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Post Audit Committee.
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Speaker of the House and two are appointed by the
Minority Leader.
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This report contains the findings, conclusions, and recommendations from
our completed performance audit, Providing Vehicles for Official 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 fleet, 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 findings presented in this report with
any legislative committees, individual legislators, or other State officials. These
findings 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 findings or to further clarify the issues raised

in the report.

Barbara J. Hinton
Legislative Post Auditor



Get the Big Picture

Read these Sections and Features:

1. Executive Summary - an overview of the questions we
asked and the answers we found.

2. Conclusion and Recommendations - are referenced in
the Executive Summary and appear in a box after each
question in the report.

3. Agency Response - also referenced in the Executive
Summary and is the last Appendix.

Helpful Tools for Getting to the Detail &~

= In most cases, an “At a Glance” description of the agency or
department appears within the first few pages of the main report.

= Side Headings point out key issues and findings.
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= Charts/Tables may be found throughout the report, and help provide
a picture of what we found.

= Narrative text boxes can highlight interesting information, or
provide detailed examples of problems we found.

= Appendices may include additional supporting documentation, along
with the audit Scope Statement and Agency Response(s).

Legislative Division of Post Audit
800 SW Jackson Street, Suite 1200, Topeka, KS 66612-2212
Phone: 785-296-3792  E-Mail: Ipa@]lpa.state.ks.us
Web: www .kslegislature.org/postaudit




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

LecisLATIVE DivisioN oF PosTt AubpIT

Overview of the State’s System for Providing Vehicles for Official
Employee Travel, and How It Changed in 2003

Before November 2003, the State’s vehicle fleet included page 3
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 significantly altered
the way the State provides vehicles for official 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 official 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 fleet 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 fiscal year
2005 to be used for other General Fund purposes that year.

Question 1: Has the Decision To Change the State’s Vehicle Policy
Resulted in Savings for the State?

We looked at savings for the State as a whole, not by individual page 5
agency, and classified those savings as one-time or on-going. We
looked at the financial 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
Motor Pool funds into the General Fund, and generated $1.6 million by
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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 fleet size has dropped by 850 cars.

However, these savings were offset by a $2.9 million increase in
vehicle operating expenditures, compared with 2003. Total operating costs
have been increasing steadily over the years (adjusted for inflation). We
identified 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 inflation), per-mile costs are about 1.4¢ less than in 2003.

During this audit, we also identified several problems with the
State’s contract with Enterprise. Enterprise wasn’t adhering to the terms

of the contract in several areas:

® /n 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 sufficient supply of vehicles available

We also identified 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 sufficiently
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
Question 1 Recommendations

ii
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Question 2: What Impact Have the Vehicle Policy Changes Had on
State Agencies That Use Vehicles for Official State Business?

Agency officials told us they’ve incurred additional staff ... ... .. page 17
costs since the changes to the State’s vehicle policy. Officials in five
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 fleets 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 filed 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 officials 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 page 21

Question 2 Recommendations ... page 21

APPENDIX A: Scope Statement ... page 22

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

This audit was conducted by Chris Clarke, Amy Thompson, and Ilvan Williams. Leo Hafner was the
audit manager. If you need any additional information about the audit’s findings, please contact
Chris at the Division’s offices. 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@Ipa.state.ks.us.
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Providing Vehicles for Official State Travel: Reviewing the
Impact of Decisions To Disband the State’s Motor Pool

In November 2003, the Governor announced an immediate two-
year moratorium on the purchase of new State vehicles, the
elimination of underused vehicles, and the elimination of vehicles
managed by the Central Motor Pool. Before the decision, the
Central Motor Pool owned nearly 1,800 vehicles, and individual
State agencies owned nearly 7,000 vehicles, for a total of nearly
8,800 State-owned vehicles.

Shortly after the decision was made, the Legislative Post Audit
Committee directed Legislative Post Audit to conduct a limited-
scope audit which found that the decisions were based on

policy and budgetary considerations, and that the Department of
Administration didn’t formally analyze the costs or cost savings
associated with the decisions.

Since the elimination of the Motor Pool, Legislators have heard

a number of concerns about the Enterprise contract resulting in
lengthy waits for cars, trucks or a vans being substituted when

an economy vehicle was reserved, and sometimes employees not
being able to get a car at all. Legislators are interested in knowing
whether the decision to do away with the Motor Pool has resulted
in cost savings for the State, and what impact the elimination of the
Motor Pool has had on State agencies that use vehicles for official
State business.

