli- 
cation mstrument and a procedure to objechvely evaluate vthcle need. The ap- 
proval or disapproval of each applicabm should be documented, utmg the objec- 
tave reasons, based on specific mtena, that explam the assignment approval or 
d a d .  The form should request mformataon pertammg to need for the vehcle, 
the employee's prenous State bwness travel, eqwpment to be earned m the 
vhcle,  expected comrnu~ng use of the vhcle ,  and commutmg fees to be pazd by 
the employee. The example form included m h s  report could be field tested by 
the Central Garage as a first step m developmg a new form to collect the &or- 
mahon. The validity of operator's licenses should also be v d e d  mth the Depart- 
ment of Motor Vhcles at the tune vehlcle assignments are requested. 

Assignment Review and Approval Executwe Order Number 
Thrty (1982) charges the Car Pool Committee mth the responsibility to "enforce 
specific cntena for the permanent assignment of velucles applicable to lndivldual 
users and umng agenaes." The comttee's mformal delegabon of asslgnment 
authonty to the fleet manager has been without any gwdelines on the manager's 
enforcement powers. In fact, the fleet manager still considers the enforcement 
powers to be vnth the Car Pool Committee. The result is that neither the Car Pool 
Comrmttee nor the fleet manager is MfiIling the assignment revlew dutaes of the 
execubve order. 

The fleet manager reported to JLARC staff he does not research or 
investigate asslgnrnent requests from agenaes. More than half the applicabons 
approved in the past two fiscal years were not filled out completely, so it appears 
that no entical analysis of the mf'ormataon on the applicahon form is made. The 
approval amounts to a "rubber stampn approval. An agency's assessment of need, 
therefore, ~s not corroborated by any independent source. 

The mssion of the Central Garage as stated m the Executive Budget 
is to "pronde passenger type vehcle transportataon for state employees m accor- 
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dance wrth t h r  duty requrements." The vehcle asmgnment process is critical 
m the mplemeptat-1on of tlus goal. The fleet manager, however, does not ensure 
compliance vnth specific cntena and does not serve as an dependent check on 
agency demions and acbons regarding State v&cles. The result has been the 
rmsasslgnment of cars and uneconormcal usage. The fleet manager should be 
proacbve m validatmg that travel is an essentaal duty requmment. 

Recommendation (3). The rewed statutory authority for the Central 
Garage should specifically designate the Coxmussloner of Transportataon as the 
authority to enforce and evaluate specific cntena for the assignment of vehcles. 

VEHICLE UTILIZATION 

The appropriate assignment of vehcles m the State fleet ~s llnportant 
because it B the h t  step m e n s m g  econormcal and effectsve use of resources. 
When the 88~gnment process does not adequately identify unnecessary or map- 
propnate asmgnments, the utilizatam of vhcles  will decline. Underutilizataon of 
vhcles  ~s a critacal problem m fleet management because it reqwxes a greater 
mvestment m motor vhcles, results m hgher opera- costs, and reduces the 
availabilty of v&cles for valid uses. 

Because of problems m the asagnment of vehcles at the Central 
Garage, large numbers of vehdes m the State fleet are underutilized. For the 
overall fleet, for example, the average mileage per vdc le  has declined from about 
17,000 miles m 1978, to appmmte ly  15,200 miles m 1987 And the number of 
vhcles  m the fleet has grown by 18 percent, while mileage driven has mcreased 
by only q h t  percent. 

Agency compliance with the mlnlmum mileage standard presently m 
effect was exammed uslug mileage reported for FY 1987 The Appmpnatsons Act 
sets the mmmum at 12,800 miles annually Cars and vans whch were sold 
dunng FY 1987 were not analyzed. The JLARC s M  renew was based on the 
utilizatmn of 2,534 permanently asagned passenger cars whch were assigned to 
agenaes for all of FY 1987 Vhcles mth less than 12,800 miles, the mmmum 
stated m the Appropx1abons Act, were considered underutilized because few 
assignments are made on the bass of public safety exempt.lons. 

General Compliance. The average annual mileage for passenger cars 
was 15,028 miles m FY 1987 While the average was above the muumum re- 
qmed mileage, almost 32 percent (803 vhcles) did not meet the xmmmum 
(Figure 4). The JLARC staff analysis shows that 415 vehcles, or 16 percent of the 



entwe fleet, did not meet the m m u m  mileage cntenon for both FY 1986 and FY 
1987 The average mileage for an underutilized car was 8,710 miles, whch IS 
4,090 miles (32 percent) below the mtnlmum stated m the Appropnataons Act. 
Some of these assignments mght be justified on the basls of the exemptxons 
specified in the Appropnations Act, but the number that qualie cannot currently 
be measured because the necessary mformatt~on about the assignments IS laclung. 

Figure 4 

Compliance With 
Minimum Mileage Criterion 

FY 1987 
-.. .-.-.- 

415 vehides (16%) 
did not meet 
minimum in both 
FY 1986 and 
FY 1987. 

... . . .----- 

1,731 vehicles (68%) 
met or exceeded minimum 

Note: Includes only vehcles assigned to a mgle agency for all of FY 1987 

Source: JLARC staff analyss of VDOT automated data. 
-- - - -- - - 

JLARC staff found a mde vanation among agenaes m the extent to 
whch v&c1es are underutilized. Underutilizat.lon rates of 50 percent or more 
were found m 31 agencies with more than one vehcle m m c e  (Table 2). Among 
the agencies mth the largest number of assignments, underutilizatxon rates 
ranged from 19 percent at the Department of Agriculture and Consumer S e ~ c e s ,  
to 43 percent at the Department of Corrections. Six agenues had underutilizatzon 
rates of 100 percent; that is, every vehcle assigned to the agencles was dnven less 
than the requred mimmum. 

1 



Table 2 

Utilization of Assigned Passenger Cars 
by State Agencies in FY 1987 

Number of Percent 
Veh~de hen Below 

A!Eu AssKInments12.800Miles A g a a  
Department of Avdion 
V~gnia State !Moo1 at Hampan 
Vrgmla MWlWon Center kr the Blind 
Swtheastem V'tima Tramng Center 
Vugnia Treatment Wer kr C h i k h  
~ 0 I S e a e t a r y o f E m m ~ : D e v e k p .  
Deparbnent of Labor & Industry 
O l d ~ u n l v l e r s i t y  
Vrgmla Schod for the Deaf 8 Blind 
John Tyler Community College 
Northern V i ~ m  Traming Center 
Vrgnla Parde Board 
Paul D. Camp Community College 
capitol Pdice 
Office d Attorney General 
Depamnent d Commerce 
W S i S c h a d A u t h o r i t y  
\ f i i a  C o m m d h  Uwersity 
George-on'Jnn'ersity 
Oepartment of Information Technokgy 
Medical Ass&am S e ~ c e s  
Mary W-m 
Nork#cStateUMversily 
Vignla State Unwersity 
oepePtmerrt of Education 
RadfordU@ 
~ m e r N e w p o r t C o # e g e  
w~-munilyCdlegs 
Gennanna Communly College 
Vrgna Polt A u h d y  
Northern V i  Mental Health Institute 
Department of Forestry 
Woodrow W b n  RehabiHa$bn Center 
Vignia Community Cokga System 
Stale Corporation Ccmmss~n  
Northem V i m  Community Colege 
Deparbnent of C o m c i i i  
Hauslng & chmmunity heklpment 
Consenration 8 Hiionc Resources 
Vignla Museum of Fne Alts 
Rappahanrock-WCoHege 
Air PoFlulion Control Board 
water Control Board 
Vrgnta RehaMialive Setwces 
Department of Motor Vehldes 
Dsparlment of Mines, Mineral, & Energy 
Menial Health & Mental Retardattm 
Thomas Nelson Community College 

PiirontGenalncHospital 3 
Southem Va Mental Health Institute 3 
Department of Heah 116 
D e p a r b n e n t f o r v i H a n d i i  43 
Souhide MHMR Support Ur61 14 
Vrg~nia Commrsslon 8 
Depertmerd of General Sennces 8 
James M d i  UM;ersay 22 
Vrgnra Instilute of Manne Saence 13 

vasey Colege 9 
Departmentofsaaalse~ces 100 
Department of Emergency Services 14 
Supreme Cwrt of V i a  5 
D e p a r t m e n t o f E c r m o m D e v ~  15 
V i a  M i i  Institute 10 
Longwood College 15 
T i e r  Community College 5 
Deparbnenl d Transporl;d#n 584 
-Hospital 5 
Southwestern V i  Trammg Center 5 
Agnadture&CorrsumerServrces 127 
mernSateHospld 27 
solwmestmStateHospita 6 
Dqwbnenl of Cmnvld Justice 8 
C d l e s e d m & M ~  24 
AkOhOIiiBevelaga Caftrol 40 
Deparbnenl of Heallh Regulatory Boards 17 
Central V iTmtnng Cenler 9 
Manne Resources Commss#n 56 
Wgstem State HoqU 11 
OepartmenZolTaxadw 30 
Dimm of War Vetem Clarms 3 
Minority Busmms Enter- 4 
New River Community Cdlqe 3 
SoulhdeViruaCommunilyCdlege 5 
Damrile Communly College 2 
Piedmont Community Cdlege 2 
P-k Henry Community College 2 
Vrgnia Western Community Cdlege 3 
Dabney S. Laneaster Community College 2 
Central V I I ~  Community College 2 
southwestern Wrguua Community College 4 
Vignla Highlands Community Cdlege 4 
Mt Emp~re Community College 2 
Department of Waste Management 2 
Jarnestown-Yorktown Foundation 2 
Ddamette Center for Human Development 3 
Department of Fue Programs 7 

Percent 
h e n  Below 
13 800 Mileq 

33 
33 
32 
30 
29 
25 
25 
23 
23 
22 
22 
21 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
19 
19 
17 
13 
13 
13 
12 
11 
9 
9 
7 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - 



The examples below were typical of the low utilizabon of vhcles  by 
some State agencies. 

In FY 1987, five vehtcles asszgned to the Department of Correc- 
hons were among the least used vehtcles zn the fleet. The five 
vehwks were assgned to the department fir the entire year, yet 
the mileage for the five vehrcles combzned did not meet the 
requzred mznzmum. The vehtcles and thezr FY 1987 mileages 
were: 

1981 Cheuette 1,895 miles 
1981 Honzon 2,048 miles 
1983 Reliant 2,144 miles 
1980 Chevette 2,387 miles 
1981 Horwon 2,616 miles 

Two 1983 Dodge vans were asszgned to the Southeastern Vir- 
gznza Tnzznzng Center. One van travelled 1,552 miles zn FY 
1987, while the other was dnven 2,192 miles durang the year. 

Old Domznwn Unzversity used one asszgned vehacle to h v e l  
1,983 miles zn FY 1987 

An asszgned vehtcle at Radford Unzverszty was used 2,238 miles 
zn FY 1987. 

Excluding Mileage for Commuting. The data used for the general 
analysls of compliance wrth the current 12,800 annual busmess mileage mlmmum 
discussed above are not exclusive of commutmg mileage. However, commuting IS 
not considered mileage attributable to State busmess and should, therefore, be 
subtracted from the data when assessing underutilizaboa 

In order to assess the unpact of cornmutang on compliance with the 
reqmred rrrrmmum mileage, JLARC staff subtracted estmates of commutmg 
mileage based on survey results for FY 1986 from the total mileage reported for 
FY 1987. For t.lus analysis, oommutmg mileage was any mileage for travel be- 
tween home and office, except for employees who report directly to the field, or for 
whom thew home is their office. Twenty vhcles  whch would othemse have met 
the m m u m  failed to meet the mandated busmess mileage mmmum when 
commuting mileage was subtracted. 



While JLARC analyss did not find the general level of compliance wth  
the -mum mileage cntenon strongly affected by removal of commubng miles, 
for several assignments the removal of commutmg mileage riuses quesbons about 
the appropriateness of the asmgnments. Inclusion of wmmutmg mileage in 
mileage totals can rmsstate bwness mileage and perrmt the agencles to circum- 
vent the m u m  mileage reqmrement. 

Recommendation (4). The Central Garage fleet manager should 
begm an ~mmediate remew of all fleet vhcles  whch do not meet the rmxumum 
mileage mtenon speded m the Appropnataons Ad. Underutilized vehcles for 
whch asagnments cannot be justified on the basls of specla1 needs should be 
recalled and reassigned. In additaon, the fleet manager should take a more active 
role m momtonng the utilizataon of fleet vhcles. For the purpose of detecbng 
underutilizabon, the fleet manager should carefully morutor mileage, exclusive of 
cornmutang use, h m  odometer r e a m  reported on a penodic baas. Significant 
underutilizabon should result m the removal of the vehlcle, except m instances for 
whch speed assignments are justified, m wnhng, on an mdindual basis. 

Special Assignment Vehicles. Special assignment vehcles lnclude 
vhcles  such as vans whch are ULCluded m the fleet to meet a speclal need - 
usually either expanded passenger or cargo capauty. Such vehcles cannot ade- 
quately be judged by the same criterion as standard passenger sedans and station 
wagons without -mderstatmg thew usefulness. For example, a fifteen-passenger 
van bemg used 10,000 miles per year, and therefore not m compliance mth the 
mileage cntenon, may actually carry a passenger load eqmvalent to two or three 
passenger sedans. In FY 1987, 32 percent of the vans m use were not dnven 
mileage m excess of the 12,800 mlnrmnm. However, fleet vans may be promding 
efkctxve trtransportatzon for speclal needs. Therefore, the mmum mileage cnte- 
non should not generally be applied to assignments of vans. Instead, the fleet 
manager should d y  assess the speclal tramportabon needs of agenues 
requestmg mgnments of vans. 

Revision of the Minimum Mileage Criterioa The m m u m  mile- 
age cntenon specified m the Appropmhons Act was established m 1980, and is 
based on the rate structure m use at  that tame. But the rates have been changed 
smce 1980, and mth the revlslon to the rate structure recommended m Chapter 
N of t h s  report, the assumptaons underlying the development of the rmxumum 
will not be valid. Therefore, JLARC staff revlsed the rmnlmum mileage cntenon 
based on the revlsed rates recommended for the 1988-1990 biermum. The calcu- 
labm of the remed mileage standard is shown in Exhibit 3. 

The revlsed mileage standard was denved using the same formula on 
whch the ongmal mtenon was based, subsbtutmg FY 1989 rates. The m s e d  
mileage cntenon is 11,649 miles for passenger cars. 'Ibs mileage represents the 
pant below whch it is more economcal for the State to have employees use 
personal vhcles for busmess travel, and reimburse them for the mileage dnven. 



Exhibit 3 7 

Determination of Revised Minimum Mileage Criterion 
for Passenger Cars Using FY 1989 rates 

Annual Replacement Charge 
Breakeven , 

I 

For State-Owned Vehicles 
mileage State Reimbursement for - Central Garage 

Personal Veh~cles Per Mile Operating Cost Per .Mile 

11,649 miles ,= $1,523.77 
$.225 - $0942 

Source: JLARC staff d y m  of Central Garage financial dara. 

To assess the Impact of the revlsed standard, JLARC M compared FY 1987 
actual performance to the msed standard. 

Application of Revised Minimum Mileage Criterion. The appli- 
cation of the msed standard of 11,649 miles to the actual performance of vhcles  
m FY 1987, Instead of the exlsbng 12,800 mile cntenon, results m a lower rate 
of underutilizabon. But even under ths substantmlly lower standard, the analy- 
s s  of annual mileage found agnificant underutilizabon of vehxles. For FY 1987, 
629 passenger cars whch were asslgned to a slngle agency for the entare year did 
not meet the revlsed mmmum. Ths  represents a potentaal loss to the State of 
$410,626, whch is the diflkrence between what the agencles would pay m Central 
Garage rental charges for these asagnments and the cost of dursernent for 
use of personal v&cles for h s  same mileage. The additaonal cost for the Sfate 
vehcle ~s the result of rmlrlmum charges for replacement of vhcles, whch are 
flat rates not based on mileage. These r m m u m  charges, in effect, result m costs 
per mile greater than ather the normnal Central Garage rate or the personal 
reunbursement rate. 

Recommendation (5). The General Assembly may w h  to amend the 
Appropnabons Act to revue the mullmum mileage requzred for assignment of a 
State vehcle to 11,650 miles. The Central Garage should recommend further 
revlslons to the General Assembly each b i m u m ,  based on m s i o n s  to the 
Central Garage rate structure and the personal rambursement rate. 



While a substanbal number of vhcles  are currently underutilized, 
many State employees may be uslng thexr personal vehcles for travel m excess of 
the mmmum mileage necessary for assignment of a State ve2llcle. State employ- 
ees were m b d  $11,020,729.48 for offiual busmess travel m personal ve- 
hcles m FY 1987 The estmated mileage for buslness use of personal vehcles is 
about 52 million miles. In cases where employees are travelling less mileage than 
the reg?ured rmrumum, Including users of a tnp pool v&cles, the cholce of uslng 
a personal vehcle saves the State money However, for employees who dnve more 
than the mileage necessary to avoid m u m  charges for replacement costs, the 
choice to use a personal vhc le  is by defbibon more costly to the State than ~f 
that employee had used a Central Garage vehcle. 

JLARC staff collected r d u r s e m e n t  data for FY 1987 from the De- 
partment of Accounts m an attempt to estunate the number of employees whose 
personal mileage exceeded the msed mmunum mileage mtenoa  Data lh ta-  
born allow only an estmate of the malnmrlm number of cases ahowmg rermburse- 
ments greater than $2,446.29, whch ~s the amount an employee would be rem- 
bursed for h v m g  more than 11,649 miles m a personal vehcle. As many as 558 
employees may have h v e n  a personal v&cle more than 11,649 miles. The 
actual number of employees exceeding the revlsed cntenon is probably less than 
thm amount smce some of the records have been found to represent mmburse- 
ment for more than a smgle d i n d u a l .  

State policy regarding r d u r s e m e n t  for o f f i d  travel m a personal 
vehcle has changed over tune. Under current State paces ,  barnng regulahons 
v n b  an agency, there IS no longer any moenhve to use State vehzcles even 
though they may be a less costly means of travel. Consequently, the State mcurs 
greater cost for personal rennbursements of busmess mileage. 

In the past, the Appropnataons Act included safeguards agamst ex- 
traordinary personal reunbursements. The 1982 Appropnahons Act lncluded the 
followmg requmment: 

For the use of personal automobiles m the discharge of offiual 
dub =....the r~mbursement shall be at the rate of 20 cents per 
mile for the first 15,000 miles and 11 cents per mile for addi- 
bond miles of such use m each fiscal year or, m the instance of 
a state employee, for the first 15,000 miles m a fiscal year at the 
rate charged by the Central Car Pool unless the head of the 
state agency concerned certifies that a stateowned v h c l e  was 
not available or that he considers use of a personal automobile 
to be of advantage to the state. 

In 1983 the Appmpnations Act language was modified, deletmg the 
reqmment of certification by the agency head of the unavailability of a State 



vhcle. So currently, the only dismcenbve to use of a pnvate vehcle is m cases 
where annual busmess mileage exceeds 15,000 miles and the rambursement rate 
is reduced to 11 cents. 'Jhs prachce follows common federal tax gudelines, so it 
is not uruque to the State. 

Recommendation (6). Busmess travel m personal velucles should be 
rambursed at the full rembursement rate specified by the Appropnataons Act up 
to the mileage necessary for asmgnment of a State vhcle. Rembursement for 
travel m personal vhcles  in excess of the mileage requlred for assignment of a 
State v h c l e  should be at  a reduced rate equal to the amount charged by the 
Central Garage for operataons. For FY 1989 the reduced rate IS estunated to be 
$.09 per mile. 

Recommendation (7): The fleet manager should m e w  annually the 
travel reqwements of all employees rwnbursed for more than the mileage nec- 
essary for assignment of a State vehcle to deterrmne if such an amgnment is 
appropnate. 

