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THE LEGISLATIVE POST Audit Committee and 
its audit agency, the Legislative Division of Post 
Audit, are the audit arm of Kansas government.  
The programs and activities of State government 
now cost about $10 billion a year.  As legislators 
and administrators try increasingly to allocate tax 
dollars effectively and make government work more 
effi ciently, they need information to evaluate the 
work of governmental agencies.  The audit work 
performed by Legislative Post Audit helps provide 
that information.

 We conduct our audit work in accordance 
with applicable government auditing standards 
set forth by the U.S. Government Accountability 
Offi ce.  These standards pertain to the auditor’s 
professional qualifi cations, the quality of the audit 
work, and the characteristics of professional and 
meaningful reports.  The standards also have been 
endorsed by the American Institute of Certifi ed 
Public Accountants and adopted by the Legislative 
Post Audit Committee.

 The Legislative Post Audit Committee is a 
bipartisan committee comprising fi ve senators and 
fi ve representatives.  Of the Senate members, three 
are appointed by the President of the Senate and 
two are appointed by the Senate Minority Leader.  
Of the Representatives, three are appointed by the 
Speaker of the House and two are appointed by the 
Minority Leader.

 Audits are performed at the direction of 
the Legislative Post Audit Committee.  Legislators 

or committees should make their requests for 
performance audits through the Chairman or any 
other member of the Committee.  Copies of all 
completed performance audits are available from 
the Division’s offi ce.

The Legislative Division of Post Audit supports full access to the services of State government for all 
citizens.  Upon request, Legislative Post Audit can provide its audit reports in large print, audio, or other 
appropriate alternative format to accommodate persons with visual impairments.  Persons with hearing 
or speech disabilities may reach us through the Kansas Relay Center at 1-800-766-3777.  Our offi ce 
hours are 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.
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To: Members of the Kansas Legislature

 This executive summary contains the fi ndings and conclusions, together 
with a summary of our recommendations and the agency responses, from our 
completed performance audit, Providing Vehicles for Offi cial State Travel: 
Reviewing the Impact of Decisions To Disband the State’s Motor Pool. 

 The report includes several recommendations for the Department of 
Administration, including requiring Enterprise to report all data required by 
the contract, ensuring that Enterprise is billing the State at the appropriate rates 
and only for allowable charges, identifying agencies that are renting vehicles 
long-term when it would be less costly to purchase them, developing a complete 
database of the State’s vehicle fl eet, tracking and recording all complaints, and 
having Enterprise provide all State agencies with the detailed billing information 
they need. 

 We would be happy to discuss the fi ndings presented in this report with 
any legislative committees, individual legislators, or other State offi cials.  These 
fi ndings are supported by a wealth of data, not all of which could be included in 
this report because of space considerations.  These data may allow us to answer 
additional questions about the audit fi ndings or to further clarify the issues raised 
in the report.

 If you would like a copy of the full audit report, please call our offi ce and 
we will send you one right away.

  Barbara J. Hinton
  Legislative Post Auditor
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 Before November 2003, the State’s vehicle fl eet included 
vehicles owned either by individual agencies or by the State’s Central 
Motor Pool.   In all, the State owned about 8,784 vehicles in 2003, 
including heavy trucks, buses, and equipment like riding lawn mowers and 
road graders.  In this audit, we tried to focus on passenger vehicles.

 Changes implemented in November 2003 signifi cantly altered 
the way the State provides vehicles for offi cial State business.  The 
changes can be summarized as follows:

Central Motor Pool was disbanded and would no longer own cars.  Vehicles it 
had owned that were permanently assigned to State agencies were given to 
those agencies.  The Motor Pool’s dispatch function in Topeka was eliminated, 
and State employees who needed a vehicle for short-term offi cial business 
now had to rent from Enterprise-Rent-A-Car.
A moratorium was placed on vehicle purchases for two years, and the mileage 
limits for replacing vehicles was increased.  The moratorium applied to all 
agencies except the Highway Patrol and Regents’ universities; however, the 
universities voluntarily complied with the moratorium.  The Department of 
Administration increased the minimum mileage needed before a vehicle could 
be replaced from 95,000-100,000 miles for cars, and from no limit to 140,000 
miles for trucks.
Underused and unneeded vehicles in the State fl eet were sold.  The Governor 
asked State agencies to identify vehicles that were driven less than 12,000 
miles a year, and to turn those vehicles into the Department of Administration 
to be sold.