This audit answers the following questions:

1. Has the decision to change the State’s vehicle policy
resulted in savings for the State?

2. What impact have the vehicle policy changes had on State
agencies that use vehicles for official State business?

To answer these questions, we collected information from each
State agency about the mileage driven in cars they own, and
expenses they incurred to perform duties that used to be handled
by the Motor Pool. We examined expenditure data relating to all
expenses for vehicle travel for official State business, including
amounts paid to employees for driving their private vehicle. We
also surveyed State employees to determine their satisfaction with
using Enterprise rental cars rather than Motor Pool cars.
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A copy of the scope statement for this audit approved by the
Legislative Post Audit Committee is included in Appendix A. We
reworded the questions slightly to encompass all of the changes
made to the State’s vehicle policy, rather than just the decision

to disband the Central Motor Pool in Topeka. In conducting this
audit, we followed all applicable auditing standards set forth by
the U.S. Government Accountability Office except that, because
of time constraints, we did only limited testing of the data each
agency reported to us regarding the number of cars they own and
the mileage on those vehicles.

The reader should be aware that during our audit testwork we
found that the Enterprise mileage data used throughout the audit
weren’t always accurate. Our review of a sample of data showed
several rental records contained mileage errors. We weren’t able
to fully evaluate the extent of these errors within the timeframe
for this audit, though we did estimate the potential impact of these
errors on the estimated Enterprise cost per mile.

Also, when reviewing vehicle expenditure data we found
expenditures for small passenger vehicles were sometimes
combined with expenditures for large trucks, heavy equipment,
buses and even air travel. Where possible, we excluded
expenditures for airplanes, heavy equipment and large passenger
vehicles such as buses. Where it wasn’t possible or practical
within the time frame of this audit to exclude those expenditures,
we made sure we included them in both 2003 and 2006 so that
comparisons would be on the same basis. Doing this made rough
comparisons of the estimated 2003 and 2006 total expenditures
and estimated costs per mile possible, even though overall
expenditures for both years likely are higher than what it truly
costs the State for travel via passenger vehicles.

To help ensure readers are aware of the data limitations we
encountered and their potential impact, we’ve noted specific data

limitations where relevant throughout the body of the report.

Our findings begin on page 5 after a brief overview.
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Overview of the State’s System for Providing Vehicles for

Official Employee Travel, and How It Changed in 2003

Before November 2003,
The State’s Vehicle Fleet
Included Vehicles Owned
Either by Individual
Agencies or By the
State’s Central

Motor Pool

The State’s vehicle fleet includes passenger cars and light trucks,
as well as heavier trucks, buses, equipment like riding lawn
mowers, and road graders. In this audit, our focus is only on
passenger vehicles used for State employees—passenger cars and
light trucks.

The vehicles owned by the Motor Pool included passenger
vehicles that were “permanently” assigned to agencies on a long-
term basis, some that were kept in a central dispatch in Topeka for
State employees’ short-term rental needs, replacement vehicles
waiting to be rotated into use, and a number of vans for the State’s
van pool program.

Figure OV-1 provides an estimate of all vehicles in the State fleet
as of Fall 2003.

Figure OV-1
Make-Up of the State’s Vehicle Fleet (Fall 2003)

All Vehicles Owned by State Agencies

Vehicles Owned
Outright by State
Agencies

6,966 | State agencies owned these vehicles and were responsible for buying and
maintaining them. (This number includes not only passenger cars and
trucks, but also large trucks, trailers, and the like.)

Vehicles Owned by the

Central Motor Pool

Vehicles Permanently
Assigned to State
Agencies

1,434 | The Motor Pool bought and owned these vehicles but permanently
assigned them to State agencies. Agencies kept these cars on-site and
paid a daily usage rate to the Motor Pool. The Motor Pool registered and
insured the vehicles.

Dispatch Pool of
Vehicles

185 Primarily used by Topeka-based agencies on an as-needed basis. These
cars were owned by the Motor Pool and kept in a central lot for check-out.
Agencies paid a fee to use the vehicles.

Other (van pool,
vehicles pending
assignment, etc)

199 These included new vehicles waiting to be put into use, 20 vans for the
State’s van-pool program, and the like.

Total

8,784

Source: LPA Audit 04-14

In addition, State employees could drive their own vehicles

for official State travel and be reimbursed. Employees who are
authorized to drive their own vehicles for official State travel were
reimbursed at the private-vehicle mileage rate. In late 2003, the
average rate paid to employees for driving private vehicles was
30¢ per mile. Currently the average is about 40¢ per mile.
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Changes Implementedin  In November 2003, the Governor made significant changes to

November 2003 the State’s vehicle fleet policies. She eliminated the Motor Pool,
Significantly Altered the placed an immediate two-year moratorium on the purchase of
Way the State Provides new State vehicles, and required agencies to sell their underused /
Vehicles for Official unneeded vehicles. Figure OV-2 summarizes these changes:
State Business

Figure OV-2

Summary of Changes to the State’s Vehicle Policies In November 2003

Central Motor Pool Would | The Central Motor Pool transferred ownership of its “permanently assigned”

No Longer Own Cars vehicles to the agencies they were assigned to. It also gave its newer dispatch
and replacement vehicles to agencies in exchange for their older vehicles, which
the Motor Pool then sold. State employees who needed a vehicle for short-term
official business now had to rent cars under a new contract with Enterprise Rent-
A-Car or use their own private vehicles. Most Motor Pool staff positions were
eliminated at that time (the few remaining maintenance positions have since been
eliminated).