COMMUTING 

As already noted, not all of the mileage dnven m State vhc les  ~s for 
offiual buaness. Of the 44.1 million miles dnven m State-owned pool vehcles m 
FY 1987, JLARC staff estamate that as much as 4.5 million, or about 10 percent, 
was for employee travel between home and work. While much of tt.Lls home-to- 
work travel may have been appropnate, as much as 1.3 million miles was for 
personal commutmg to State offices throughout the Commonwealth (Figure 5). 
Although State law requres that employees pay for such personal use of the 
vehcles, it appears that many employees are not paymg for the personal use. 

Enforcement of commutmg regulabons is Inadequate because of poli- 
cies and regulataons that are unclear. Because no central agency has responsibil- 
ity for enfomg commutang regulataons, there is currently no statewrde momtor- 
mng of commutang use of State-owned vehicles. 

J' o 1i cies ' and Realations on Commutinn Use 

Poliues and regulations on commuting use of State vehcles are scat- 
tered among several sources including the ~ ~ r o ~ n a b o n s  Act, the Car Pool 
operators handbook, the State Travel Regulations Gude, and memoranda Issued 
by the Car Pool C o m t t e e  charman. While these different policles are generally 
consistent, some confusion regarding the responsibility for enforcement of com- 
mutmg regulations currently erosts. 

The General Assembly has authonzed State agenues to charge employ- 
ees for commuting in State-owned vehcles since 1972. Provisions for implemen- 



tabon of the commubng fee currently m place were mtroduced m the 1980-82 
budget bill, and enacted as $49.07 of the 1980 Appropnabons Act. Since 1980, 
the language has been changed only slightly The current Appropnahons Act 
r e q m s  that: 

t 

Employees uslng permanently asslgned vhcles  to and &om the 
places of offiaal employment and home shall be requred to pay 
at  least $40 per month ur accordance with uniform regulations 
issued by the Governor sethng forth mileage charges to all 
agenaes; vhcles  assigned for emergency purposes to respond 
to public safety and life-threatemg situabons are excluded 
from t b  directme. 

The Car Pool Comrmttee mihally played a role in defimng how the 
p r o ~ ~ o n s  of the Appropnabons Act were to be unplemented. Memoranda issued 
m 1980 by the Car Pool Comrmttee & m a n  set out some gudelines for agemes 
to use in dealing mth commutmg use of vhcles. In one memorandum to all 
agency heads, the c h r m a n  explamed that commutzng fees were to be applicable 
to "those employees dnvlng a sedan or stahon wagon who, on a rouhne basis, uses 

Figure 5 

Home to Work Travel in 
State Passenger Vehicles FY 1986 

Horn to Work Travel: 
4s Million Miles 

Source: JLARC staff analysls of survey results. 
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[sic] the vehcle for transportation purposes between home and office." The 
memorandum explaned general gmdelines on nnplementation of the fee. The 
charge was not to apply to employees who worked out of the= homes, did not 
normally report to an offiaal place of employment, were in "travel status," were 
issued a tnp pool car, or were law enforcement officials. The chaulnan stated: 

It ~s not the mtent of Sehon 4-9.07 to allow a state employee 
to elect to take a state car or stabon wagon home and pay the 
charge. State employees may dnve state cars or stabon wagons 
between home and office only if the employees' dubes requre 
such use as set forth m vmkng; by agency heads and *s m 
itself does not relieve an employee from pa- the charge. 

In a later memorandum, the chamman stated that the commutmg 
provisions m the Appropriations Act "shall be strrctly enforced." The memoran- 
dum also stated that "these regulataons will be monitored carefully by the Fleet 
Manager." Yet the fleet manager reported to JLARC staff that he had no respon- 
sibilitaes m the area of cornmutang - not for colle&on of fees, nor for momtonng 
of commuting use. 

Some of the current lack of enforcement of commutmg policles ~s as a 
result of codictmg statements regarding who B responsible for enforcement. 
Despite the c h d s  memorandum atmg the fleet manager's role m momtonng 
cornmutang use, Execuhve Order Number Tfurty, whch establishes authonty for 
the management of State-owned vehcles, does not Include regulabons on mmmut- 
mg use, or establish any authonty for momtomg. On the other hand, the Central 
Garage Car Pool operator handbook appears to assign responsibility for oversight 
of commutmg to agency heads: 

All agency, department or mhtution heads are charged wrth 
responsibility to enforce any regulataons necessary to b m g  
about proper use of v&cles asmgned to then department or 
agency Employees using permanently asslgned automobiles to 
and from the place of offiaal employment and home shall be 
reqwred to pay a mmmum monthly charge m accordance mth  
uniform regulations issued by the Governor settmg forth mile- 
age charges to all agencies. 

As a result of t h s  delegabon of responsibility, the Central Garage fleet manager 
now plays no role m the momtonng of commutmg or m the enforcement of 
commutmg policies and regulations. 

Because of the lack of momtonng of commut111g, some lnappropnate 
use of State-owned vehcles can occur. In one instance, JLARC s t d  found that 
vehcles were used by non-State employees for commutmg: 



The Department fir the Visually Handicapped contracts wzth a 
mn-pro# corporatzon to provzde buszness counseling servzces to 
Virgznul busznesses. Since 1979, three employees of the contrac- 
tor have been asstgned State-owned vehdes, whtch were used 
for travel to busznesses throughout the State. These three con- 
tractor emplqyees have also used the vehzcles to commute sznce 
1979. The comrnutzng use of the vehrcles totalled 33,080 miles 
zn FY 1986, at a cost to the State of $5,624. The department 
reported to JLARC staff m May of 1988 that cornrnutzng use of 
the vehdes has been stopped. 

Recommendation (8). The General Assembly, with the advlce and 
assistance of the Office of the Secretary of !t'ransporation and Public Safety, may 
msh to clarify State policy on the use of State-owned pool vhc les  for commutmg 
by d h g  the types of use that constitute cornmutang, deibng who may be 
perm~tted to use State-owned vehdes to commute, and clarifying whlch State 
employees shall be mqumd to pay fees for theu commutmg use. Momtonng of 
commuting regulat~ons should be established as a fUnctIon of the Central Garage. 

- 

Because of a lack of current, reliable mformataon on the use of vehcles 
for commutmg, JLARC staff surveyed State passenger vebcle operators. More 
than 1,800 surveys were completed by State employees who used agency-asmgned 
State passenger velucles m F Y  1986. A porbon of surveys were returned unan- 
swered because the employees who operated the vehcles m the study year were 
no longer mth the agennes. The results of the survey Indicate that m FY 1986, 
32 percent of the State-owned passenger vehxles were used for travel between 
employees' home and work locataons more than five days a month. Extrapolated 
to the en- fleet, an estmated 827 vehcles m FY 1986 were regularly used for 
home-to-work travel. '&s home-to-work travel amounted to 4.5 million miles, or 
about 11 percent of total miles travelled m all assigned vehlcles m FY 1986. 

The most serrous problems related to commuting use of State-owned 
vehcles are: (1) the diversion of vehlcles from appropriate assignments by over- 
statmg mileage utilizabon in the case of the commuter, (2) the failure to recover 
c o m m u ~  related costs from employees, (3) ~mccurate computabon of commut- 
mg fees pad by employees, and (4) the inaccurate reporhng of the value of 
commutmg use as federally taxable mcome. These problems are the result of 
inattentaon to commubng by agency heads, the Central Garage Car Pool Comrmt- 
tee, and the fleet manager. 

Misstating Utilizatioa The Central Garage is not r e q m d  to keep 
records on commutmg mileage. As a result, it IS unable to deduct commuhng 
mileage from the reported mileage for each velucle to calculate official business 



use, whch it should be usmg to momtor the appropnateness of assignments. 
While the average mileage for the entwe fleet ~s not greatly affected by the mclu- 
sion of commutmg mileage, the utilizataon of many mdividual vehlcles is strongly 
affected. 

Table 3 is a listmg of assigned vehcles for whch the operators reported 
that they co~nmuted more than 20 miles one-way, at least 16 days per month m 
FY 1986. In 15 of the 19 cases, commutmg mileage is es tmted  to compnse more 
than half of the total mileage for the year. For all of the cases, three-quarters of 
the total mileage dnven was estunated to be for commutmg. 

JLAFtC analys~~ Indicates that 311 employees commuted durrng FY 
1987 and justified the commutmg on the basls of "emergency responsibilibes" or 
unspecified reasons not covered under Central Garage Car Pool Committee direc- 
hves. These vhcles  averaged 4,283 commuting miles per year. Thus, the offiaal 
busmess mileage actually h v e n  was far less than the reported mileage on the 
Central Garage database. But because of the lack of reliable cornmutang data, the 
fleet manager cannot evaluate these asmgnments effecbvely 

Recommendation (9). The Central Garage should be Sven statutory 
responsibility to collect and -tam reliable mformataon on the use of State- 
owned vhcles  for commutmg. Employees should be requrred to report penodi- 
cally on such use to ensure that Central Garage data are a m a t e .  The Central 
Garage should report commutmg data to the Department of Accounts to ensure 
that employees are properly charged for personal use of vehcles, and should 
deduct commutmg mileage from total mileage when assessing the appropnateness 
of assignments. 

Recovery of Commuting Costa Because of the lack of clear author- 
ity for the Central Garage to momtor commutuq fees, applicataon of the requue- 
ment for fees has been wons18tent. In many wtances it is dScult  to under- 
stand why some employees are requred to pay fees, while other employees nth  
s d a r  dutaes and v h c l e  uses do not pay fees. The examples of three agency 
heads illustrates h s  pomt: 

The head ofthe largest State agency commuted 22 miles daily zn 
FY 1987 For thzs use, the agency head pad commutzng fees 
totalling $900 for the year Use of the vehzcle was clearly appro- 
pnate because of the need to respond to ernergenczes, a d  to 
travel to field offices located throughout the State. 

Another agency head also had an asszgned vehzcle to respond to 
emergenczes and to travel to field ofices. Thrs agency head also 



Table 3 

Highest Reported One-Way Commuting Distances 
for FY 1986 

Esbmated 
Estunated Annual 

One-way Total Annual Amount 
C o m m u ~  V&de Commutmg Reunbursed 

Aeencv J a % & ? B  &fikWSMileaPe 3lL&sxY 

Dept. of Corrections 
Dept. of Correckons 
Dept. of Corre&0116 
Dept. of Corre&ons 
Dept. of Comectaons 
Dept. of comectzons 
Dept. of chmectlons 
Dept. of Rehab. Servrces 
Dept. of Corrections 
Dept. of Alcohol Beverage 
Control 

Dept. of C o ~ o n s  
Dept. of Forestq 
Manne Resources Comrmsslon 
Dept. of !l'ransportabon 
Dept. of Economtc 
Development 

Rappahannock Community 
College 

Dept. of Transportation 
Dept. of corrections 
Dept. of Corrections 
Total 

*A full year of mileage accumulataon was unavailable for FY 1986; therefore, FY 
1986 mileage IS shown. 

**JLARC staff estmate all vehzcle mileage is the result of commutmg. The imbal 
s W  estunate had commutmg mileage exceeding the actual vehcle mileage, 
therefore, commutmg mileage has been set equal to the actual mileage. 

***Commuted for five months only 

Source: JLARC staff survey of vehlcle users, August 1987, and VDOT automated 
data. 



commuted m the vehzcle zn FY 1987, travelling 14 miles daily. 
No commutzng fee was pad for thts use. 

The h a d  of another State agency commuted 42 miles each day 
m FY 1987 Thrs agency head did not rezmburse the State for 
any of thrs commutzng mileage, whxh cost the State $1,571. 

These examples show how employees who use vebcles for very smilar purposes 
may have regulatzo~w related to ommutmg fees applied to them in an ~nconms- 
tent manner. 

In using survey data to assess the commutmg fees lost by the state-m 
FY 1986, JLARC st& focused on the employees usmg a State vehcle for commut- 
mg ax or more days per month. Thls group represented users whose fkequent 
commutzng use should have resulted m then paylng the State for the= personal 
use of the State vehcles. Those employees usmg State vehcles less than slx days 
per month were assumed not to be uwng the vhc les  for any substanha1 personal 
use. 

The survey results mdicate that operators of more than 75 percent of 
the vehcles used for commutmg mx or more days a month did not rehurse the 
State for that use of the State vhcle.  These employees traveled more than 1.3 
million miles between home and work m FY 1986. 

Th~s did not Include employees whose homes were then offices, or who 
had errtenwve field work duhes. Because these uses of a State vehcle between 
home and work do not constztute "commutmg" or "personal" use of the vehcle, 
JLARC staff subtracted the mileage for these two groups from the estamate of fees 
whch agencles may have failed to collect. The exemptzon from commutmg fees 
for vehcles assigned for emergency response was conwdered lnappropmte be- 
cause the actual use of the velncle for emergenaes IS mtemtent  or occasional. 
Thus, most of home-to-office travel for these employees is personal m nature. Full 
application of the commutmg fees to all commuters would have meant that these 
employees were responsible for fees on 2,007,170 miles of personal travel m FY 
1986 at a cost of $341,218. %s amount was not reimbursed to the State. 

Two cases illustrate cornmutang use by employees exempt from pa= 
commuting fees because of "emergency duhesn- 

In FY 1986, the superzntendent of a correctzonal field unit used 
a State-owned vehzcle to commute 39 miles one-way on a regu- 
lar baszs. The superzntendent's home was zn another state. No 
rezmbursement was made for the commutzng use of the vehzcle 



under Department of Correctmns policy Thzs commutzng use 
cost the State $2,917 

One rehabilitation counselor employed by the Department of 
Rehabilitative Serums used a State-owned vehzcle to commute 
on a regular bas= zn FY 1986. The one-way distance fhm the 
employee's home to the o f i e  was 42 miles. No commutang fee 
was p a d  by the counselor, although the cost to the State was 
$3,142 for the year 

While the assignment of the veh~cles to the employees m these cases may have 
been appropriate, the use of the vehlcles for commutmg substantzal distances at 
State expense ~s questzonable. By developing more specific critena on the pay- 
ment of fees, questzons r d  by these cases can be addressed. 

Recomntendation (10). The General Assembly may wwh to provlde 
the Comrmssloner of Transportabon with authority to momtor and enforce the col- 
lectzon of commutmg fees. Fees should be charged for all home-to-office travel, 
except m mtances m whch employees report directly to field locatzons or use 
fheu homes as thew offices. Exempttons from commu- fees for employees 
asmgned pool velncles to respond to emergency situatzons should be dimnhued, 
because thew home-to-work travel still constitutes personal use. 

Compliance With Commuting Fee Specifications. Of the 128 
employees surveyed who mdicated they rambursed theu agenaes for commutmg 
use of a State velncle, only half reported the correct amounts pad m commubg 
fees based on thew reported one-way commutang mileages. In 60 cases, the 
amounts pmd were not m compliance mth the pdelines for determmmg commut- 
mg fees. 

Overpayments ranged from $.25 to $47.50 per pay penod, resulting m 
total overpayments to agenues of almost $3,000 m. FY 1986 (Table 4). Underpay- 
ments ranged from $.06 to $133 per pay m o d ,  resultmg m an annual loss to the 
State of more than $10,389. The net loss to the State from Inaccurate calculahon 
of commutmg fees was $7,421 in FY 1986. 

Recommendation (11). The Comrmsmoner of Transportataon should 
dwelap and promulgate uniform procedures to be used by agencles m calculating 
commutmg fees at  the tune of applicabon for a velncle asmgnment. The fleet 
manager should renew all fees periodically to ensure that they accurately recover 
the cost of personal use of vehcles. Fees should be based on the remed schedule 
of rates approved by the Joint Leplative Audit and Revlew Comrmssion. 

Under-Reporting of Taxable Income. Use of an employer-provlded 
vehcle for personal use is taxable under federal and State Income tax laws. The 



Table 4 

Estimate of Commuting Fee Underpayments 
and Overpayments FY 1986 

Dept. of Rehabilitahve 
&MWS 

M m n e  Resources Comrmsslon 
Department of Transportatam 
Minonty Busmess Enterprises 
Dept. of Labor & Industry 
Dept. of Avlation 
Dept. of Fire Programs 
Dept. of Social k c e s  
Dept. of Agriculture 
Dept. of Commerce 
Dept. of Health 
John Tyler Co11~umty College 
Piedmont Virguua Community 
College 

Mental Health and Mental 
Retar dataon 
Eastern State Hospital 

Number FY 1986 FY 1986 
Qcsw& ih!Emui I.bxbmd 

Total 59 $2,968.56 $10,389.12 

Source: J M C  staff survey of vehcle users, August 1987 

Internal Revenue Semce requres that the fau market value of taxable fhnge 
benefits such as personal use of an employer-provlded velncle be included m 
employees7 gross mncome. The value of all personal tnps, even those exempt from 
the State's commutang fee, must be declared. The Internal Revenue Semce (IRS) 
recogrzes thms use as a benefit at $.225 per mile. If an employee pays the State's 
commutmg fee, the m a r p  of benefit between the $.I7 per mile rate charged by 
the Cental Garage and the $.225 per mile valuataon r e q m d  by the IRS must still 
be declared. An employee not paylng the commutxng fee for home-to-work travel 
must declare the full value of thu travel at $.225 per mile. 

Responses to the JLARC staff sunrey of operators of assigned vehcles 
indicated that mn FY 1986 some employees added the value of the= commutmg/ 



personal use of a State v&e to thew gross mcome. Although dormahon on thls 
tax issue was not f d y  solicited by the surveys 38 employees m aght agencies 
noted thev famihrity with a tax liability for p e r 4  use of the State vehcle. 
Other employees may also have been compliant with tax ~eportmg, but the extent 
to whrch employees comply ls not known. 

Several problems continue to cause some confusion regarding the 
payment of taxes for persaal use of State-owned vhcles. F'irst, at least three 
methods of valuation for IRS purposes seem possible, and there is some mcons~s- 
teneJr in the application of these valua'tams to the personal use of State vehcles. 

&am& the State re- payment of commuting fbes based on round 
tr~p commutes for 220 workdays. No proratzon of the 220 workdays is allowed. 
Yet Federal Income Tax Regulations assess valuation of actual personal use 
mileage at the centslper-mile rate or at $1.50 fbr each sxngle one-way commute. 

Third, the M t i c m  of permnal use is unclear. The State recogrues 
no commuting we by employees who work fmm thew homes or who travel to 
dif lhnt  locations daily to perfozm field work. However, the the may view such 
mileage as persod use for these employees. The IRS may also require valuatzon 
of the use of State vehicles fbr travel home in a State &cle on the evesung 
pnecedingatFlportatheoffic~onthemo~fdowibgatnp. Thuxsqumm~t 
may apply to the use of trip pool cars, as well as pennmently asmgned vehxcles. 

And M y ,  the State commuting fee has a floor of $40 per month. 
Some employees who properly pay the State commuting fge may actually pay ua 
excess of the amount the IRS requms for tax reportrng purposes. 

Recommendcrtion (B). The State Comptroller should establish 
gmdelines for the valuation of personal use of a State vehicle that comply with 
Intend Revenue Service tax regulations. The State Comptroller should report, 
and show tax witholdings on, this income on employees' W-2 fimm. Accounting 
fir this amount by the Department of Accounts and witholding taxes on the 
amount of personal use of State-oooned vehcles will more adequately b m g  
8mployees into compliance with IRS xncome tax regulatzons. 





III. Fleet Operations 

As achmstrator of the Central Garage Car Pool, the fleet manager's 
pnmary role is m managmg the daily operabons of the fleet. In *s role, the fleet 
manager ~s responsible for enforcement of Central Garage regulahons related to 
the proper use of vhcles, serylce and prevenhve mantenance, and accidents m 
State v h l e s .  The fleet manager is asswted by the transportahon officers m the 
agenues. 

The fleet manager ~s also responsible for managmg the xnventory of 
vehicles. Ths  lnvolves the purchase and disposal of vhcles, and deterrrmvng the 
appropnate xmx of vhcles  to p m d e  adequate semce to customer agenues at  
the least cost. The Department of Transportahon (VDOT) also is involved m ths 
funchon of fleet management. 