 These changes were projected to free up $9.3 million for fi scal year 
2005 to be used for other General Fund purposes that year.

 

 We looked at savings for the State as a whole, not by 
individual agency, and classifi ed those savings as one-time or on-
going.   We looked at the fi nancial impact of all changes, not just the 
decision to disband the Central Motor Pool.  One-time actions included 
the moratorium, selling vehicles, and sweeping funds.  On-going actions 
include having agencies own and manage cars that used to be handled by 
the Motor Pool, raising the mileage limits, and contracting with Enterprise 
for short-term rental needs.

 Changes in vehicle policies generated about $24.5 million in 
one-time savings.  First, the Department swept $5.1 million in unspent 
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Overview of the State’s System for Providing Vehicles for Offi cial 
Employee Travel, and How It Changed in 2003

Question 1: Has the Decision To Change the State’s Vehicle Policy 
Resulted in Savings for the State?
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Motor Pool funds into the General Fund, and generated $1.6 million by selling 
off unneeded or underused vehicles.  During 2004 and 2005, when the 
moratorium on vehicle purchases was in effect, the State spent a total of about 
$18 million less on vehicle expenditures than before the policy changes.

 On-going annual costs before and after the changes are about the 
same overall, but are lower on a cost-per-mile basis.  For 2006 the State 
spent about $3.1 million less replacing vehicles than it did in 2003. That’s 
because the passenger fl eet size has dropped by 850 cars.  

 However, these savings were offset by a $2.9 million increase in vehicle 
operating expenditures, compared with 2003 (as shown in the fi gure below).

..................page 8
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The fi gure also shows total operating costs have been increasing steadily 
over the years (adjusted for infl ation).  We identifi ed several reasons for this:

State employees are driving more miles
the State increased its reimbursement rate for private car mileage (from 30¢ to 
40¢)
in some cases renting vehicles from Enterprise was more costly than previous 
transportation arrangements:

on a per-mile basis, Enterprise rentals in Topeka cost more than what we 
estimated the Motor Pool would have charged
some agencies were paying large amounts of money to rent vehicles from 
Enterprise when it would have been cheaper to own them.  We found 
agencies paying $615- $862 per month for rental cars from Enterprise.  At 
these rates the agencies could pay for a car in less than two years.

 Although overall operating costs have increased since 2003 
(adjusted for infl ation), per-mile costs are about 1.4¢ less than in 2003.

 During this audit, we also identifi ed several problems with the 
State’s contract with Enterprise.  Enterprise wasn’t adhering to the terms 
of the contract in several areas:

In numerous instances, Enterprise inappropriately charged sales tax or 
insurance on State employee car rentals
Enterprise wasn’t providing all the information called for under the contract
Enterprise hasn’t responded to complaints as quickly as required by the 
contract
Enterprise didn’t always have a suffi cient supply of vehicles available
   

 We also identifi ed several provisions in the State’s contract with 
Enterprise that we think are problematic.  First, State employees have 
been made responsible for arranging for long-term rental discounts, rather 
than having them automatically provided.  Second, the billing information 
Enterprise submits doesn’t allow State agencies to reconcile their 
employees’ car rental transactions without asking for special supplemental 
information.

 Finally, we found the Department of Administration hasn’t suffi ciently 
monitored the Enterprise contract.   For example, the Department hasn’t 
analyzed rental data from Enterprise to determine whether current vehicle 
policies are cost-effective. 