Operalaon of a pool of vehcles for short-term use w an additaonal duty 
of the fleet manager. The "tnp pool" IS the pnmary source of State vhcles  for 
many employees m the Richmond area. As a result, it is mportant that these ve- 
hcles be managed m such a way that they are available, convement to use, and 
reliable. 

And M y ,  the fleet manager is responsible for the rrmntenance and 
repan of vhcles  m the Central Garage fleet. Vehtcles are sermced and mmn- 
tamed at the Central Garage shop m Richmond, and at VDOT shops located 
throughout the Commonwealth. 

ENFORCEMENT OF FTJ?ST REGULATIONS 

Regulatio~m on vehxle use are promulgated by exemtxve order, the Car 
Pool regulabons handbook, and statute. It w the responsibility of the fleet man- 
ager, the agency heads, and the agency transportahon officers to ensure that 
regulakons are comrn~~~lcated to employees. JLARC staff assessed operator 
compliance with regulalaons through the sample survey of vehlcle operators, a 
m e w  of the Uniform h d e n t  Renew Comrmttee reports, and mtemews mth 
agency transportahon officers and Central Garage personnel. 

The JLARC staff survey of v h c l e  operators showed a general under- 
standing of regulahons concemg acadent reportug, the use of State facilities for 
rep- and gasoline, preventwe mntenance, and seat belt use. But many em- 
ployees, including agency transportation officers, are unaware of regulations 
concemmg the use of State vhcles. Through improved coxmnumcation between 
users and Central Garage management, more could be done to d o r m  users of 
regula4zons and ensure responsible use of State-owned vehcles. 



In order for employees to comply mth Central Garage regulabons, they 
must know what those regulatrons are, and why it is important for them to be 
followed. For the most part, the commumcabon of regulations is the responsibility 
of the agency transportation officers. JLARC staff mtemews wth 19 agency 
transportation officers found that transportabon officers ranged from adrrmustra- 
bve office personnel to divlslon heads. The transportataon officers, according to 
executive order, are to "control and coordinate the use of permanently asslgned 
velucles." Further, the Car Pool regulataons handbook exp1a1.1~ that "the trans- 
portahon officer should periodically renew lus agency's operataon and endeavor to 
ob- m 8 ~ ~ u m  utilization for those vehcles asslgned to hs agency" 

Transportation Officer Training. Despite thew responsibilibes, the 
transportahon officers are not tramed m revlew procedures. JLARC staff mter- 
news mth the transportabon officers found that only two of 19 transportahon 
officers received t r m g  on thew responsibilibes. Because the tramportahon 
officers recave no trammg, they may often be d o r m e d  about Car Pool regu- 
labons. 

Operator Training. In turn, the transportataon officers fail to p m d e  
adequate trammg to the operators of v&cles. Only seven transportabon oflkers 
sad  they provlde tramng to thev employees, and four of these mdicated the 
tralmng was not formal. Many operators then, may not understand the unpor- 
tance of complyxng mth fleet regulataons related to proper use of vehcles, and 
semw and repars. 

While results of the user survey show a plurality of operator compli- 
ance with regulabons, some operators are m d o n n e d  or d o r m e d .  According 
to survey responses, 123 of 353 operators surveyed did not know the preventme 
mntenance mterval. Tlus IS not surpnsmg, because 150 of the 353 operators did 
not remve any t r a m  on vehcle regulabons, safety regulations, or general re- 
sponsibilibes related to operating a State vehxcle. In addibon, 39 operators did 
not know if a regulabons handbook was kept m the vehcle, or adrmtted nwer 
havlng read the handbook. Employees' unfamiliarity vvlth vehcle use regulataons 
can result in rmsuse of the State v&cles and abuses of State d n m g  privileges. 

Recommendation (13). The Central Garage should ensure that regu- 
lahons on the use of State vehcles are properly commulllcated to operators. A 
formal tramng package should be developed by the Central Garage for use by 
transportatron officers, and the fleet manager should provlde leadership m pro- 
motmg and scheduling t r m g  for employees m all agencles. 

The fleet manager's duties, according to Execuhve Order Number 
Thlrty, include "investigation of and response to citazen mqumes C O ~  



proper use of state vehcles." The public can identify State-owned vhcles  by the 
speclal license plate requmd for these vhcles. With more than 2,800 vdcles  
m use throughout the State, these vehxles have a hgh level of visibility When 
asked about the number of cornplants received from the public, the fleet manager 
noted that the lack of substanbal emdence and the unwillhgness of those malung 
complants to follow through on the c o m p h t s  often make a h o n  on such matters 
diflicult. In many cases, h g  complamts refuse to identify themselves. 
Often, complamts are not about State vehzcles, but lnstead Involve a muuupal 
vebxle. Apparently, some public c o d h o n  mts over the identity of State-owned 
vehicles. 

Fleet Manager Review. The fleet manager reported that the number 
of complamts of operator rmsuse or abuse of State vhcles  reuaved by h m  ranged 
fkom 30 m FY 1983 to eight m FY 1986. Of the aght cases reported m FY 1986, 
the fleet manager was able to substanhate the charges m four of the cases. These 
instances mvolved one report of unauthomed use, two reports of speeding, and 
one report of illegal parking. In each case, the fleet manager reported hw findings 
to the employee's supervmr, and left any disuplinary actaon to the discrebon of 
the agency Two employees recewed mformal reprimands, and no acbon was 
taken m the two other cases. 

Transportation Officer Review. Ikansportataon officers also recave 
complamts on the performance or behamor of vehcle operators. Complamts such 
as speeding, personal use of the v&cle, and reckless h v m g  were cited by the 
transportataon officers as typical of the cornplants they had received m the past. 
However, mght of the 19 transportataon officers s a d  they had never r-ved any 
complamts. Transportahon officers mvehgate the complamts to the extent 
possible, and b m g  such matters to the attenhon of the employee's supervisor. 

Complamts whch are substantiated are handled ~nternally by the agency. 

R e c o m ~ n  (14). To mease employees' accountability for the 
use of Stateowned vehcles, to Increase awareness of State vehcle use, and to 
allow for ready identificabon of State vhcles  by the public, collslderabon should 
be gven to redeagnmg the State v h c l e  license plate to urclude the words 
"Commonwealth of Virgma - Officlal State Use Only" (Figure 6). 

Vehicle Service -ce 

According to Central Garage regulabons, commerd m c e  stabons 
should be used for State vehcle m c m g  or r e p m  "only m the cases of emer- 
gency " Respo- to the JLARC staff survey of v&cle operators Indicate that no 
employees used comme~clal garages for prevenhve mntenance, emergency 
mamtenance, or repaws m FY 1986. These results xndicate employee compliance 
mth the State's direct;lve on the use of VDOT fuel and rep- facilibes. While 
most operators are complying mth regulabons on semcmg and repus ,  some 



operators do not comply, and as a result, the State may mcur unnecessary mam- 
tenance costs. 

i 

Delay of Routine Maintenance. The delay of routane mamtenance 
can cause a vehcle to run poorly, operate less &uently, and be susceptible to 
breakdown. These problems can be costly to the State, m terms of direct repaur 
costs for the vehxles, and indirectly m terms of the lost use of the v h c l e  and 
reduced productinty of the employee. Despite the mportance of routme mamte- 
nance, only 38 percent of operators reported h a m g  them vehxles servlced at  the 

Figure 6 

Recommended Redesign 
of State Vehicle License Plate 

Current Format: 

VA. PUBLIC USE 

128345 

Redesign: 

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

12 8345 
OFFICIAL STATE USE ONLY 
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6,000 mile reqwed mterval for mutudprevenhve velucle m t e n a n c e .  Almost 
five percent of operators reported a routme mlllntenancc? mterval .of 8,000 miles 
or more. In addibon, the survey results Indicated that 110 vehdes r a v e d  m- 
adequate s e ~ c l l l g  m FY 1986, and 78 operators did not know how frequently rou- 
tme mamtenance was performed m FY 1986, suggestmg a lack of compliance mth 
requzrements for mamtenace of the asslgned vhcles. 

Escessive Maintenance. A similar problem m t s  when routme 
mamtenance ~s performed too frequently Six percent of operators smd prevenlave 
mamtenance was performed a t  mtervals of less than 3,000 miles m FY 1986. ! b s  
mterval, while not the standard, IS used by the Central Garage for vehcles whch 
are operated under harsh cmumstances. Where tlus kmd of m c e  is not war- 
ranted, it IS d a e n t  because unnecessary tune can be spent by State garage 
personnel checlnng or repla~ng belts, filters, and oil when not essenbal. Also, by 
bnngmg thev vehicles m too frequently, operators are using theu own time 
lIMdkhvely 

Use of Fuel. Some operators reported nonannpliance mth the direc- 
tive to use State fuel whenever possible. Three of the operators m the JLAFtC 
survey s a ~ d  commmal stations were theu p m a r y  source of gasoline. State- 
purchased gasoline IS about 45 percent cheaper than commercxal fuel of the same 
grade. So, while occ8s1onal use of. coznmerual statx01-1~ ~s reasonable, use of 
commercial stabons as a pnmary source of gasoline results m greater costs for 
v h c l e  operalaon and should be discontmued. 

Recommen&tion (15). The standard trammg package to be used by 
the transportahon officers should d u d e  mfonnatzon on the unportance of proper 
scheduling of m u h e  mtenance and semce. In addition, the fleet manager 
should track the repam and s e ~ c e  performed on each vebcle, and should be 
proactave m scheduling semce for v&cles that are overdue for preventwe mam- 
tenance. 

Survey results indicated that ax of wery 100 operatom of agency- 
assigned vhcles  were involved m trafiic accidents while operatang assigned 
vhcles  m FY 1986. Five of every 100 operators received parlung hckets or were 
convicted of rnovlng vlolahons m connect~on with thm use of asslgned vehcles. 
While these results do not mdicate mdespread disregard for traf?ic regulations, 
the results do lndicate that many operators may need to be made better aware of 
thew responsibilitaes while operatmg a State velucle. 

Safety Belt Use. The use of safety belts while travelling on State 
busmess has been reqoved for State employees smce 1985. Executwe Order 
Number Sixty-six (1985) detailed the responsibilihes of State employees for safety 



belt use. In addition, mnce January 1, 1988, safety belt use by the operators and 
front-seat passengers-of all vhcles on Virgma hghways has been r e q m d  by 
law In the JLARC survey, 82 percent of operators reported that they always wore 
a safety belt in the v h c l e  and 71 percent ssud then front-seat passengers did 
also. 

Vehicle Accidents. One way to measure abuse or msuse of State 
vhcles  is to m e w  the findings of the Uniform Acudent m e w  Comrmttee. The 
comm~ttee was created by Ekecutwe Order Number Fifty-One (1981). The execu- 
tave order charges the Department of State Police mth the responsibility of estab- 
lishmg and directang a uniform accldent and safety program among users of State- 
owned ve131cles. The co~nrmttee, composed of representatives of the user agenues 
and c b e d  by the State Police, meets monthly and m e w s  amdents lnvolvmg 
Stabowned motor vehcles by exammug State Police acudent reports and mfor- 
mabon submtted by the lnvolved agenaes. 

In FY 1987, the comrmttee renewed an average of 32 cases per month. 
Of the 387 cases remewed m FY 1987,42 percent were categomed as "avoldable" 
by the State operator. Almost 30 percent were cited as lncldents (such as vandal- 
ism, or damage while the car was parked); 21 percent as "unavoidable," and seven 
percent as both dnvers contributmg. These data d i f k  little from the experience 
m FY 1986, rn whch 403 cases were renewed by the comttee ,  and 42 percent 
were found avoldable, 31 percent were considered =dents, 25 percent were 
unavadable, and two percent were due to both operators' actaons. 

In the annual report to the Governor for FY 1986, the co~~rmttee noted 
that travel m State vehzcles had increased only one percent smce FY 1985 but 
accidents m State vehcles had increased by 14 percent. State v h c l e  operators 
were judged to have contributed to 59 percent of all acudents - an mcrease of five 
percent from the rate m FY 1985. 

Recomnredafion (26). The fleet manager should p m d e  trammg on 
safety to transportation officers, and fleet regulations should r e q m  that the 
transportataon officers distribute safety mformabon to v&cle operators on a 
penodic barns. Thls comrnmcation could take several forms: newsletters, 
memos, promobonal safety information, formal tralnmg sessions, or f i b .  

MANAGEXENT OF TRE CENTRAL GARAGE POOL 

Currently, 230 vehcles are available for short-term use (not to exceed 
three weeks) &om the Central Garage tr~p pool at the Central Garage Car Pool 
headquarters m Richmond. These vehcles traveled more than 3.5 million miles 
m FY 1987 State employees used the vehcles for approximately 8,000 b p s  m 
that year. The tnp pool in October of 1987 was comprised of 214 sedans and 



station wagons and 16 vans. The tnp pool conmats of newly purchased vhcles  
whch are not rotated out until they have accumulated 11,000 miles. At t h s  pomt, 
the vehcle is taken out of s m c e  for short-term use and assigned to an agency 

Although it m used extensvely by some agenaes, use of the trrp pool 
is prachcally lirmted to State employees m the Richmond area, because the 
vehxles are aswgned only h m  the Central Garage m Richmond. A JLARC stafT 
survey of tnp pool users revealed overall satz&&on mth the vebcles and opera- 
tzons. Appmxmately 90 percent of users rated the conditaon or performance of the 
imp pool vehcles "good" m categories such as engm starhg,  engme runntng, 
tr-=on, and bralung. Sixty-two percent reported no operakng problems 
mth the vebcles, and 97 percent were satisfied or very satmfied mth  overall 
service. Among the comments from the survey of tnp pool users were the fdow- 
mg: 

It as my fieling that the Central Gwcrge staff does an excellent 
job m matntarntng the vehtcles cutd renderzng a serum to 
employees. 

I huve always found Central Garage to be very courteous, help- 
fir1 and very efitent. They do an excellent job. 

Generally the servrce on the cars has rmpmved s t g n i ~ n t l y  tn 
the 14 yews I have used the vehtc2es. 

JLARC ~ e x a x u n e d t n p p o o l s e r v l c e s t o d e ~ i f t h o s e v ~ c l e s  
are used e06iaently and are an effectwe use of vehcles m the fleet. While the tnp 
pool appears to serve a real need, and ~s largely well operated, some xmpmvements 
could be made to enhance the assignment process, and the availability of and 
access to vehcles. In additaon, the sue of the tnp pool fleet may be larger than 
necessary to meet the current level of demand for the senme. 

To obtam a vehcle from the Central Garage tnp pool, an employee 
must (1) call the Central Garage to reserve the vehlcle, (2) present the tnp pool 
clerk mth a properly executed CP-2 (Travel Request) form, and (3) present a valid 
dnver's license. The CP-2 form rs prepared m advance by the requestmg employee 
or agency and must be signed by the agency representatwe designated to approve 
travel requests. The Central Garage clerk revlews the form to ensure that it 



lncludes all necessary agency, operator, and tnp mforrmataon. After the operator 
shows a dnver's license, the clerk issues the vehxle. a s  reservation process 
appears to work well, and in the JLARC survey, users did not report any concerns 
with the procedures in the JLARC survey However, the rewew of operator's 
licenses may be madequate, and tnp pool accessibility could be improved. 

Check of Operators' Licenses. The Central Garage regulahons 
handbook states that "the person pickmg up the vehcle andlor the person that 
will be operatang the vehcle must have a valid operatar's perrmt." At the tune the 
v h c l e  ~s msued, the Central Garage clerk can check only the driver's license of 
the employee pidung up the vehlcle. Because the employee pidung up the vehcle 
and the actual operator, or operators, may be Merent, there ~s the potentd that 
some users may not have valid dnver's licenses. 

Currently, car pool regulataons state that "it ~s the responsibility of 
each department or agency to see that thew employees usmg state vhcles  are 
qualified operators, and that they have a valid operatois perrmt ..." However, 
because there M no monitoring of agenaes, it IS not known if agenues properly 
comply mth ths requmment. To ensure that agenaes verify that employees are 
properly licensed to operate a motor vehcle, some revlmons to the request form 
and Central Garage procedures should be made. 

First, the CP-2 form should be amended to include the names and 
dnver's license numbers of all operators of the vehxle for each mgnment. The 
authomed supemsor m each agency should be requred to wgn the form, certa- 
fymg that operators named on the form are licensed dnvers. Employees should 
be advlsed that only operators listed on the CP-2 form are penmtted to operate 
the State velucle. 

Second, the Central Garage should perform periodic, random hver's 
license checks of a sample of operators. The Central Garage check should Involve 
a verificataon by the Department of Motor Vhcles that the licenses of the opera- 
tors are valid. Th.ls validation should be made at the tune a vehcle is reserved. 

Recommen&tion (17). The Central Garage should ensure that all 
users of tnp pool vehcles have valid operator's licenses. The CP-2 form should 
list all operators, and the agenaes should verify licenses of the11: employees mth 
the Department of Motor Vhcles. The authorized supemsor m each agency 
should certify on the CP-2 form that all operators are licensed hvers.  An ex- 
plred, revoked, or suspended license should be brought to the attentxon of an 
employee's supemsor, and that employee should be prohibited from opera- a 
State-owned velucle. 

Accessibility of Trip Pool Services. The accessibility of tnp pool 
semces appears to be affected by two factors. First, the location of the facility 
apprommately three miles from the Capitol Square area makes access difEcult. 



The Cental Garage has tned to address thu3 mtuabon by pmding  b e  shuttle 
service between the downtown area and the Central Garage facility. The shuttle 
van leaves the Central Garage for the Capitol Square area at 8:00 am., 9:00 a.m., 
and 4:15 p.m. The shuttle p m d e s  a needed service, but ridership should be 
maeased to make operataon of the van more &aent. 

By m w m g  shuttle vehicle logs, JLARC staff found that o n e - k d  of 
all round-trips camed no passengers. In addition, survey respondents reported 
that they use the van sermce rarely, and 40 percent srud they did not expect to 
use the senrice m the future. But 26 percent srud that more frequent daily service 

might encourage them to use the shuttle. 3E1even percent requested shuttle stops 
at more agency locations, and 14 percent srud more dormation on the shuttle 
m c e  avght promote the use of the m c e .  

The second factor affktmg accessibility IS the operafang hours of the 
garage. C-tIy, the facility IS open h n  7:30 am. to 5:30 p.m. Although 81 
percent of trip pool users were s a a e d  with Central Garage operating hours, 19 
percent stated on the survey that they were dissatisfied or -very dissatasfied mth 
m t t n g  houm= 

T h s  -tent IS related to the location of the tnp pool, and the 
necessity for some employees to use then own pers<wal v&cles for tramportabon 
to the Central Garage to pck up pool vehcles. The z n c o n v ~ n c e  of access was 
char* by several operatom rn the JLARC survey.. 

Garage n e d  to remazn open later on M y  evenzngs so that 
employees may return state vehtcles after a Frtday tnp - curd not 
Aave to worry about dnvzng them over the weekend - or betag 
without fransportatwn over a weekend. 

CentraZ Ganrge operating hours should extend to 1230 on Sat- 
utdays to auammodute andivtdunls who have d@culty picktng 
up a car on Fndaylwo2ltd like to return the vehrcle to obtaan 
personal car. 

*** 

I returned on Fnclay ... at 850 p.m. Had I not c a W  my wzfk 
to put my p e r s d  car on the street, I would have been wzthout 
tnrmportatron all weekend. It wasn't possible to return my state 
car and prck up my personal car. Thu zs why I make every effort 
not to get znvolved zn the car pool. 

Because the Central Garage IS not located m the Capitol Square area, and 
employees must often leave personal vehcles at the facility, the fleet manager 
should conslder changes m the opera- hours of the garage. 



Recommendation (18). The Central Garage should deterrmne ~f 
modifications to the shuttle s e ~ c e  will result ur unproved utilization. For ex- 
ample, the Central Garage may wlsh to experiment Hnth m s e d  operabng hours 
and schedules for the shuttle, and mght conslder maklng stops at locabons in  
addition to Capitol Square (such as the James Monroe or James Madison build- 
ings). Addihonally, the Central Garage may msh to evaluate the use of an on- 
call semce, instead of regularly scheduled semce. If these efforts do not Improve 
utilization, the Central Garage should exarmne the cost effectveness of the serv- 
ice, and discontmue it if costs are shown to exceed demonstrable benefits. 

Recommendation (19). To ensure that State employees have ade- 
quate opportwty to return vehxles pnor to each weekend, the Central Garage 
should extend Fnday hours of operation to 200 p.m. 

The trip pool ~s supervised by the Central Garage superintendent. The 
supenntendent relies on a manual reservataon system to manage the tnp pool 
Inventory of vebcles. To manage the tnp pool on a daily bass the supenntendent 
must be aware of: 

the v&cles bemg returned at  the end of a tnp and whether 
these vhcles  need repau, can be returned to s e ~ c e  afZer 
inspection, or are needed for m e d i a t e  assxgnment mthout m- 
spection; 

m the number of vehxle reservabons for that day; and 

the number of vehcles reserved the next day 

Because of the complexity of mamgmg thu system manually, the Central Garage 
has adopted a consematwe approach to mamqgng the tnp pool inventory 'lhs 
is reflected in the prachce of not overbookmg reservabons. Instead the tnp pool 
supenntendent uses a wmbng list in an attempt to accommodate employees for 
whom no vehcle is mediately available. Another aspect of the approach is that 
vehcles appear to be over-assigned to the tnp pool. The szze of the tnp  pool, then, 
appears to be related to the need to compensate for a manual system of reserva- 
tions whch is difficult to manage. 

Use of the Trip POOL The J W C  staff survey of tnp  pool users 
found that most tnp pool assignments are for three days or less. The predormnant 
reason for use of the vehcles ~s travel to meetmgs or conferences. Table 5 shows 
the ten State agencles unth the greatest accumulabon of tnp pool mileage for FY 
1987 



Table 5 

FY 1987 Trip Pool Use 

Department of Educakon 
Department of Health 
Department of Mental Health and 

Mental Retardabon 
Viguua Commonwealth Umversity 
Department of Soclal Semces 
Department of Medical Amstance 
services 

Department of Correctaons 
Department of Conaervabon and 

Histonc Resources 
Office of the Attorney General 
Department of Informahon Technology 

Source: VDOT automated data. 

Tnp pool users are encouraged to reserve vhc le s  ahead of m e ,  but 
no mandatory notace is requmd by Central Garage. The regulabons handbook 
requests "notice ... allowmg ample lead tune, hopefully 24 hours." The JLARC s W  
survey of tnp pool v&cle users showed that reservabons were made an average 
of rune days m advance and a median of seven days m advance. About 68 percent 
of the tnp pool ass~gnments m September 1987 were for five days or less, and 81 
percent were for up to ten days. clearly identifies employees requeskng 
asmgnments of one to ten days as the largest tnp pool user group. Thus, the tnp 
pool appears to serve primarily the short-term user m agemes m Richmond. 

However, dunng the September 1987 survey penod, two percent cf the 
velucles were reserved for more than three weeks. These are lnappropnate as- 
signments far the tslp pool whch, according to the regulahons handbook, "has 
velucles available for specific trrp assignments not to exceed a three week penoh" 
These asslgnments appear to make management of the tnp pool more difficult 
because they reduce the available pool of v&cles from whlch to make assign- 
ments. In fact, these asmgnments are actually loans from the tnp pool to amm- 
modate temporary asmgnrnents. However, vhc les  awmtmg agency assignment 
could be used to meet the need for temporary assignments. 

A concentration on the short-term assignments of ten days or less, and 
a corresponding meased emphams on agency pools and agency ass~gnments 
would shiR the longer durabon asslgnments away from the t r ~ p  pool and p e m t  



a reduction m the size of the tnp pool. The utilizataon of vehcles would improve 
if one- to tenday assignments were the focus of the tnp pool. In additaon, qucker 
tun-around of vehcles malung them always ready for assignment would maxl- 
mze then tune on the road. 

Analysis of Trip Pool Fleet Size. The JLARC s M  survey of tnp 
pool users covered 16 workmg days m September 1987 To determme the sue of 
the tnp pool, measures from the JLARC staff survey, such as the threeday 
median asagnment length, can be useful. JLARC s M  used the results of the 
survey to demonstate how the appropmte slze of the tnp pool fleet can be deter- 
mned. 

The analysx IS based on the lengths of various assignments, and ~s 

illustrative of the way m whch the fleet manager could manage the size of the 
fleet. The threeday median remataon penod means that one half of the vhcles  
assigned on a gven day will be returned after three days of use. Uslng the one- 
, two-, and three-day assignment rates, 21 percent of vehcles asmgned on one day 
will be returned the next; 22 percent of vehcles asmgned on one day will be 
returned after two days of use; and ten percent of vehlcles asagned on one day 
will be returned after three days of use. The rmrvey, asmgnment logs, and VDOT 
automated data point to an average of 32 assignments per day So each day, the 
tnp pool needs at least 32 vhcles  to meet average asagnment lwels. But each 
day, vehcles that have been returned are suffiaent to meet most, if not all of the 
need for assignments. 

A model of the Imp pool system showmg vehlcle asagnments and re- 
turns based on these data is shown m Figure 7 The tnp pool supenntendent 
needed 180 vehcles to fulfill the 500 asagnments m the penod mewed.  In the 
model, 172 veIJ1cles were needed to actually fill asslgnments, and aght vehxles 
were needed to allow for repaw of vehcles that developed operational problems or 
needed general mamtenance. In addibon, an average of two requests per day 
were not filled. Eight v&cles were added to the JLARC staff model to account 
for thu unmet demand. Thus, the appropriate slze for the pool m September 
1987, would have been 188 vehcles Instead of the 230 vehles  actually assigned. 
According to thu analysis, these 188 vehcles could have met demand in that 
month. The number of vehcles needed mght change from month to month and 
the fleet manager should adjust the mze of the fleet on a penodic basis to reflect 
those changes. 

In addition, the supenntendent also makes asagnments longer than 
the typical one- to tenday asagnment, and some additaonal vehcles will be 
needed for those assignments. These asagnments can only be made on an ad hoc 
basls, and should be drawn from vehxles used for permanent asmgnments. No 
projechon of the number of these asagnments whch rmght be necessary was 
made for the JLARC analysis. In managmg the tnp pool and the number of 
vehcles needed for permanent assignment, however, such assignments should be 
considered. 





Thu analysls Indicates that the size of the tnp pool could be reduced 
through changes m any of several components of the system. As stated before, a 
shift away from assignments of more than ten-day duratlon would increase the 
availability of vehxles. A decrease in turn-around tune between return and 
assignment would uscrease vehcle availability (such as reducmg vebcle downtune 
due to reprurs), as would the use of a supplement of new velucles to cover hrgh 
demand. The tnp pool superintendent should use such methods to reduce the sue 
of the tnp pool. 

Special Vehicle Types. Tnp pool velvcle demand logs show that be- 
tween January and September of 1987, most velucle requests were filled by 
sedans. An average of only 2.5 stabon wagons and 2.6 vans were needed on a 
daily basls. Single day requests for stataon wagons were as bgh as eight m 
February and July, and for vans, as hgh as mne m April. Yet m each month 
there are days m whch no stabon wagons or vans are requested. Ths suggests 
that demand ~s generally met by sedans, and that the use of speclalty velvcles 
such as vans and station wagons m the tnp pool should be lixmted. 

Recommendation (20). The aze of the tnp pool should be more 
actively managed by the fleet manager. On a pe11odic baas, the fleet manager 
should perform an analyas of the need for velucles m the tmp pool d a r  to that 
performed for h s  study by the JLARC staff. The Central Garage should conmder 
the use of an automated system to track tmp pool asagnments. The data h m  
such a system could be used to estunate the number of v&cles necessary to meet 
assignments, resultmg in better management of fleet sae. The current mventory 
of speclalty vhcles  should be mamtamed until the specific need for more spe- 
malty vebcles can be documented. 

MANAGING THE VEHICLE INVENTORY 

Managmg the vebcle mventory ~s an 1111portant responsibility of the 
Central Garage fleet manager. The funchon lnvolves the purchase and replace- 
ment of vebcles. While the procurement of vehcles IS the responsibility of the 
Department of Transportahon, declsions relatmg to the tsrmng of replacements, 
and the appropriate rmx of vehcles are the responsibility of the fleet manager. 
These declsions have a great mpact on the cost of operatang the fleet. Vhcles  
replaced too early can result us hgher than necessary capital costs, and vhcles  
replaced too late can cause hgh opera- costs. An lnappropnate mur of vehcles 
can result in unnecessary capital costs, or unavailability of vhcles  needed by 
customer agencies. It is important, then, for the fleet manager to a&vely manage 
the fleet Inventory 

The JLARC staff analysls of v h c l e  costs shows that the current re- 
placement cntena are too low Passenger sedans and station wagons, for ex- 



ample, could be kept m semce for at least a .  addibonal 15,000 miles. Vans could 
also be kept m semce longer. In additaon, the decisions relatmg .to the types of 
vehcles to be purchased for fleet use are not systematzc and object.zvely based. 

of Vehicle reg lace men^ 

More than 300 vehcles were disposed of by the Central Garage through 
State surplus property procedures at auchon m FY 1987 Vehcles sold for an 
average pnce of $949.75 mth a hgh of $2,300. The auctzons m FY 1987 were held 
frequently-every two or three months. Determmmg the appmpnate tune at 
whch to replace a vehcle IS an mportant part of managmg the inventory of 
ve2llcles. As mth an mdimdual's pnvate automobile, there IS a polnt at whch 
substanhal value has been returned on the mhal mvestment m a vehxle and 
h-ther use will entail pmgreswvely hgher operatmg and rep= expenses. T h ~ s  
pant represents the earliest pomt at whch to consider replacement of the vhcle. 
If the velucle is replaced before b pomt, it IS likely that the mitaal ~nvestment 
has not been fully recovered. 

The State has the capaclty to make vhc le  replacement declslons based 
on experience mth thousands of vehcles, and a large Investment IS staked on 
makmg the best deusion possible. The Central Garage should apply an 0bjecl;lve 
method to identify the end of the &cient life of each ve2llcle m the fleet. 

Lack of Objective Criteria. The Central Garage generally uses the 
age of the vehcle and the amount of mileage drrven as replacement mtena, but 
also considers the general condibon of the v h c l e  and the availability of funds. 
Central Garage has based replacement on cntena of 80,000 miles a five years of 
age. Of the 301 v&cles sold m FY 1987,242 exceeded the 80,000 mile and 
the five year mtena. In addition, m FY 1987 almost 15 percent of the vhcles  
m the acbve fleet were five years old BLtl,h had lifetame mileages exceeding 80,000 
miles. Thus, current prahce appears not to consistently follow standardized 
cntena, and appears to show that fleet vhcles  can remaut m s e ~ c e  longer. 

Developing an Objective Vehicle Replacement Formula. The 
purpose of the JLARC staff analysis of the t m n g  of vehcle replacements was to 
test objectively the current standard. The analyss showed that current standards 
are flawed by lirmted unplementation, and p e m t  retuement of vehlcles before 
the State has reamed the full value of its investment. Rehrement of all vehxle 
classes at 80,000 miles appears mefficient. A second purpose was to Introduce one 
potentaal methodology whch can be used to set objecbvely the replacement cnte- 
na. In ths sense, the JLARC staff analysls is not a final conclumon but a startmg 
point for further analyms as better data are collected. 

The component parts of the efficient life of a vehlcle are (1) cap~tal 
mvestment, whch is the purchase pnce less salvage value; and (2) operabng 



expenses, whch include fuel, and the parts and labor associated mth mamte- 
name and rep=. Operatmg expenses for the purpose of ths analyss were meas- 
ured by two vanables, both expressed m per-mile terms: fuel and flmd expenses, 
and mamtenance and repaw expenses. 

The purchase price of each vehcle is a constant, because it does not 
fluctuate mth mileage. JLARC staE averaged the actual purchase pnces for 
vehcles of all the model years currently operated withln a parbcular class to 
calculate the average constant pnce. JLARC sW used Nabonal Automobile 
Dealers Asmaahon (NADA) salvage values and the average annual fleet mileage 
for vehcles to estmate the average salvage value. Because the Central Garage 
auctions vehcles at  pnces lower than those found m the NADA O f f i d  Used Car 
Gulde, JLARC staff used the NADA hgh-mileage discount m an attempt to egb- 
mate the lower aucbon value of the fleet. Capital mvestment may be thought of 
as distributed over the number of miles dnven; the longer the vehde s m use, 
the lower the capital mvestment per mile. 

Because fUel and flud expense is the angle largest component of 
operatang expenses, fuel economy IS a ma~or conslderahon m deterrmmng the 
proper tmmg for replacement. Older vehcles, whch have greater accumulated 
mileage on average, have not adueved the hel economy of more recent, lower- 
mileage vehcles. Ths  tends to hasten the end of &aent life for older, hgher- 
mileage vehcles. The other ~mportant component of operatang expense is main- 

tenance and repan expense, whch may be shown to nse as the vehlcle IS dnven 
more miles and mqor components r e q m  replacement. 

The JLARC staff d y a s  shows that the change m v h d e  expenses IS 
a funchon of the number of miles that the v h c l e  has been dnven. JLARC staff 
considered but rejected uslng age as the bass for expresmng change m expenses. 
Obv~ously, operatang expenses such as fbel expense only change as a vducle is 
hven,  not as it ages. Salvage or resale value, that porhon of capital Investment 
expense whch varies and can be recovered from the o n p a l  purchase pnce by 
Central Garage, may be seen to vary by ather age or mileage. For thls analysis, 
mileage was considered preferable for expressing changes in all expense compo- 
nents. 

Total average expenses per mile is the sum of the three expense com- 
ponents: capital mvestment, fuel and flmd, and mntenance and repaw expenses 
per mile. These expenses are s a a e n t  to specify the =mum point at whch to 
consider replacement. Figure 8 demonstrates the relabonshp between total 
average expenses per mile in FY 1987 and the three components usmg data 
obhned kom VDOT and Central Garage for compact sedans. 

Assurmng adequate expense and mileage data are available for each 
class of vehcle in the fleet, a formula based on averages can be used to detemum 
the -mum point at whch to rehre a vehcle. The mileage pomt at whch 



average total expenses per mile will fall no W e r  and begm to nse agam IS the 
muumum mileage pomt at whlch to retare the vehzcle. As the total average 
expense contmues to decline, the Central Garage should not conslder replacing the 
average v&de because it c o n ~ u e s  to recover its mhal mvestment vnthout 
excessive opera- costs. Given g d  performance \nth a parhcular vehcle whlch 
can still be operated safely, the Central Garage could always delay retuement 
beyond the rmzllmum replacement point. Early replacement can only be consld- 
ered advantageous m the case of an atypical, poorly-performmg vehcle. 

Figure 8 

Average Vehicle Expenses 
Over the History of the Vehicle 
Central Garage Compact Sedans 

FY 1987 
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Sol~ce:  JLARC staff analysis of VDOT automated data. 

Components of the Replacement Formula. The average capital m- 
vestment per mile tends to decrease over the life of the vehzcle as the mtial in- 
vestment is spread over more and more miles. The average capital mvestment per 
mile may be expressed mathematacally, as shown m Exhibit 4. 

L 

Average operatmg expenses tend to nse as mileage increases and 
vhcles  requlre a greater investment to mamtam and operate. Average operating 
expenses per mile may be expressed mathemabcally, as shown in Exhibit 5. 



Exhibit 5 

Average Operating Expense Function 

O(x) = F(x) + M&R(x), where: 

O(x) = average operating expenses per mile at mile x; 

F(x) = fuel and fluid expenses per mile at mile x, and; 

M&R(x) = maintenance and repair expenses per mile at mile x. 

Source: JLARC s t a f f d y s l s  

A 
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Estimation of Mileage Effects on Expenses. Sdvage value per 
mile [S(x)l, fuel and flud expense per mile [F(x)], and mntenance and r e p a  
expense per mile W&R(x)l are all esbmated for a s  analysis b a d  on the average 
expenence of the fleet, or, m the case of salvage value, the expenence of the 
National Automobile Dealers Assoclataon. Among the factors contributmg to total 
expenditure per mile, only the purchase pnce IS fixed as a angle average of all 
models wrthzn each v h c l e  class and IS u n a f f d  by mileage. Each of the van- 
able factors IS mathematacally expressed as a funchon of mileage. That is, @ven 
a p ~ c u l a r  mileage, one could compute the estmated values at that mileage 
polnt for each of operatang expenses and salvage value. Those estunates will be 
populahon parameters, not sample stabhcs, and are denved fhm a regremon 
analms. 

Exhibit 4 

Average Capital Expense Function 

P - S(x) 
C(x) = 

x ,where: 

C(x) = average capital investment per mile at mile x; 

P = purchase price!, and; 

S(x) = salvage value per mile at mile x. 

Source: JLARC staff analysis 



JLARC st& used a bivanate regression analysls to estnnate the aver- 
age salvage value and expenses per mile of a even class of v h c l e  zn the State 
fleet. The regression d c l e n t  estunator, B, shows exactly how salvage value 
and expenses per mile change as mileage changes. Once each average factor IS 
eshmated as a funchon of mileage, the factors are combmed to yldd a total 
average expense per mile at each mileage pomt. That is, the regression analysls 
can be used to learn the rate of change m average velvcle salvage value and 
expenses as one more mile is dnven by a particular class of vehcle. Thus, the use 
of regression makes it possible to improve on a mmple average per mile by know- 
mg the mileage of the vhcle. 

Followmg the eshnabon of the lines representang the two funct~ons, 
average operatmg expenses and average capital mvestment, the funchons were 
added together to Sve the average total expense per mile. Exhiht 6 shows the 
funct~ons representmg average total expenses for the four classes of vehcles mth 
suffiuent data for estmahon. There was insdfiaent data to analyze large stabon 
wagons or subcompacts; these vehcle classes -are bemg phased out of the fleet. 

Estimating the End of the Vehicle's Efficient Life. The total 
average expense per mile may be graphed to show the average expense per mile 
for any even mileage pomt. Figure 9 demonstrates the average total vehcle 
expense per mile for compact sedans m the Central Garage fleet. 

b. 

i 

The lowest pomt of the curve is the mileage point mth the lowest 
average total expense per mile. Followng a downward slopmg curve from left to 
nght as the average v h c l e  1s dnven greater mileage, one may interpret the 
decline to mean that the vehcle contmues to be econormcal. The State IS still 
recovermg its imtial investment wlthout opera- expenses becommg an exces- 
sive .burden. As the curve reaches a mngle m m u m  total expense per mile and 
then turns upward, the average v d c l e  will never agmn have a lower per-mile 

Exhibit 6 

Average Total Expense Function 

T(x) = O(x) + C(x), where: 
T(x) = average total expenses per mile at mile x; 

C(x) = average capital investment per mile at mile x; 

O(x) = average operating expenses per mile at mile x. 

Source: JLARC staff analysls. 



cost. Each addiiaonal mile dnven IS at greater expense to the State due to nslng 
operatmg expenses on average, and IS expected to contmue mmg as the velucle 
is dnven additaonal mileage. 

r 

Usmg differentad calculus, whch focuses on the rate of change, JLARC 
staff completed the v e b l e  replacement analyws by determmmg the mileage at 
whch h s  relatave mrnrmum expense per mile, or stataonary polnt m the rate of 
change per mile, occurs. The complete calculations are available m a separate 
t e c h d  appendix to h s  report. JLARC staff calculated the mlmmnm usmg the 
first denvatave of the total average expense per mile fun&on. The staff analys~  
proved that &.IS was a slngle mque =mum pomt for each vehcle class by 
takmg the second denvatwe of the average total expense per mile funcbon. 