 Question 1 Conclusion.  The decision to disband the State Motor 
Pool and related changes in State vehicle policies saved about $24.5 million 
during the moratorium on vehicle purchases.  On an infl ation-adjusted 
basis, we estimate the State’s total annual vehicle costs are about the 
same as before the vehicle policies were changed, but the cost-per-mile 
driven has gone down slightly.  Nonetheless, it appears the Department of 
Administration could do more to manage the contract with Enterprise to help 
ensure that the State is getting the rates and information it contracted for, 
and to ensure that State agencies don’t rent form Enterprise when it is not 
cost effective to do so.  The Department also needs better information about 
the number and mileage of vehicles in the State’s fl eet to be in a better 
position to assess agency requests for new vehicles.
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 Question 1 Recommendations.  We recommended the 
Department do the following: require Enterprise report all data required by 
the contract and ensure that it’s accurate; ensure that Enterprise is billing 
the State at the appropriate rates and only for allowable charges; identify 
agencies that are renting vehicles long-term when it would be less costly 
to purchase them.  We also recommended the Department develop a 
complete database of the State’s vehicle fl eet.

 Agency offi cials told us they’ve incurred additional staff 
costs since the changes to the State’s vehicle policy.  Offi cials in fi ve 
agencies–the Departments on Aging, Agriculture, Health and Environment, 
and SRS, and the KBI–told us they’ve incurred higher staff costs 
associated with managing their vehicle fl eets and reconciling billings from 
Enterprise.  They mentioned having to hire more staff, devoting more staff 
time, purchasing software, and the like.  For the most part, agency staff 
couldn’t quantify the additional costs they’ve incurred. 

 State employees generally had favorable opinions about using 
Enterprise cars, but they pointed out several problem areas.  On a 
scale of 1 (lowest) to 5 (highest), employees who responded to our survey 
generally gave Enterprise a rating of 3.5 or higher in the categories of 
convenience of location, convenience of making a reservation, customer 
service, hours of operation, and overall satisfaction.  Employees who 
had experience renting from both the Central Motor Pool and Enterprise 
provided mixed responses when we asked them to compare the two.  
Further, more than half of State employees responding to our survey 
said they’d been impacted by Enterprise not having the type of car they 
reserved, or not having a car at all. 

 Formal complaints employees fi led with the Department of 
Administration generally mirrored the issues employees cited in 
our surveys.  The main categories of complaints were no car available, 
incorrect charges on the bill, and not having requested vehicle available or 
problems with the vehicle. 

 Department of Administration offi cials told us the new 
Enterprise contract addresses some problems State employees have 
cited.  These include a referral process to try to address concerns about 
vehicles not being available (Avis is the back-up vendor), and prohibiting 
Enterprise from upgrading State employees to trucks and large vans. 
 
 Question 2 Conclusion.  The changes made to the State’s vehicle 
policy in Fall 2003, have had some direct impact on agencies.  This 
includes agencies now owning and managing more vehicles than they 
used to, and agencies needing additional staff to perform these functions.  
Another impact is the unquantifi able cost of lost productivity.  State 
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Question 2: What Impact Have the Vehicle Policy Changes Had on 
State Agencies That Use Vehicles for Offi cial State Business?
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This audit was conducted by Chris Clarke, Amy Thompson, and Ivan Williams.  Leo Hafner was the 
audit manager.  If you need any additional information about the audit’s fi ndings, please contact Chris 
at the Division’s offi ces.  Our address is: Legislative Division of Post Audit, 800 SW Jackson Street, 
Suite 1200, Topeka, Kansas 66612.  You also may call us at (785) 296-3792, or contact us via the 
Internet at LPA@lpa.state.ks.us.

employees complained about cars not being available, billing problems, 
and delays–all of which contribute to lost productivity.

 Question 2 Recommendations.  We recommended the 
Department track and record all complaints by keeping a log of all 
phone complaints and by working with Enterprise to record complaints 
made by employees at the branch locations.  We also recommended 
the Department make a blanket request that Enterprise provide all State 
agencies with detailed billing information.

APPENDIX A:  Scope Statement  

APPENDIX B:  Data Limitations and Related Methodology  

APPENDIX C: State Vehicle Memo Submitted by the Secretary of 
Administration to the Legislative Budget Committee

  
APPENDIX D: Agency Response

 
 The agency generally concurred with the report’s fi ndings, 
conclusions, and recommendations. 
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