. 

Figure 9 

Determination of Vehicle 
Minimum Replacement Mileage 
for Compact Sedans, FY 1987 
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Source: JLARC staff analysis of VDOT automated data. 
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JLARC staff computed a separate formula for these v h c l e  classes: 
compact sedan, compact stabon wagon, large sedan, and van. Table 6 shows the 
formulas for average total expenses per mile and the muumum replacement 
mileage denved b m  these formulas. 

Table 6 

Vehicle Replacement Formulas 

Formula for Replacement 
Vehcle C l w  Total Averme E- m u g  

Compact Sedans 0.08 + (0.00000034 x X) + (3076/X) 95,000 

Compact Wagons 0.083 + (0.00000025 x X) + (3468/X) 118,000 

Large Sedans 0.082 + (0.00000066 x X) + (4777K) 85,000 

Vans 0.209 + (0.00000023 x X) + (4010/X) 132,000 

Source: JLARC staff analysw of VDOT data. 

As shown m Table 6, the data currently available suggest that rebe- 
ment of Central Garage v&cles should occur at some pomt beyond 80,000 miles 
for all classes of vehcles. Based on the current data, the muumum retxement 
mileage for the compact sedans ~s 95,000 miles. l h s  estmate is based on the 
largest v&cle class wth the most fleet expenence and the lowest error m esti- 
mahon of the ih&on. Pending further analms by the Central Garage, h s  
mileage mtenon should be used for all passenger cars. JLARC staff analysis also 
suggests that the 132,000 mile criterion could be used as the retmment pomt for 
vans. 'Rus estmahon IS problematic, however, because it IS an estmate beyond 
the actual experience of the vans in the fleet. 

The actual experience mth vans approacbuzg the cntenon may show a 
sharp Increase m costs at hgher mileages. For example, mamtenance and repar 
costs may mcrease sharply after 100,000 miles. Because there ~s not yet enough 
expenerne at these hgher mileages, the 132,000 mile cntenon should be reas- 
sessed each quarter, and if hgher mntenance and repax costs occur, the esb- 
mate should be recalculated. 

JLARC staff r e c o m e  that some expenses will be extraordinary due to 
factory defects, senous accidents, and other relakvely random occurrences. These 
h d s  of problems lead to vehcles whch must be rekred early Central Garage 
must take care to track all vehcle expenses from the date of purchase and identie 



and replace hgh-cost vehcles as soon as possible. For example, the Central 
Garage should retwe vdcles  whch prematurely exceed the estxnated life- 
repw costs for the average vehcle. These costs are estmated at  $3,200 for 
passenger cars m use 95,000 miles, and $12,500 for vans m use 132,000 miles. 

The JLARC s M  analysu Indicates that there is a need for the Central 
Garage to be more aware of the need for systemabc vehxcle replacement cntena. 
The results &om the analysls should be considered a wde, and are subject to 
further refinement as lmprwed data are made available. 

Recommendation (21). Pending further analysis and data collecbon 
by the Central Garage, the fleet manager should establish an lntenm vehcle re- 
t3.rement policy, mth a m~n~rnllm of 95,000 miles as the cntenon for retuement 
of passenger cars, and 132,000 miles as the cntenon for rebrement of vans. The 
Central Garage should revue the formulas based on new data and refinements of 
the methodology, but conbue to replace vhcles  based on obj&ve cntena. 

The Central Garage should generate monthly excepbon reports whch 
allow them to identify vdcles  whch have met the reiarement mileage vnthm the 
past month and d a t e l y  recall these v ~ c l e s  for auctzon. Further, the 
Central Garage should generate exceptzon reports for vebxles mth mamtenance 
expenses whtdh already reach or will reach mth the next rep= the estunated 
average maintenance and rep- expense for the effiuent lik of the v&cle. These 
vehlcles should also be recalled. The Central Garage should =prove data collec- 
bon efforts for mileage, opera- expemes, and capital lavestment to conbually 
track the above funcbons for each fleet vhcle. 

Determ1Ra.n~ the Bee- . . 
The Central Garage fleet is composed primarily of compact sedans. 

Stataon wagons, vans, and large sedans make up approxmately one-quarter of the 
fleet. The stabon wagons and vans are used to transport larger loads, ather more 
cargo or more passengers, and clearly have some utility But the current mur of 
vehcles in the Central Garage fleet is not based on systemahc declslon rules 
govemng the needs for or uses of vmous vehlcle slzes. The m x  of vehlcles m the 
fleet can have an important Impact on expenses if Werent classes of v&cles 
have substanbally different expenses. JLARC s t d  exammed expenses for the 
vehcle classes usmg the Virgma Department of Transportahon automated data 
based on Central Garage reportmg. That analysis shows that there are sl@- 
cant differences based on the life-to-date expenses of all vehcles m these classes 
through FY 1987 

Fuel Expenses by Vehicle Class. Fuel expense is the angle largest 
operatmg cost item for fleet vebcles. In FY 1987, the average compact sedan and 
compact stabon wagon acheved 26.3 miles and 26.8 miles per gallon of gasoline, 



respechvely In contrast, the average large sedan was dnven 18.8 miles per gallon 
and the average van acheved only 12.4 miles per gallon. The average vehcle in 
the fleet has travelled appmmte ly  50,000 miles. At t h ~ ~  mileage, a large sedan 
has used approximately 750 gallons more gasoline than the average compact car. 
A van will have used 2,100 gallons more. At the current pnce for gasoline of $.65 
per gallon paid by the State, ths represents an additional cost of almost $500 for 
each large sedan and $1,400 for each van. The average total fuel cost per vehicle 
at  50,000 miles, assurmng current State gasoline costs, is shown in Figure 10. 

Figure 1U 

Average Total Fuel Cost of Vehicle Class 
at 50,000 Miles 
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Source: JLARC analysls of Central Garage expenses. 

Maintenance and Repair Expenses by Vehicle Class. JLARC 
andysls of mwntenance and repar costs m FY 1987 was based on three catego- 
nes: parts, labor, and commemal semce. These costs are only slightly less over 
the life of the average vehcle than are fuel costs, and therefore represent another 
substantad component of vehcle costs. 

The average compact sedan costs 2.8 cents per mile to maintain. The 
average compact station wagon was slightly more expensive at 3.1 cents per mile. 
The average large sedan was even more expensive to mamtain, costing 3.6 cents 
in mmtenance charges per mile. The average van, at 7.5 cents per mile, was far 
more expenswe to mamtam than the average passenger car. Figure 11 shows the 
average total mmntenance cost per veh3cle at 50,000 miles. At 50,000 miles Gven 
average mamtenance costs, a van has cost $2,350 more to mantain and a large 
sedan has cost $400 more to mmntxun than a compact sedan. 

Total Operating Costs. In summary, the average compact stahon 
wagon costs -2 cents per mile more to operate than the compact sedan. The 



average large sedan costs 2.2 cents per mile more to operate than the compact 
sedan. The average van costs 8.9 cents more per mile than the average compact 
sedan. Clearly, any purchase of vans or large sedans will entail greater expenses 
wer the life of the average vhcle. The diverse uses of fleet velucles justifies the 
purchase of some large automobiles and vans to carry eqwpment, multzple occu- 
pants, and clients as necessary to State dutzes. Yet, systexnat~c deuslon rules 
must be implemented for judgmg the need for large sedans and vans. Such 
d8c1sion rules should be lirmted to matters of busmess utilizahon, not preferences. 
To develop such m t e m ,  the fleet manager will need to keep more detailed mforr- 
matzon about the actual transportahon needs of the user agencies. 

P 

Recommendation (22): The Central Garage should develop system- 
ahc deasion rules gov- the fleet mur by vehcle sue and class. The Central 
Garage should reqwe justificahon for requests for large vhcles  and vans. The 
preferences of operators should not be considered as a justification. 

Figure 11 

Average Total Maintenance and Repair Cost 
of Vehicle Class at 50,000 Miles 

Compact Sedan 

Compact Station Wagon 

Large Sedan 

Van 
$0 S i O O 1 O O O 1 5 0 0 # K K ) 2 5 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 5 ( 1 0 4 0 0 0  

Source: JLARC analps of Central Garage expenses. 

m A N C E  AND REPAIR 

A final area of responsibility of the fleet manager IS velucle mamte- 
nance and reprur. S e ~ c e  for all Central Garage vehcles is performed at the 
Central Garage shop in Richmond, or at VDOT shops located throughout the 
State. Proper mamtenance and m c e  is cntical in fleet operabons because it 
affects the cost of operahorn, the effect.1veness of overall s m c e  delivery, and the 
ability of State employees to obtam reliable transportahon. 



The 1979 JLARC staff report found overall satisfaction mth Central 
Garage vehtcle performance and mamtenaqce. and repam s e ~ c e s .  About 85 
percent of the operators surveyed m '1979 salld then- assigned Central Garage 
vehxle provlded them mth  "dependable transportatron."' In addition, 84 percent 
sad  they ather (1) had no mechmcd..problems mth their cars or (2) were able 
to have mechanical problems corrected satsfactorily 

The 1987 JLARC staff survey of agency-asslgned v h c l e  users also 
found favorable op~mons of Central Garage vchcle pwformance and service. 

Eighty-sur percent of the operators took thew vehcles to the Central Garage or 
VDOT for repaws or emergency m~lntenance. Approxunately 75 percent of agency 
vehxle users rated Central Garage and VDOT mamtenance and repar services as 
ather excellent or good, and 85 percent reported that m e c h c a l  problems were 
corrected m a satmfactory manner. However, 14 percent did report that they ex- 
penenced some unsatifactory semce, utmg the lack .of,problem resolutaon, slow 
s m c e ,  and further mechamcal complicataons as the areas of complamt. 

The survey asked respondents to mdicate dele performance problem 
areas and to also rate the vefucle on 12 aspects of velucle conditzon and operabon. 
The agency assigned fleet vefucles were overwhelrmngly rated "good" in these 12 
categones, with the greatest sabshctaon m the categones vehlcle heatmg, steer- 
mg, bes ,  and bralung. The categones most frequently rated "poorn mcluded 
acxelerataon, en- startmg, and engure runmng (Table 7).. About 30 percent of 
respondents expenenced no operatang problems mth thew asslgned State passen- 
ger vehcles m FY 1986. 

Of the 70 percent who did expenence operatang problems, the most 
common were problems with tves (37 percent). and e n p e  problems (31 percent). 
The 1979 JLARC staff survey reported difficdhes wrth the ewne,  an condibon- 
mg/heatmg, and b e 6  as the most fbquent problems. 

In the 1987 survey, tnp pool users were also asked to rate vehcle 
performance and condibon. Agmn, sabsfacbon was hgh mth bres, heabg, 
brdung, engme startzng, and body condibon. The hlghest percentage of "poor" 
ranlnngs occurred m the acceleration, transxms~on, and intenor condibon catego- 
nes. The most frequent opera- problem m tnp pool vehcles were engme or an 
condi~omng problems. About 62 percent expenenced no opera- problems mth 
thew vhcles. Only seven percent of the respondents had a tnp pool vhc le  
become inoperable while m use. These results, and the expenence of operators of 
assigned vehlcles seem to indicate that the Central Garage and VDOT do an 
adequate job of mamtamng and semclng fleet vehxles. 



Table 7 

Condition and Performance Ratings - 

of Agency Assigned Vehicles 
FY 1986 

Enmne starting 
EngureR- 
steering: 
Braking 
Tires 
Transmismon 
Acceleration 
Heating 
Air Conditionig 
Gas Mileage 
Body Condition 
Condition of Interior 

Source: JLARC staff survey of agency ass~gned vehlcle users, 
August - September 1987 



Financial Management 

In the 1979 report, Manamment and Use of State Owned Motor Ve- 
h c l e ~  JLARC staff recommended that the Central Garage be designated as a 
workmg capital fund (now called internal servlce funds). T ~ I S  recommendation 
was unplemented July 1,1984. As a result of tlvs change, the Central Garage is 
no longer operated as a separate internal account of the V-ma Department of 
Tramportabon (VDOT). Instead, it is a separate mternal s m c e  fund. 

Internal s e ~ c e  funds are funds used to account for the financing of 
goods or semces provlded by one government agency plvnarily or solely to other 
agencles on a cost-reimbursed basis. As noted m Chapter I, Internal semce b d s  
p m d e  several unportant benefits. First, the funds ensure that the costs of serv- 
ices are properly identified and accounted for m a conszstent manner. Second, 
they are a mechamsm to equtably recover the costs of goods or s e ~ c e s  fmm user 
agemes. And finally, they p m d e  the means for execubve and leplahve over- 
sight of busmess-like operahons, to ensure that essenhal semces are p m d e d  m 
the most dechve and costefficient manner. 

Because the Joint Lesslahve Audit and Revlew Comrmsslon has statu- 
tory responsibility for mternal semce funds, JLARC staff rewewed the finanaal 
management of the Central Garage. The renew focused on two major areas of 
concern: the finanaal condition of the fund, and the appropriateness of charges 
made for the use of vehcles. 

FINANCIAL CONDITION 

By law, and Comrmsslon policy, Internal service fund managers are 
charged wth  the responsibility of ensunng that the funds are sound. Good finan- 
clal management is an essential part of the operation of an internal semce fund 
agency For h d  managers t h s  means that charges for goods and semces must 
recover all costs assouated mth the goods and semces provlded, mthout accnung 
excesave surplus balances. It also requres that fund managers be aggressive in 
billing for costs, and ensure that billings are accurate and timely It also means 
that the fund managers must ensure that agencles pay bills promptly 

The analysu of financial management for t h s  study shows that the 
Central Garage has recovered all costs, and has generated excessive balances. 
The excess is pmarily in the form of cash. JLARC staff also found that receiv- 
ables are not being collected in a timely manner. 



In FY 1987, the Central Garage collected $7.95 million m charges from 
agencles for t h m  use of vehicles, and had other revenues totaling $163,516. 
Expenses for the year totalled $6.2 million. In additaon, $762,477 was t r d e r r e d  
to the general fund. Thus, the Central Garage fund balance grew by $1.1 million 
for the year, bmeng the fund balance to $15,529,993 (Table 8). 

Analysis of the Fund Balance. The Central Garage fund balance is 
made up of several components (Table 9). The single largest asset of the Central 

Table 8 

Central Garage Car Pool 
Revenues, Expenses, and Changes in Retained Earnings 

FY 1987 

OPERATING REVENUES 
Billings to agemes $ 7,951,524 
Miscellaneous revenues 15,073 
Gam on sale of motor vhcles  146,909 
Gam on sale of shop and office equipment -Jam& 

TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES 8,115,040 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
Personal m c e s  
Contractual semces 
Supplies and m a t e d s  
Miscellaneous eqmpment 
Vhcle  and tort msurance 
Depreuatxon 
Refund due other State agency 

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

OPERATING INCOME 

Appropnabons Act transfer 

NET INCOME 

Retamed earmngs - July 1 
RETAINED EARNINGS - June 30 

Source: Central Garage flnanclal statements. 



Table 9 

Analysis of Central Garage Fund Balance 
FY 1987 

Assets 

Cash Resources $ 1,941,825 
Accounts Recavable 1,225,863 
Motor Vehcles 12,191,591 
Other Fixed Assets 570.790 

Total Assets 

Accounts Payable $ 348,678 
Compensated Absences 51.398 

Total h b i l i ~ e s  

Fund Balance $15,529,993 

Source: Central Garage financial statements. 

Garage IS the v&de fleet. Of total assets of $15.9 million m FY 1987, 76.5 
percent ~s accounted for by the current value of the fleet. Other fixed assets make 
up 3.6 percent of the fund balance. Iaquld assets (cash and assets that can be 
converted to cash) consbtuted 19.9 percent of the h d  balance. 

Through the first half of FY 1988, the fund balance has grown even 
larger, to $16,421,086. The cash balance on March 31, 1987, had nsen to 
$3,895,654 because some v h d e  orders had not been delivered. By the end of FY 
1988, the balance is pro~ected to be $3.5 million. More than $3.6 million will be 
transferred to the general fund as r e q m d  by the Appropriations Act, resulting 
in a small deficlt. But the slze of the cash balance throughout the year, and the 
level of cash at the end of each of the two prevlous fiscal years, rases quesbons 
about the appropnateness of charges to agemes. 

Analysis of Cash Balances. In evaluatmg the appropnateness of 
fund balances, the cash porbon of liquld assets should be assessed. The pnmary 
concern mth regard to fund balances u whether excess earrungs are being gen- 
erated and r e b e d .  Such earzllngs will imhally be m the form of current assets, 



such as cash. Normally, mternal semce funds should have only enough cash to 
cover the average amount of accounts rmvable outstanding d m g  the year. 
T h ~ s  ensures that the fund has suf'f!iaent cash resources to meet expenses. 

In order to assess the appropriateness of Central Garage's cash bal- 
ances, JLARC staff renewed the expenses and turnover of accounts mxmvable for 
three fiscal years. To calculate the mammum cash necessary m a Dven year, the 
annual expenses of the Central Garage were mulbplied by the average amount of 
hme typically reqwed to receive payments (expressed as a percentage of the year) 
for use of vhcles. The resultmg amount should p m d e  s d a e n t  cash durmg 
unusual periods, when expenses exceed revenues. The method for calculatmg the 
appropriate cash balance for the Central Garage is shown m Exhibit 7 

Exhibit 7 

Calculation of Maximum Cash Balance 
for the Central Garage Car Pool 

Annual Expenses x Turnover Rate of t Maximum Cash Balance 
Accounts Receivable 

Example: FY 1987 

$6,227,220 x .l64 - - $1,021,264 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of Central Garage fmancial statements. 

The hstory of cash balances seems to show a conastently h g h  level of 
cash m relabon to the amounts necessary to cover accounts recavable. JLARC 
sW compared the mantmum amounts of cash necessary with the actual average 
cash balances (Table 10). That cornpanson shows that the Central Garage has 
rouknely mamttuned cash balances far m excess of necessary amounts. For each 
of the three most recent years, the actual cash balances amounted to more than 
168 percent of the cash necessary In the most extreme mstance, the balance was 
265 percent of the amount needed. 

Because the Central Garage has mamtamed excessive cash balances, 
the General Assembly has traderred balances to the general fund on several 
occasions m recent years. At the end of FY 1988, for example, the Central Garage 
will t r d e r  $3.6 million to the general fund as requwed by the Appropnahons 
Act. Transfers were also r e p r e d  in fiscal years 1985, 1986, and 1987 The 
transfer of these balances is a clear signal that the Central Garage rate structure 
over-recovers costs associated mth vehcle use. 



Table 10 

Analysis of Cash Balances 
FY 1985-1987 

Fiscal Annual Turnover Marnmum Actual Cash Amount m 
b a x  EKaenses C a S h -  Excess 

Sowce: JLARC staff analysu of Cenaal Garage financral statements. 

Recommendation (23). The Central Garage should ensure that 
cash balances are mamtamed at reasonable levels. Under normal a.rcumstances, 
the Central Garage should ensure that its cash balance does not exceed an 
amount equal to the average of accounts recmvable for the year. Such a balance 
would ensure adequate cash to cover expenses, while not resultmg m unnecessary 
charges to w agencles. 

As a part of the analysis of the fimnaal condition of the Central 
Garage, JLARC staff m e w e d  the collection of payments fkom customer agencles. 
In 1979, JLARC staff found that the Central Garage lacked adequate procedures 
to ensure that accounts were pad in a h e l y  manner. At that time, 39 percent 
of the accounts were past due. While the Central Garage has taken some steps 
to improve the procedures for handling of accounts receivable, there appears to 
have been little progress in m p m n g  actual collections. 

For FY 1987, the amount of accounts recavable outstanding remaned 
excesswe. Usmg a method developed by Dun and Bradstreet, JLARC stafT calcu- 
lated the average turnover of accounts for the year to be approxmately 60 days. 
Had accounts been kept current, a turnover of 30 days could have been expected. 

As recently as December 31, 1987, only 46 percent of the accounts were 
current (Table 11). Most of the accounts past due were less than 30 days late. 
But almost 9.8 percent of all accounts were late by more than 30 days. While the 
Central Garage has unproved its collection of accounts slnce the last JLARC 
revlew, the fleet manager needs to be more aggressive xn collectmg payments from 
customer agencles. 



Table 11 

Central Garage Accounts Receivable 
December 31, 1987 

d iw llmQwi Percent of Total 

1 - 30 Days (Current) $ 602,704 45.96% 
31 - 60 Days 580,697 44.28 
61 - 90 Days 103,434 7.89 
91 - 120 Days 1,858 0.14 
121 Days or More 22.698 1.73 

Total $1,311,391 100.0% 

Source: Central Garage Finand Statements. 

Recommendation (24). The Central Garage fleet manager should 
ensure that accounts are collected promptly The fleet manager may need to be 
more aggresave m contactmg agenues whch are conmstently late m pa= bills. 
The fleet manager may also wsh to comder late fees, tenmnataon of vebcle 
asmgnments, and other sancbons for agenues whch fail to pay bills wthm 60 
days. 

RATES 

Central Garage recovers costs on the baas of the mileage that velucles 
are dnven. The rates currently m effect were established in January 1984, pnor 
to the designation of the Central Garage as an mternal seMce fund. Because the 
rates have not been changed mnce, the Jomt Leeslatwe Audit and Revlew 
Comrmsslon has never formally approved the rate structure m use. The remew 
of rates for ths study constatutes the first Independent analyszs of Central Garage 
rates m more than mne years. 

As unth rates established by all internal s m c e  funds, the rates 
charged by the Central Garage are dluenced by two major factors: the costs to 
be recwered &om customer agenaes, and the amount of goods or semces (us- 
zation) for whch the charges will be assessed. For the Central Garage, costs 
consst of operabng and vetucle capital costs. Utilizabon is measured m terms of 
the mileage that vhcles  have been dnven. 



To assess the appmpnateness of Central Garage rates, JLARC staff 
renewed m detail the projectrons of expenditures and utilizataon for the next 
biermum. Because of flaws m the methods used by the Central Garage to calcu- 
late costs and to estlmate utilizataon, JLARC staff found that rates do not accu- 
rately recover the costs of fleet operations. Mileage rates tend to be bgher than 
necessary, while =mum charges tend to be lower than necessary to recover 
actual replacement costs of vehcles. 

The Central Garage recovers the cost of p m d i n g  passenger velucle 
servlce to State agemes through charges based on use of the vehcles (Table 12). 
The current rates charged by the Central Garage were established m January 
1984, and are based on a structure developed m 1977 The baslc rate for use of 
passenger sedans and stabon wagons ~s $.I7 per mile. Central Garage also as- 
sesses mmmum charges if usage for a Gven month falls below 1,000 miles. Rates 
for vans are substantdly hgher because of hgher opera- and capital costs 
assoaated wth those v&cles. 

Passenger Sedans and Station Wagons. The current mileage 
charge for passenger sedans and statmn wagons is composed of three components, 
$.lo per mile for operataons, $.06 per mile for vehicle replacement, and $.01 for 
the additaon of vhcles  to the fleet. In additaon, the Central Garage has estab- 
lished =mum charges to recover the replacement cost of velucles, even if use 
of the vehcles is low Tbe current m u m  charge per month, based on usage 
of 1,000 or fewer miles per month, is $60.00. In additaon to the =mum charge, 
agencles are billed for $.I1 per mile to recover operatmg costs. Velucles used in 
the tnp pool cany a mlmmum charge of $3.00 per day, plus the $11 operatmg 
charge. 

Passenger and Cargo Vans. Charges for vans vary according to the 
type of van used. The lowest rate per mile is $.21 for cargo vans. The rate for 
aght- and twelve-passenger vans is $.25 per mile. For fifteen-passenger vans, the 
rate is currently set at $.27 per mile. As mth sedans and stataon wagons, the 
Central Garage assesses a =mum charge for vans. The mlnlmums range from 
$80.00 to $110.00 per month, plus a charge for operations, whch ranges from $.I3 
per mile to $.I6 per mile. The mmmum charge IS based on monthly mileage not 
exceeding 1,000 miles. Vans whch are used in the tnp pool are assessed muu- 
muni charges also. 

on and Cost Estimation Method8 

The process of calculatmg rates for the Central Garage (and any other 
mternal service fund) mvolves two basic parts. The first part of the process is the 



Table 12 

Rates for Fleet Vehicles FY 1988 

AGENCY ASSIGNED VEHICLES 

Miles Dnven 
Per Month 

Sedan/ 
Stauon Wagon 

vans 
(1) 1 n  Ton 

Rate Charged 

Over 1,000 $.I7 per mile. 
Under 1,000 $60.00 per month, plus 

$.I1 per mile. 

Over 1,000 $.21 per mile. 
Under 1,OOO $80.00 per month, plus 

$.I3 per mile. 

(2) 8 & 12 passenger Over 1,000 $25  per mile. 
Under 1,000 $100.00 per month, plus 

$.I5 per mile. 

(3) 15 passenger Over 1,000 $.27 per mile. 
Under 1,000 $1 10.00 per month, plus 

$.I6 per mile. 

TRIP POOL VEHICLES 

Type of 
Vehicle 

Sedan/ 
Statlon Wagon 

vans 
(1) 112 Ton 

(2) 8 & 12 passenger 

Miles Driven 
Per Day 

Over 50 
Under 50 

Over 50 
Under 50 

Over 50 
Under 50 

Rate Charged 

$.I7 per mile. 
$3.00 per day, plus 

$.I1 per mile. 

$.21 per mile. 
$4.00 per day, plus 

$.I3 per mile. 

$.25 per mile. 
$5.00 per day, plus 

$.I5 per mile. 

(3) 15 passenger Over 50 $.27 per mile. 
Under 50 $5.50 per day, plus 

$.la per mile. 

Source: Fleet Manager. 



estmataon of utilizabon. By esbmatmg how many w t s  of m c e  will be pro- 
vlded, the Central Garage can estamate workload for personnel, how many ve- 
hcles to purchase, and how much gasoline and other consumables to purchase. 
The eatmate of utilizabon is also Important because its n t s  of measure, such as 
miles dnven, are the bas= of the rate structure. Billings to agencies are depend- 
ent on these measures. 

Second, all of the costs of prmding m c e s  must be eskmated. 
Typically, t b s  step takes place as a part of the State's bierma1 b u d g e e  process. 
It is mportant that projectaons of costs be as a m a t e  as possible because errors 
can lead to excess charges for agenues, or an operatmg defiut for the Central 
Garage. For many ma~or cost items, the estmate of costs may be based on the 
estunate of utilizabon. 

With an a t m a t e  of utilizabon and costs, it ~s possible to establish a 
schedule of rates for v h c l e  use. JLARC staE evaluated the estunahon of utili- 
zabon and costs by the Central Garage, and made an mdependent eskmate of 
each of these two components. Central Garage estmates of utilizataon are exces- 
me,  and have the effect of overstatmg the mileage to be dnven rn State vehcles. 
The analysis of costs found that Central Garage overestmates several components 
of costs, and does not lnclude other costs lacurred by the Department of Trampor- 
tabon As a result, rates charged by the Central Garage do not reflect a proper 
recovery of costs. The structure of the rates was also found to be unnecessarily 
complex, 

Estimates of Utilization. Utilizataon of all fleet vefucles is measured 
m tern of miles dnven By estamatmg how many miles vehxles will be dnven 
m the next biemum, it IS possible to establish per-mile rates to recover costs. 
Central Garage makes estunates of mileage annually as a part of its budgetmg 
and rate set- process. 

Since 1983, the method used by the Central Garage to project future 
utilizabon for the fleet has r e d  unchanged. The method consists of mcreas- 
mg the pnor year's eatmate by 1.5 percent. There IS no linkage to the actual 
usage of vhcles  for any prenous penod. That IS, Central Garage does not 
adjust its esbmate to account for the changes m actual mileage from year to year. 

Thu method was accurate m the first three years of its use because the 
mtd estimate m 1983 was accurate, and the increases m actual mileage m the 
two subsequent years were constant. But smce 1985, actual use of vhcles has 
declined slightly As a result, the Central Garage es tmtes  whch are based on 
a steady Increase from the pnor year's e s t m t e  have grown mcreasmgly inaccu- 
rate. 

JLARC staff made an mdependent est~mate of mileage for the next 
bienruum based on the average change m mileage between FY 1985 and the thud 



quarter of FY 1988. For that m o d ,  the rate of change was 1.05 percent per year. 
The method linkn the estunate more closely to actual fleet mileage, and was 
considered more appropnate than the current method because no substmbal 
changes in fleet operatrons, or the number of vehcles m use, are antmpated for 
the penod of the estunate. By basmg the estmate only on the four most recent 
years, the JLARC estunate also captures the current trend m vehcle usage. A 
comparison of actual fleet mileage, the Central Garage estunates, and the JLARC 
stafY estmates is shown m Figure 12. 
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The Central Garage projects that total fleet mileage will exceed 47.8 
million miles by FY 1990. The M C  stde&mate, howwer, projects that fleet 
mileage will total only 46.7 million miles by FY 1990. Thus, conhued use of the 
Central Garage method could result m an estzrnate of mileage for the fleet m FY 
1990 whch may be overstated by as much 1.1 million miles. Because the Central 
Garage estunate of utilizabon could result m a calculabon of rates mth errors, 
JLARC staff used the utilizahon eshmate developed for ths study m s e t h g  rates 
for the next bienmum. Of course, unplementabon of recommendahom in t h s  
report could result m lmproved utilizataon, whch mght tend to mcrease the total 
mileage for the fleet. Therefore, it is Important that the Central Garage revlse its 
esbrnatea on a penodic bas= to capture changes m utilizabon. 

Recommendation (25). The Central Garage should m s e  its method 
of e s tmtmg future fleet utilizabon. The m s e d  method should be based more 
closely on the actual mileage h v e n  m fleet vhcles  in several recent k a l  years. 
The method should be sensibve to changes m the trend of usage, as seen ur the 
changes m mileage from FY 1985 to FY 1986. 

Estimates of Cost. Central Garage costs are of two baslc types: op- 
erataonal costs and vehcle capital costs. Operabonal costs d u d e  employee 
salanes and h g e  benefits, motor fuels, v&cle maintenance and repus,  insur- 
ance, supplies, utilihes, and contractual semces. In FY 1987, these costs totaled 
$3.75 million. Capital costs are those assouated mth the purchase of vhcles  for 
the fleet. In FY 1987, the Central Garage purchased 560 vhcles, mth a total 
cost of $4.6 million. 

Of the two major groups of costs, operabonal costs tend to be more 
stable. Vehcle purchase costs tend to vary more from year to year as a result of 
decmons related to the number of vhcles  to purchase. Between F'Y 1984 and FY 
1988, total expenditures for motor velvcle purchases ranged from $727,770 to $4.6 
million. 

In its projdons of costs, Central Garage has conastently overestz- 
mated expenditures for both operataonal and capital costs. Among the operabonal 
costs, the most senous problem has been with the estmates for gasoline costs. 
Since FY 1983, the Central Garage has overstated the cost of gasoline each year 
(Table 13). The errors appear to result from two causes. First, the Central 
Garage overestamates utilizataon as discussed earlier, and because those estmates 
are used to calculate gasoline costs, the esbmates made are excesswe. For ex- 
ample, the difference between the Central Garage and JLARC staff e s h a t e s  of 
utilizataon results m a difference m gasoline cost esbmates of $88,736 for FY 1989. 

Second, the Central Garage uses the average pnce for gasoline m the 
current year, d a t e d  by a flat five percent, to make its estimate. By usmg the 
average pnce for the year, the Central Garage mtroduces some error into its 
eshmate. For example, m its projechon of costs for FY 1989, the Central Garage 



Table 13 

Central Garage Estimates of Gasoline Costs 

Fiscal Year Central Garape Estimak Actual Gasoline Co& 

Source: Central Garage. 

used $.70 per gallon as the cost for gasoline, based on the average cost for FY 
1988. But the most recent cost is $.65 per gallon. When inflatmg, it is h s  most 
recent pnce that should be used. In addihon, the Central Garage uses a flat five 
percent inflahon rate for gasoline m the estimate. A more accurate estimate 
rmght be made if Chase Econometnc idahon rates were used. Currently, the 
rates for motor fuels are 5.8 percent for 1989, and 2.6 percent for 1990. In its 
eshmate of gasoline costs, JLARC staff used the most recent actual pnce, Inflated 
by the Chase Econometnc rates. 

The Central Garage has also failed to fully identify and recover certmn 
costs incurred on its behalf by the Department of Transportahon The department 
p m d e s  nearly all of the Central Garage's a h s t r a t w e  support, but does not 
charge for its semces. There is currently no comprehensive estmmte of the cost 
of semces provlded by VDOT, but data processing charges alone totaled $16,356 
in FY 1987 Because the Internal semce funds are supposed to recover all costs, 
the Central Garage should reunburse the department for the cost of adrmmstra- 
tive semces, and recover the costs from customer agenaes. 

In addition, the number of vehcle purchases necessary m each of the 
next two years has been overestimated. Based on a replacement schedule of 
95,000 miles and the average mileage dnven in Central Garage vehcles, JLARC 
staff estimated that no more than 468 vehcles should be replaced annually For 
FY 1989, JLARC staff estimate that the Central Garage will have sufficient 
revenues to replace 431 vehcles, including 11 vans. The Central Garage has 
pqected that 600 vehcles will be replaced in e ~ c h  year of the next b i m u m .  
The difference in costs for vehlcle replacement between the JLARC stafT eshmate 
and the Central Garage estlmate is $1.63 million in FY 1989. 

Because of concerns rased with the Central Garage's estmates of 
operational and capital costs, JLARC staff made an independent estimate of costs 



for use u ~ .  settmg rates for the next biemum. Table 14 shows a companson of 
Central Garage estunates of costs mth the estmates made by JLARC staf'f. 

Recommendation (26). The Central Garage should revwe its meth- 
ods for estamatmg costs. Specifically, the methods used for eshrnatmg fuel and 
equpment purchase costs should be designed to better reflect the real needs for 
fleet operahons. The Central Garage should recover the cost of a h t r a t i v e  
services p m d e d  by the Vwguua Department of Transportation. 

Table 14 

Comparison of Central Garage and 
JLARC Staff Estimates of Costs 

FY 1989 

Personal SeMces $ 630,619 
Contractual Services 1,470,492 
Supplies and Materials 1,493,858 
Contmuous Charges 754,128 
Eqgpment (Motor Vetucles) _5.736.938 

Total $10,086,035 $8,586,565 

Saurce: Centtal Garage and JLARC staff analys~~ of costs. 

Because of the errors found m the Central Garage eshmates of utiliza- 
bon and costs, JLARC staff made an mdependent assessment of rates. That 
analysls was based on m s e d  utilizabon and cost estmates, also produced by the 
JLARC staff. The rate analysis was made for each year of the next biemum. 

Revised Rate Structure. The rate structure used by the Central 
Garage has become lncreaslngly complex as different types of vehxles have been 
added to the fleet. Currently, there are different rates for passenger cars, cargo 
vans, and passenger vans. And, m addition to per-mile rates, there are xmmmum 
charges whlch vary according the the type of asmgnment made for the vehcle. To 
a large degree, the vanous rates and charges are appropnate and necessary By 
chargmg users of different types of vehcles different rates, the Central Garage 
can more accurately recover costs of providing semces. 

In preparing its analysis of rates for the Central Garage, however, 
JLARC staff have attempted to amplify the rate structure m three ways. First, 



the structure for vans has been mmplified by treatmg all vans as a smgle category 
of vehcles, Instead of the three categories currently m use. Second, the rate 
schedule proposed by JLARC staff have been designed to e l i m t e  the dishnctxon 
between permanantly assigned vehcles and tnp pool vhcles  mth regard to how 
charges are billed. And finally, the separate charges for vehcle replacements and 
addibons to the fleet have been discontinued, wrth the use of a smgle charge for 
the recovery of capital costs m then place. These modiiicattons to the rate struc- 
ture are mcorporated m the rate schedule shown at the end of *s d o n .  

The basic structure of Central Garage rates has been retamed. Rates 
for each type of vehcle conswt of two components: operabons and capital, whch 
are charged for each mile of use. In addibon, the capital component includes a 
rrmumum charge for vhcles  whch are underutilized. - 

The Operations Component. The operabons component of the rates 
recovers operabonal costs such as employee salanes and f h g e  benefits, gasoline, 
mamtenance and repaus, wurance, and utilihes. In the JLARC sW analps,  
ths rate w calculated by dinding the r e v d  estmate of operational costs by the 
revlsed estmate of utilizataon for the year. A separate rate was calculated for 
passenger cars and vans. The separate rates for different types of vans have been 
disconbued. The operabons component of the rate would be charged to a l l  
vehxles on a per-mile baas, regardless of the total mileage dnven (including 
vehcles assessed a ml~~mum charge for the capital component). 

The Capital Component. The capital component of the rates recov- 
ers the costs of replacing vhcles  m the fleet. It IS a more complex charge than 
the operakons rate because both a per-mile rate and a mlmmum charge must be 
set. The mlmmum charge ensures that the Central Garage recovers the full 
amount to replace a v h c l e  even if it ~s underutilized m terms of total mileage. 
The capital component ~s based on a complex set of assumpttons related to the re- 
placement value of the fleet, the replacement schedule for vehcles, and the rela- 
tionshp between the per-mile charge and the mxumum charge. 

The replacement value of the fleet was calculated for each year of the 
next biemum. The calculation was based on the projected purchase pnce of each 
vehcle class. These purchase pnces were calculated by mflatmg the most recent 
actual purchase pnce for each vehcle class by Chase Econometrics rates. The 
projected pnces were mulhplied by the number of vehlcles m the fleet mventory 
as of January 31, 1988, to produce the replacement value. The fleet replacement 
value was eshmated to be $27,563,054 m FY 1989, and $28,475,248 in FY 1990. 

The replacement schedule used for ths analysis was 95,000 miles, as 
recommended in Chapter I11 of ths report. The average mileage of passenger cars 
for FY 1989 is estimated to be 15,781, or about 1,315 miles per month. For vans, 
the requred monthly mileage was esbmated to be 1,268. In FY 1990, the requred 
mileages are slightly lower. 



The requmed monthly mileage was used as the cn-on for assessing 
the mmmum charge; that is, passenger cars travelling 1,315 or more per month 
would be charged on a mileage basis, while vhcles  travelling less than 1,315 per 
month would be assessed the flat replacement fee. A -mum charge was also 
developed for vans, based on the 1,268 mileage mtenon. In developing a revlsed 
rate schedule, the mlnlmum charges are shown as daily rates, so that the same 
schedule can be applied to both tnp pool and asslgned vhcles. 

An mportant part of the JLARC analyas of the capital component of 
the rate schedule was a lbkmg of revenues &om the per-mile charge and the 
mmum charge. In estmatmg revenues from the capital component, the JLARC 
s M  analyss ensures that the total revenue &om the two types of charges does 
not recover more than the annualized replacement value of the fleet. Because the 
mmmum charge is a flat fee on low mileage v&cles, it recovers more per mile 
than the stated per-mile charge. As a result, it is necessary to reduce the mileage- 
based charge to o&t the additaonal revenue generated by the mmlmum fee. For 
FY 1989, the per-mile charge can be reduced by $.0272 per mile as a result of the 
m u m  charge. The rates proposed by JLARC staff reflect such a reduchon. 

Proposed Rates. The rates proposed for the next biemuum are shown 
m Table 15. These rates are based on the Independent evaluataon of utilizahon 
and costs made by JLARC staff. The rates fully recover the costs of fleet opera- 
bons m the next bienmum, but do not produce excessive balances as in the past. 
The rates p m d e  s d u e n t  revenue to cover all operataonal costs and the pur- 
chase of 436 veh~cles rn each year. The Impact of the rates on Central Garage 
revenues and fund balances IS shown m Table 16. 

Recommendation (27). The Central Garage should propose, and the 
Jomt Le~slabve Audit and Revlew C o m m o n  should approve, a revzsed meth- 
odology for the development of rates by the Central Garage. The m s e d  meth- 
odology should employ a s1111plified rate structure, lmproved projections of utiliza- 
taon, and more accurate estmates of operataonal and capital costs. Operahng 
charges should recover the full costs of operaturg the veIucle fleet, mcluding the 
adrrrrmstratave costs of the Virgma Department of Transportahon. Charges for 
capital replacement should be set to recover the replacement value of the velvcle 
fleet based on a realistic replacement schedule. For FY 1989, the Comrmssion 
should approve the rates proposed by the JLARC staff. 



Table 15 

Proposed Central Garage Rates 

I OPERATING CHARGE I 
l.3mamc 

W g e r  Sedans and $0.0942 per mile 
stZth0n Wagons 

Vans $0.1705 per mile 

I CAPITAL CHARGE I 
Y f u h a h  Average Pailv M i l e  lh2mamk 
Passenger Sedrms and Over 65.75 miles $0.0694 per mile 
Stahon Wagons Under 65.75 miles $6.35 per b u m s  day 

vans Over 63.40 miles $0.0736 per mile 
Under 63.40 miles $7.13 per busmess day 

OPERATING CHARGE 

yswL€& J2Qw&m& 
Passenger Sedans and $0.0948 per mile 
Stabon Wagons 

Vans $0.1720 per mile 

CAPITAL CHARGE 

Vehicle T v ~ q  lblmd&& 
Passenger Sedans and Over 66.45 miles $0.07 17 per mile 
Station Wagons Under 66.45 miles $6.63 per busmess day 

vans Over 64.10 miles $0.0761 per mile 
Under 64.10 miles $7 45 per buslness day 

'Based on 20 busmess days per month 

Source: JLARC staff analysls of rates. 



Table 16 

Projected Revenues and Fund Balances 
Central Garage Car Pool 

FY 1989 - FY 1990 

Proje~ted Balance 6/3W88 

1989 Revenues $8,981,584 
1989 Expenditures 8.586.566 

Gam or (Loss) on Operatzons 

Projected Balance 6/30/89 

1990 Revenues $9,258,558 
1990 Expenditures 9.037.800 

Gain or (Loss) on Operataom 220.758 

Projected Balance 6/30/90 $455,335 

Source: JLARC staff analyszs of Central Garage rates. 





V. Management Authority 

The management of a large motor velwcle fleet can be successll only 
if authonty and responsibility for management of the fleet are clearly established 
and understood. Managers of the fleet have to know what thew responsibilibes 
are, and the extent to wbch they can make and enforce regulabons wlwch pro- 
mote efEuent and &ecbve fleet use. It is also ~mportant that the users of the 
v&cles understand the authonty of fleet managers to amgn vehcles on the basis 
of need, to monitor use, and to ensure that velvcles are properly used and mam- 
talned. 

The ~mportance of proactwe management m fleet operaborn can be 
emphasized by exarrrrmng the potenbal cost savmgs from ths report. Table 17 
summarizes the maJor cost sawngs h m  the recommendabons m the prewous 
chapters. In total, ~mproved management of the Central Garage could result m 
annual savings of more than $2.7 million. 

Centralized fleet management m Viigma State government was estab- 
lished m 1971 by execubve order. The purpose was to p m d e  for greater effiuen- 
nes m the operabon of the fleet and to assign specific responsibilibes for v&cle 
purchasing and m81ntenance to a smgle State agency, the Department of High- 
ways and Transportation. Since that tune, three execuhve orders have been 
issued, each modifying the management of the fleet. Currently, the Central Ga- 
rage operates as a divlsion of the Virguua Department of Transportation (VDOT) 
under the authority of Executave Order Number M y  (1982). 

Table 17 

Potential Annual Cost Savings 
from JLARC Recommendations 

Improved Urilizanon $ 410,626 
Collecaon of Commutmg Fees 341,218 
Correcaons of Commuang Fee Calculanons 7,421 
Reduclng the Size of the Tnp Pool (Capital) 364,688 
Extending Vehcle Replacement to 95,000 miles 1,625,209 

Total $2,749,162 

Source: JLARC staff analysis of recomrnendaaons 



While the establishment of authonty and responsibililty for fleet man- 
agement by execubve order may have been appropriate dunng the early years of 
the Central Garage, it IS not adequate for the complex orgamzahon that emts  
today In fact, the most unportant contribubg factor to the problems related to 
assignment of vhcles, utilizabon, and commutmg is the lack of clearly defined 
authonty and accountability. The problems addressed m the prmous chapters of 
ths report ernst to a large extent because no angle public offiual is responsible 
.for management of the fleet. Because the Car Pool Committee, wbch has pnmary 
responsibility for the management of the fleet, has not discharged the responsibili- 
bes Dven it by Execukve Order Number M y ,  it is not clear who has author- 
ity to manage the fleet or to enforce asagnment and utilizabon policles. As a 
result, fleet management xn Virgma government has focused on daily operahons; 
there IS no e m t z v e  dimchon and little enforcement of mhcal policles related to 
assignment, utilizahon, and commutmg. These problems have been recogmzed by 
the Department of Tranportatmn, promptmg the department and the Ofiice of the 
Secretary of Tranportahon and Public Safety to propose revlslons to the executzve 
order wluch establishes the Central Garage. 

The assignment of responsibilihes for the State fleet of passenger ve- 
hcles IS mandated by Execubve Order Number l k r t y  (1982). The order sets out 
four actors, or groups of actors, m the overall fleet system: the Central Garage 
Car Pool Comrmttee, the Department of Highways and Transportation, agency 
heads of agencles usmg fleet vehcles, and employees who use State vehcles. 

The Central Garage Car Pool Committee. Under the provisions of 
Executive Order Number M y  the Car Pool C o m t t e e  has the pnmary respon- 
sibility for managmg the v h c l e  fleet. The committee's dutzes d u d e :  

enforcement of critena for assignment of vhcles  to employees 
and agenues; 

promulgabon of lllstructions for the proper use of State vehcles 
and defimng the consequences of unproper use; 

m momtonng of record keepmg and reportmg on vebrcle use and 
need; 

m evaluabon of the need for the purchase of vehcles for the fleet; 
and 

momtonng of user rates to ensure that costs are fully recovered. 

The membershrp of the committee includes not more than three agency transpor- 
tation officers from each secretanal area, and it is supposed to be chmed by the 



Secretary of Transportation and Public Safety Currently, the comrmttee has ten 
members, and is &wed by the Deputy Secretary of Transportahon. 

The Virginia Department of Transportation. The Department of 
Tramportabon IS the agency responsible for the daily operahon of the Central 
Garage. The execuhve order sets out duhes to d u d e :  

r operahon of the Central Garage Car Pool; 

r admmstrataon of the car pool through a fleet manager who IS to 
be the full-lame admmstrator of the fleet and staff to the Car Pool 
Comrmttee; and 

the purchase of gasoline, oil, dudes, and other automotave 
supplies and equpment, and the employment of staff necessary to 
properly operate the fleet. 

The execuhve order does not p m d e  the fleet manager wrth any Independent 
authority to enforce Central Garage poliues or regulabons. 

Agency Heads. Agency heads are charged with the responsibility to 
cooperate with managers of the Central Garage and the Department of Transpor- 
tabon to ensure that vehcles assigned to t b  agenues are used properly and 
efEuently Agency heads are also reqwed to designate one agency employee as 
an "agency fleet manager," now typically called a transportahon officer. The 
transportahon officer IS supposed to coordinate use of vehcles wrth the Central 
Garage and help to adeve optmal use of vehicles. 

Operators of Vehicles. State employees who use vehxles are re- 
q d  by the executive order to use the facilitaes of the Department of Transpor- 
tabon for all rep- and mamtenance, and for fuel, oil, and other routme semc- 
mg. 

Central Garage Organization. To implement Execuhve Order 
Number M y  and prewous orders, the Central Garage has been orgmzed as a 
dinmon of the Department of Transportahon. Ths  organzahonal arrangement 
is the result of the 1979 JLARC s M  report on the Central Garage, whch recom- 
mended that the fleet operations be made independent of the VDOT Equipment 
Diwioa At the tune of the 1979 study, the fleet manager had very lirmted 
responsibilihes for management of daily fleet operations. With the m s e d  orgam- 
zahon, the fleet manager assumed pnmary responsibility for daily operations. 

As formally orgamzed, there are two separate lines of authority for the 
Central Garage. The Car Pool C o m t t e e  ~s supposed to provlde for policles and 
procedures for the Central Garage. The fleet manager acts as staE for the Car 
Pool Comrmttee and IS the comrmttee's agent m the management of the Car Pool. 



However, the fleet manager also reports admmstrabvely to the Asmstant Com- 
msmoner of VDOT. The fleet manager is an employee of VDOT, and is respon- 
sible for the department's operabon of the Central Garage as specified by the 
execubve order. 

Executave Order Number m r t y  places much of the responsibility for 
management of the fleet on the Car Pool Comttee.  No autho~~ty for the enforce- 
ment of policles and procedures is asasslgned formally to the fleet manager. Ths 
structure formally M n e s  a centralized fleet only for the development of policles 
and regdataom and for adrmnlstrahve purposes such as the purchase or maznte- 
nance of vehcles. However, the enforcement of poliaes and regdalzons relatang 
to asmgnments, utilizataon, cornmutug, and proper use of State v&cles ~s decen- 
tralized to user agenues. In prachce t h s  structure has not been successful, and 
as a result, there ~s little or no pmhslonal management of the fleet as a whole, 
and no accountability for the use of the fleet. 

The Changing Role of the Car Pool Committee. In the past, the 
Car Pool C o m t t e e  was an actave partmpant m management of the fleet. The 
committee established the baslc set of regulatzons under whch the fleet still 
functxons. In addikon, the c o m t t e e  was a&ve m remewmg requests for assign- 
ments of vehcles, m evaluatxng the need for v h c l e  purchases, and m settang the 
rates to be charged users of the fleet. 

In recent years, however, there has been an informal shifhng of respon- 
sibilibes away from the comrmttee, and it has become largely dormant. Since 
June of 1984, the comrmttee has met only five tunes. More importantly, the 
co-ttee has not p m d e d  the leadership role mtended for it. Intennews mth 
members of the comttee ,  urcluding the chuman, and renews of the m u t e s  of 
the comxmttee meetangs suggest that the coxmuttee tends only to react to issues 
brought to it by the fleet manager. 

The dimuhon of the Car Pool Comttee's role is due to several 
factors. First, the commttee's membershp co~msts of State employees fkom a 
broad array of agenaes. Because most of the members are agency transportataon 
officers and have no t r m g  or expemence m profesmonal fleet management, tha r  
new of fleet management is fiom the perspectave of user agenaes. The comrmttee 
has thus evolved Into a users' forum; that IS, it has become a group through whxh 
user agenaes commucate thew concerns and needs to the fleet manager and 
VDOT. 

Second, because of the changmg nature of its role, the c o m t t e e  is 
Dven a low pmonty by its membershp. In internews mth JLARC staff, two 
current members of the comrmttee s a d  that they were not aware of the pmmons 



of Executave Order Number T W y  Another told staff, "I haven't been that 
unpressed mth the work of the Car Pool Comttee." Others expressed news 
that the comrmttee should be an adnsory board rather than an e v e  partimpant 
m fleet management. As a result, the committee has, by default, passed much of 
its authonty to the fleet manager and the user agencles. 

In its own study of the Central Garage, the Department of Transpor- 
tatton also idenfled the weakness of the Car Pool Cormglttee as a problem m the 
current structure for fleet management. Because of the problems identified by 
VDOT, the Office of the Secretary of Tramportabon and Public Safety prepared 
a m s e d  execubve order whch makes the committee an advisory body only The 
order prondes for better focused authority for fleet management and recognues 
that the Car Pool C o m t t e e  cannot p m d e  the l e a d h p  necessary The -- 
bve order has been held from issuance pending the release of t3us report. 

The Role of the Fleet Manager. The authonty of the fleet manager 
to manage the Central Garage has h g e d  mgniscantly m recent years. In re- 
sponse to the 1979 JLARC report, the fleet manager was mven greater responm- 
bility for the daily operabons of the fleet. These changes were unplemented 
t h u g h  the rnternal organtzahon of the Central Garage as a part of the Depart- 
ment of Transportataon. More recently, the fleet manager has also been mfoor- 
mally responsible for funciaom formally assigned to the Car Pool Committee. But 
the Wt manager has often been reluctant to enforce certam regulahons because 
hm authority IS unclear. 

In the asmgnment of v&cles, for example, the fleet manager relies 
entuely on the agency reqyestmg a vehicle to determme if there ~s a real need for 
the vhcle. The fleet manager has not refused any request for the asslgnment of 
a vehcle, except when no v&cles are available for asslgnment. In such cases, the 
requests have been filled when vehicles became available. Because the execubve 
order charges agency heads with the responsibility to ueontrol* the vhcles  as- 
signed to then agemes, the fleet manager defers to thew judgements regarding 
the need for v&cles. Specific issues related to the assqpment of vehlcles were 
addressed m detail rn Chapter 11. 

Addibonally, while the fleet manager collects data on the utilization of 
vhcles, enforcement of regulataons on the mmum utilizabon of assigned 
vehlcles IS left to the user agencles. The fleet manager does request that under- 
utilized vehicles be returned for reasngnment. But the fleet manager told JLARC 
staff that some agenaes have "flatly refused" to return vehcles identified as 
underutilized. Currently, the fleet manager does not follow-up on these vdcles, 
and as a result, few of the recalled vehcles have been returned for reassignment. 

Cornmutug use of State vhcles  IS another area for whlch the fleet 
manager has no authonty Commutmg use 1s not busmess related, and may 
divert veh~cles from lepbmate asagnments based on busmess mileage only 



However, the Central Garage collects no data on commutmg, and plays no role la 
momtonng or controlling ths type of use by State employees. Utilizatzon and 
commutmg lssues were rewewed m Chapter 11. 

The Role of Agencies. Under the provlaons of Exemhve Order 
Number !lkwty, agenaes have always had some responsibility for controlling t h a  
own use of velvcles m the central fleet. But because of the changxng role of the 
Car Pool Comrmttee, agenues now have thr greater control over the use of vehcles 
than at  any tame m the past. Agenues now deterrmne when the asmgnment of 
a vehxle is necessary, whether the use of the vehcle ~s appropnate, and the 
extent to whch employees can use the vehcles for personal purposes such as com- 
mutmg. So the fleet ~s centralized only .m the sense that admmstrakon of daily 
fleet operahons ~s the responsibility of the Central Garage. In the enforcement of 
cnkcal poliaes, whch have great lmpact on the overall &aency and effectwe- 
ness of the fleet, responsibility has been entuely decentralized. 

a s  decentralization of enforcement has not been effbcbve because it 
has evolved over tune, and ~s not formally sandzoned. Thus, agenues are not 
accountable for the enforcement of the poliues and regulatxons. 

Enforcement has also been meffective because the responsibility has 
been shifted to transportataon officers m the agenues. Transportat;lon officers 
have been ~~~effectrve m enforung Central Garage regulahons for a number of 
reasons. F'irst, they are not properly trmed. In telephone lntemews conducted 
by JLARC staff, 17 of 19 transportahon officers contacted reported that they 
r-ved no trammg. Five of the officers were not aware of the erastence of the 
Car Pool Comrmttee, for example. An additional three transportataon officers 
knew of the comrmttee, but did not know the purpose or role of the committee m 
the fleet system. 

Second, the transportahon officer assignment is not conmstently pven 
to agency management personnel. Instead, admmstrative std, secretarres, or 
clerks are pven the responsibilitaes. The transportatam officers mternewed by 
JLARC staff ranged &om secretaries to agency directors. As a result, transpor- 
tahon officers m some agenaes only perform record-keepmg and c l e n d  tasks 
related to assignment of vehcles from the Central Garage, verificabon of billings 
from the Central Garage, or as~ilgnrnent of vehdes m mternal agency motor pools. 
There is Inadequate moxutomg of use or enforcement of regulakons because 
transportakon officers often have muffiaent authonty to exerase such responsl- 
bilihes. 

The current structure of authonty and responsibility makes profes- 
sional fleet management ~mpossible. In a decentralized envmnment such as that 



exlstmg today, the fleet manager can have little control over the pracbces whch 
most directly affect the effiaency of fleet operahons. And .there IS currently no 
accountability for the use of vhcles. 

While a number of reports, Including p m o u s  JLARC staff reports, 
have recommended transf- the Central Garage to the Department of General 
Semces (DGS), such a reorgmzabon by itself would not address the problems 
related to authority and accountability for fleet management. The purpose of 
these recommendahons was to p m d e  for a consistent orgamzahonal structure 
for agenaes pmding  adrrmstrahve support semces to other State agencies. 
However, the transfer of the Central Garage to DGS mght also make the aheve-  
ment of other goals more diaticult. For example, it is ~rnportant that clear author- 
ity for the fleet be established. Because VDOT must conbue to purchase, 
mamtam, and semce the vhcles, DGS could not effechvely p m d e  for central- 
ized management. 

In additaon, a reorgmzataon could not be undertaken mmediately, 
because of the need to transfer VDOT automated.systems to DGS, and to p m d e  
for adequate personnel, budgetmg, accountmg, billing, and other admmstrabve 
support for the Central Garage w i h n  DGS. Many of the problems experienced 
by the Central Garage, however, reqwe m e d i a t e  attenboa 

For these reasons, it now appears more praebcal to retam the Central 
Garage as a unit of the Department of !bnsportataon. However, the current 
assignment of authonty and accountability IS madequate. To properly establish 
authority and responsibility for fleet management, several steps can be taken. 

Centralize Authority. First, the authority and msponsibility to 
manage the fleet should be mgned exclusively to the C-oner of Transpor- 
tabon. By promding the Co-oner with a clear mandate to manage the fleet 
m an a u e n t  and &-ve manner, accountability can be established. The focus 
of authority m the Comrmsaoner would enhance the enforcement of Central 
Garage poliaes and regulahons. Because the current Car Pool Committee no 
longer serves any usefid purpose, it should be abolished or asagned an adwory 
role. An ad hoc c o m t t e e  could be used to appeal the deusions of the Comxms- 
sioner related to assignment and use of velucles. 

The Central Garage should be designated as a dinaon m t h  the 
department. Management of the fleet and enforcement of dl fleet poliaes and 
regdabons should be delegated to the fleet manager. Because of the additional 
responsibilibes that would be formally assigned to the manager, the positaon 
should be upgraded to divlslon admumtrator rank, and r e d  Fleet Admuus- 
trator. The Fleet Admmstrator should be delegated clear authonty and respon- 
sibility to monitor assignments, utilizabon, personal use, and cornmutang use of 
State-owned vehcles. Daily operations such as management of the trip pool and 
mamtenance of vhcles  should be the responsibility of an assstant to the a d m -  
istrator. 



In addition, while agency heads must be held accountable for the 
vhcles  assigned to their agemes, the use of transportahon officers to enforce 
policies and regulations should be discontinued. Instead, the role of transporta- 
tlon officers should be as the p2lmary source of informahon for employees using 
vhcles. Because of confumon about the role of the transportahon officer, they are 
not mmntly a- as a source of mformakon for operators. 

Only seven of the 19 transportakon officers mternewed by JLARC staff 
ssld that they p m d e  t r m g  for operators of vehcles. And m a survey of 342 
operators, only 43 percent s a d  that they directed queshons about thew State 
vehcles to the trazlsportataon officers, and 25 percent did not know who the trans- 
portahon officer was for thev agency. The Fleet Admmstrator should use the 
transportahon officers to provlde t r m g  on fleet poliues and regulations, and as 
a source of dormahon about the transportahon needs of user agenues. 

Establish Statutory Authority. Second, the Central Garage should 
be established as a d imon  of the Department of Transportaiaon by statute. Cen- 
tralized fleet operations are a permanent fumtaon of State government, and by 
gwng the Central Garage statutory authority to operate and manage the State's 
motor v&de fleet, the permanent nature and importance of the functaon can be 
recopzed. 

Recommendation (28). The General Assembly may wsh  to amend 
the Code of Virgma to establish the Central Garage Car Pool as a d imon  of the 
Department of Transportahon. Other provmons currently contamed m exemkve 
order should also be established m law. The Code should asslgn exclusive author- 
ity for management and operahon of the fleet to the Commrssioner of Trwpor- 
tabon. Management of the fleet, lpcluding assignment of vehcles, m e w  of 
utilizahon, and operabon of the Central Garage should be delegated to a Fleet Ad- 
mmstrator. The Car Pool Comm~ttee should be abolished or asslgned an advisory 
role. Methods for appeal of the declslons of the Comrmssloner should be specSed. 

The Code should also specify the responsibilibes of agerimes and opera- 
tors of vetucles mth regard to thew compliance with poliaes and regdata0116 
issued by the Central Garage. Transportataon officers should be established 
formally as the liasons mth the Central Garage, but enforcement responsibili~s 
assigned to transportation officers should be disconbued. 
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Cnarles S. Robb 
Governor 

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 
O f i  of the Governor 

Rtchmond 23219 

EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER THIRTY (82) 

AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIS IL  ITY OF CERTAIN AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS GOVERNING 
CERTAIN STATE-OWNED VEHICLES 

By v i r tue o f  the authority vested I n  me by Section 2.1-47 o f  the Code o f  
V l r  i n i a  and Section 4-5.06 (c) of Chapter 684 of the 1982 Acts of As- 
&ect t o  my conti nulng, ult imate responslbi 1 i t y ,  I hereby prollulgate 
the following regul at ions concerning the use, operation, purchase, rep l  ace- 
ment , and d l  sposal of cer t  a i  n s t  ate-owned vehl c l  es . 

1. A l l  state-owned passenger-type motor vehicles operated by any state 
agency shall be assigned t o  and maintained by the Central 6arage 
Car Pool except: those vehicles which have speci a1 equipment and 
performance requirements f o r  pol i ce  use, those vehicl es acquired 
f o r  use by any elect ive off  i ce  of  the people of the Colrraonwealth, 
and such other special category vehicles as may from time t o  time 
be excepted by the Central 6arage Car Pool Comnittee. 

2. Policies affect ing the administratfon of the Central 6arage Car 
Pool and the use o f  personal cars shall be determined by the 
Governor. The bvernor shall be advised by the Central Garage Car 
Pool Cm i t t ee ,  which w i l l  be chaired by the Secretary o f  
Transport at ion. 

3. The Central Garage Car Pool Conmittee shall be comprised of not 
more than three Agency Fleet Managers from each secretart a1 area, 
appointed by the respective Secretaries. The responsi b i  1 i t i e s  o f  
the Central Garage Car Pool C m i t t e e  are to: 

a. Enforce speclf IC c r i t e r i a  for the permanent assignment o f  
vehicles appl icable t o  individual users and using agencies. 

b. Update the handbook o f  instructions speci f ica l ly  defining the 
proper use of  state vehicles and the consequences of Improper 
use. 

c. b n i t o r  a system o f  record keeping and report~ng, including 
biennial ce r t i f i ca t i on  of  need and use by agency heads, t o  
guarantee pract ical utf  1 izat ion of  permanently assigned 
vehicl es and equitable d i s t r i  bution of  costs. The biennial 
need and usage report w i  11 be a precondition t o  any repl  ace- 
ments , retent ions, or  addl t ions t o  an agency's permanently 
assigned f 1 eet . 
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d. Evaluate specl f ic  c r i t e r l a  on a biennial basis f o r  the 
purchase o f  addl t lons t o  the f lee t  and rep l  acements t o  the 
f l e e t .  

e. Mon~tor user rates established I n  order t o  f u l l y  recover the 
costs of operation, deprecl ation, rep l  acement , storage o f  pool 
vehlcles, and add~t lons  t o  the f l e e t  and other cap i ta l  costs. 
The Comnlttee may recomnend t o  the Governor tha t  user rates 
Include a provision for f~nanc lng  storage and parking f a c l l i -  
t i e s  for car pool vehicles. The process f o r  such recovery IS 
as f o l l  ows: 

( I )  Payments w ~ l l  oe made by interdepartmental transfers on 
the books of the Comptroller upon approval of each state 
agency o f  the charge made against i t  by t h e  Central 
Gar age Car Pool . 

(2) The Department o f  Highways and Transportation w i l l  pay 
the cost o f  rendering the service and providing the 
supplies and protection by involces slgned by the duly 
authorized representative o f  the Oepartment o f  H~ghways 
and Transportation t o  be charged agalnst tne  Specla1 
Garage Fund. 

4.  The Department of Hlghways and Transportation w i  11 : 

a. Operate the Central Garage Car Pool under the po l l c l es  deter- 
mined by the Governor and coord~nated by the Central Garage 
Car Fleet Manager. 

b. Administer the o f f l c e  o f  the Central Garage Car Pool Fleet 
Manager. The Manager w i l l  coordinate activities wlth the 
Department s Equl prnent Engineer and serve as s t a f f  t o  the 
Central Garage Car Pool Comnittee. He w l l l  devote fu l l - t lme 
t o  the admi n1 s t r a t  I on and management o f  the centra l  l zed f 1 eet , 
including investigation of and response t o  c l t i z e n  i nqu l r l es  
concern1 ng proper use o f  s tate vehicles. 

c. Purchase gas01 ine, 011, t l r es ,  spare parts, and other automo- 
t i v e  goods, equipment and materi a1 s and employ sucn mechanics, 
guards and other workers as may oe necessary t o  properly care  
for,  preserve, protect, and service the vehicles. In add10 
t lon, tne Department shal l  make purchases o f  automotlve equlp- 
ment and suppl les fo r  other state agencles which do not use 
vehlcl es from the Central Pool. 
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5. A l l  agency heads are charged wl th  the respons lb l l l t y  to: 

a. Cooperate wl th  the Central Garage Car Pool Comnlttet! and the 
Department of H~ghways and Transportatlon t o  ensure the 
necessary contro l  and economy o f  operatlon f o r  the i'ool cars 
ass1 gned t o  the1 r employees . 

b. Designate an Agency Fleet Manager t o  control and coordinate 
the use of permanently asslgned vehlcles and t o  worL w l th  the 
Central Garage Car Pool f l e e t  Manager t o  achleve opl.1mal use 
of a1 1 s t  ate-owned vehl c l  es . 

6 .  The responsl b l l 1  t l  es of operators o f  a1 1 state-owned vehlcl  es 
~ n c l u d e  the fol 1 ow1 ng : 

a. To the extent pract~cable,  obtatn gasollne and 011 dnd other 
servlc lng from the f a c l l  l t l e s  o f  the Department o f  Iilghways 
and Transportatlon or any other s tate agencles, tncludlng 
Ins t1  tu t lons  o f  higher education, havlng s lml l  ar fa(:l l l t l e s  
wherever located . 

b. To the extent poss~ble, use the f a c ~  1 t t ~ e s  o f  the Department 
o f  HI ghways and Transport a t  1 on f o r  necessary repair:, and 
ma1 n t  enance . 

7. Vehlcles not asslgned t o  the Central Garage Car Pool w i l  l u t l l i z e  
the f a c l l  i t  1 es o f  the Department o f  H~gnways and Transportat~on 
away from Rlchmond f o r  repalrs as necessary and t o  the extent prac- 
t lcable.  A l l  costs of gasollne, 011, lubr lcat lon, washlng, o r  
repal rs  for vehlcles tha t  are not pool vehlcles shal l  be charged t o  
the agencles uslng the vehicles and shal l  be handled by inter- 
departmental t ransfers on the books o f  the Comptroller upon appro- 
val of each agency o f  the charges made agalnst t t  by the Department 
o f  Hlghways and Transport a t   on . 

8. I n  cases of emergency, vehlcles asslgned to. the Central tarage Car 
Pool are authorized t o  use the f a c l l ~ t l e s  o f  any s ta te  or l n s t l t u -  
t l o n  other than the Department o f  Hlghways and Transportatlon. A l l  
costs of gas01 lne, 011, or  repal rs  shal l  be handled by 1,lterdepart- 
mental transfers on the books o f  the Comptroller upon approval of 
each agency of the  charges made agalnst ~t by the s tate agency pro- 
v ld lng the servlce. 
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T ~ I  s Execut l v e  Order rescinds Execut l v e  Order Number Forty-Nine (81) 
Issued Apr i l  2, 1981. 

Thl s Execut l ve  Order shal l  become ef fect  r ve immed~ ate1 y and rsnaln i n  
f u l l  force and effect tint11 amended or  rescinded by fu r the r  Execut tve Order. 

Gwen under my hand and the Seal of the Comnonwealth o f  V i rg in la  t h i s  
16th day o f  December, 1982. 

&4bJkm&f* 
ver nor 

& - 
secretary o e  
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APPENDIX C 

AGENCY RESPONSES 

As part of JLARC's data validahon process, each State agency m- 
volved m an assessment effort IS gven the opportumty to comment on an exposure 
draft of the report. 

Appmpnate tecbcal  correcbons resultmg h m  the wntten com- 
ments have been made m tlus Vernon ofthe report. Page references m the agency 
responses relate to an earlier exposure draf't and may not correspond to page 
numbers m t3us vmion of the report. JLARC notes have been boxed and ~nserted 
into responses where m s s a r y  

Included m th~s appendix are the followmg responses: 

a Department of Transportataon 
Deputy Secretary of Transportahon and Public Safety 

a. Office of the Comptroller 
Department of Correctaons 





COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

RAY D. PETHTEL 
COMMISSIONER 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
1401 EAST BROAD STREET 

RICHMOND, 2321 9 

June 13, 1988 

The Honorable Robert B. Ball, Sr., Chairman 
Joint Legislatlva Audit and Rev1e.w Commission 
Suite 1100, Genetal. Assembly Buzlding 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Dear Mr. Ball: 

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the exposure 
draft report entitled - - -  Mana ement and Use of State-Owned 
Passenger Vehicles prepare by the .staff of:the Joint 
Legislative Audit and Review Commission (JLARC). 

My staff and I have reviewed the report with members of 
the JLARC staff insofar as the contents pertain to the 
management and operation of the Central Garage car pool fleet. 

In several respects, your staff comments concern areas on 
which we have also been working at the Central Garage, 
particularly with regard to improved management practices, 
identification and recall of under-utilized vehicles, tracking 
the extent to which assigned vehicles are used for commuting 
purposes, development of an automated equipment management 
information system, clarification of the appropriate role of the 
Central Garage Car Pool Committee, and development of more 
precise criteria to guide decisions about replacement of 
vehicles in the fleet. In other respects, your draft report 
raises additional issues which we will certainly address. 

I agree with the thrust of the recommendations contained 
in the exposure draft. If acceptable to you and the Commission, 
I would like to have the opportunity to work with your staff in 
development of the language which may be proposed for changes in 
the provisions of the Appropriations Act and other statutory 
changes, for consideration at your next meeting, which I 
understand is now scheduled for September. 

At that time, I would appreciate the opportunity to appear 
before the Commission to report on thxs joint effort and on 
steps we will have taken with regard to those recommendations 
which we have authority to implement. 
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I commend the JLARC staff for the comprehensive and 
helpful manner in which the study has been conducted. 

Sincerely, 

Ray D. Pethtel, Commissioner 

CC: The Honorable Vivlan E. Watts 



U. f. HOUFF, JR. 
FLEV w o w  

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 
CENTRAL GARAGE CAR FOOL 

1401 EAST BROAD m E E T  
RICHMOND. 23219 

June 10, 1988 

Mr. Glenn Tittermary 
Joint Legislative Audit 
and Review Commission 

General Assembly Building 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Dear Glenn: 

Thank you for taking the time to meet with me concerning the 
exposure draft of "Management and Use of State-Owned Passenger 
Vehicles." I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the 
report. 

I believe the report is a helpful document, As you know, 
the Central Garage has undergone numerous studies and renews 
over the last several years. We are always anxious to improve 
our delivery of services and look at the JLARC report in that 
light. 

I have only two general comments. First, I believe the 
issue of accountability for commuting charges could be addressed 
by a simple requirement by the Auditor of FUblic Accounts and the 
Internal Auditor to include a review of commuting charges in 
their reviews. Second, many of your proposals concerning 
accountability will be remedied by a proposed Executive Order 
that was formulated in June of 1987 which we held pending final 
release of your report. As you recall, we originally expected 
this report to be completed in October of last year. 

We are ready to implement many of your recommendations and 
thank you and your staff for the professional conduct of this 
report. 

Sincerely, 

W. H. Idighty 
Deputy Secretary 



mllD 1. MAZUR. C.C.A. 
COmCllOUER 

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 
@ce of the Comptrolkr 

June 9, 1988 

Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director 
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Comanission (JLARC) 
Suite 1100, General Assembly Building 
Capitol Square 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Dear Phil: 

Thank you for providing me with a copy of the Manacrement..and 
er V m  exposure draft. After a 

detailed reading by my-staff and a cursory review by me, I want 
to commend you and your staff on the development of an 
excellent report. I do have a few comments, however, as a 
result of my agency's review. They are.as follows: 

o I agree with JLARC's recommendation that the State 
Comptroller should establish guidelines for the valuation 
of personal use of a State vehicle that comply with 
Internal Revenue Service tax regulations. My staff has 
issued memorandum regarding this subject in the past (see 
attached) and will attempt to keep current on revised 
regulations as they occur. We are presently reflecting the 
value of this benefit on W-2 forms. 

o I have no problems with any changes to the mileage 
reimbursement rates that the General Assembly wants to 
consider that will make them more closely approximate the 
actual costs incurred by the traveler. As you know, the 
Appropriations Act specifies the reimbursement rates and 
the Department of Accounts modifies its travel regulations 
accordingly. 

o If a certification by the agency head is required for 
reimbursement for personal vehicle mileage, there would be 
action required by DOA. This requirement was discontinued 
when the reimbursement rate and the mileage fee set by the 
Car Pool Committee became equal. The reinstitution of the 
requirement would not be difficult to accomplish by adding 
a certification statement to the travel voucher. However, 
this will be extremely difficult to verify by the Auditor 
of Public Accounts. 

Note: Attachments m f i m n d  ur thur response ae. available fot mvaew crt 
JLARC. offices. 
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o The section on Financial Management, Section IV, appears 
complete and I have no suggestions for improvement. Based 
on your findings, I will ensure my staff closely 
scrutinizes the receivables of the Central Garage and 
ensures that charges are paid and billed more promptly. 
Once the report is issued, I will also have my staff work 
with all agencles affected to ensure adequate and 
appropriate support by the central accounting system. 

o I did not note a discussion or consideration of vehicles 
that are owned or leased by agencies and are not managed by 
the Central Garage. You may want to include this fact 
somewhere in the opening sections. Also, you may want to 
supplement this report, in the near future, by gathering 
and reporting on such vehicles. In any case, these 
agency-owned vehicles, which include small trucks, should 
be covered by appropriate state policy which relates well 
to the policies recommended in your current report. 

Again, I appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on 
your draft and will work with all state agencies affected to 
Implement all appropriate and pertinent modifications to policy 
or procedures. 

Sincerely, 

fJ 
Edward J. Mazur 

Attachments 

cc: Stuart W. Connock 
Secretary of Finance 

Paul W. Timmreck, Director 
Department of Planning and Budget 

Charles H. Taylor, Jr . 
Deputy Comptroller 

Grosjean G. Crump, I11 
Assistant Comptroller 

James A. Davis 
Manager, Financial Reporting 

John C. Christian, Jr. 
Manager, Pre-Audit and Compliance 

John H. Vance 
Assistant Manager Accounts Receivable 



EDWARD W. MURRAY 
DIRECTOR 

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 
P.O. BOX 28963 

RMMOND, VIRGINIA 23261 
(%01) 257-1900 

June 10, 1988 

Mr. Phillp A. Leone, Director 
Jolnt Leglslatlve Audit and Review Commission 
Suite 1100 
General Assembly Bullding 
Cap1 to1 Square 
Richmond, VA 23219 

Dear Mr. Leone: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the May 15, 1988 
Exposure Draft of the JLARC Report on Management and Use of 
State Owned Passenger Vehxcles. As In the past, your staff 
has done a thorough job in studying the toplc. 

Whlle I generally agree wlth the content and thrust of the 
majorlty of the recommendations, a number of them do cause 
some concern as they relate to the Department of Correctlons. 
I fully understand that a report of thls nature must look at 
an issue as it affects the State as a whole and cannot 
recognize each individual agency. 

I do feel that the role of the Department of Correctlons, 
places unique requirements on its personnel. The responsi- 
billties of those assigned vehrcles are not unllke those of 
other law enforcement personnel in the State who are exempt 
from commuting charges. The Wardens and Superlntendents, 
Learning Center Superlntendents, Reglonal and Central Staff, 
are all responsible for an orderly and - safe environment wlthln 
our facilities. It 1s from this perspective that my comments 
are made, 

I am most concerned about Recommendatron (10) whlch states, In 
part "...Exemptions from commuting fees for employees assigned 
vehlcles to respond to emergency situations should be dlscon- 
tinued, because their home-to-work travel still constitutes 
personal use." 

In 1985, the Department of Corrections, conducted a study of 
state car utlllzation within Correctlons. Following that 
review, a Departmental policy was established, whlch I 
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wholeheartedly endorse and have continued, which limits the 
assignment of state vehicles to those who - must respond In the 
event of an emergency such as riots, disturbances, injury or 
deaths, flre and other difficulties. Response in emergency 
sltuations is a part of their job responsibility and, as such, 
1s not a matter of personal cholce. 

The requirement of the lndivldual to respond is only one 
factor In the event of an emergency. The vehicle Itself 1s 
the other. Each of the permanently assigned vehicles 1s 
equlpped with radlos that ~mmediately put the drlver In touch 
with all others responding, including other Department 
employees, law enforcement agencles and emergency servlces 
personnel. This communication network IS cruclal for the 
Department to meet it's mandate to protect the citizen's of 
the Commonwealth, partlcularly during emergency situations. 

The Department carefully monitors those persons to whom 
vehicles are assigned. These persons are required to respond 
to emergencles on a 24-hour, seven-days-a-week basls. They 
should not be forced to pay for the use of a vehlcle whlch IS 
required to meet their job responslbilltles. 

Part of the solution to this dllemma 1s contained in Recommen- 
datlon (8) which would clarify a number of issues related to 
use of state-owned vehlcles. I would strongly suggest that 
this revlsion of the definition of "commuting mileage", exempt 
from the payment of commuting fees, those sltuations where the 
use of a state vehicle in response to emergencles is a 
requirement of the agency. 

Two other recommendations require comment. Recommendation 
(17) would glve the responslblllty to the Central Garage to 
verlfy operator's llcenses at the time a vehicle is reserved. 
Thls puts into place an additional level of bureaucracy whlch 
will only make the process more cumbersome. I support the 
current procedure whlch leaves the responsibility to validate 
an employee's operator's llcense wlth the agency head. 

Secondly, I fully support the provisions of Recommendation 
(21) which relate to maintenance of fleet vehlcles. The 
operating condition and dependablllty continue to be a source 
of concern. Frequent complaints about vehlcles are recelved 
desplte repeated visits to State garages. I would also 
suggest that thls may explain, at least In part, the under- 
utilization concerns expressed by your report. Employees are 
reluctant to use vehicles in which they have no confidence. 
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Agaln, thank you for thls opportunity to revlew and comment on 
this report. Please do no hesltate to call if you need 
additional lnformatlon or would llke to dlscuss these issues 
further . 

E. W. Murray I/ 

cc: Dr. John W. McCluskey 
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