Moratorium on Purchase A two-year moratorium applied to all vehicle purchases from November 2003

of New Vehicles, and through fiscal year 2005. That moratorium was to apply to all agencies except the
Increase in Mileage Limits | Highway Patrol and Regents’ universities; however, the Regents’ universities
for Replacing Vehicles chose to voluntarily comply with the moratorium. In addition, the Department

increased the minimum miles needed before replacement from 95,000 to 100,000
for cars and from no set limit to 140,000 for light trucks.

Underused / Unneeded The Governor asked all agencies to identify vehicles that were unnecessary or
Vehicles Were To Be Sold | underused (defined as driven less than 12,000 miles per year). These were to be
turned in to the Department of Administration to be sold.

Source: LPA Audit 04-14

These changes were projected to free up $9.3 million—on a one-
time basis—to be used for other General Fund purposes in the
State’s fiscal year 2005 budget. That $9.3 million was made up
of the following:

® $5.1 million of unspent Motor Pool funds that were swept into the

State General Fund. Most of this was money the Motor Pool had
charged State agencies for using cars. Of the total, $3.3 million
came from the Motor Pool’s operating fund, and $1.8 million came
from the depreciation fund (moneys set aside to replace vehicles).

® $3.2 million in vehicle purchase costs that were deleted from

agency budget requests for fiscal year 2005. The money that would
have been spent on those vehicles was reallocated for other General
Fund expenditures.

® $1 million from the sale of unneeded. underused. and retired
State vehicles in late 2003 and early 2004. In a 2006 memo, the
Department reported the sale of cars actually yielded $1.6 million.
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Question 1: Has the Decision To Change the State’s Vehicle Polic
g y

Resulted in Savings for the State?

ANSWER IN BRIEF:

The State achieved one-time savings of about $24.5 million over

a two-year period, mainly from buying fewer cars during the
moratorium. After adjusting for inflation, it appears that on an
ongoing basis the State's overall cost of providing vehicles isn't
much different than it was before the disbanding of the Motor Pool
and using Enterprise to provide short-term rentals. Thats because
cost reductions in some areas have been replaced with increased
costs in private car mileage and costs for renting vehicles. However,
State employees are driving more miles, so the average cost per
mile has declined by about 1.4 cents. We also noted that some State
agencies have rented cars from Enterprise on a long-term basis at

a cost that far exceeds the cost of leasing or owning a car. Finally,
we found that Enterprise hasn't always adhered to the terms of the
contract with the State, and the Department of Administration hasn 't
adequately monitored the contract. These and related findings are
discussed in more detail in the sections that follow.

We Looked at Savings for
The State as a Whole,
Not By Individual
Agency, and Classified
Those Savings As One-
Time or On-Going

Because changes to the State’s vehicle policies are so interrelated,
we looked at the financial impact of all changes, not just the decision
to eliminate the Central Motor Pool. As noted in the Overview,
changes in the State’s vehicle policies reflected both one-time and
on-going actions, as follows:

® one-time actions included

» placing an immediate two-year moratorium on the purchase of
new State vehicles (exceptions were made for replacing wrecked
vehicles or vehicles that became unserviceable.)

» requiring agencies to sell their underused or unneeded passenger
vehicles

» eliminating the Motor Pool and sweeping its funds into the General
Fund for other uses

® on-going actions included

» having agencies own and maintain vehicles that had been owned
by the Motor Pool and permanently assigned to those agencies
(agencies were allowed to swap high-mileage vehicles for new
or lower-mileage vehicles already in the Motor Pool’s dispatch or
replacement pools.)

» raising the mileage limits for replacing vehicles

» contracting with Enterprise to provide for agencies’ short-term
rental needs

To assess the cost-impact of the changes to the State’s vehicle
policies, we analyzed vehicle data for 2000-2006 for all State
agencies except the Highway Patrol. We excluded the Highway
Patrol because it was exempted from the moratorium, and because its
use of vehicles is substantively different from other agencies.
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We also adjusted expenditures for vehicle purchases from before and
after the changes to the State’s vehicle policies to smooth out wide
year-to-year fluctuations in those purchases. For both 2003 and 2006
vehicle purchases, we used multi-year averages.

The net effect of the cost changes we identified is summarized in
Figure 1-1. Each of the cost impacts associated with changes in the
State’s vehicle policies is discussed in more detail in the following
sections.

Figure 1-1

One-Time and On-Going Annual Cost Savings
Related to Vehicle Travel

Estimated One-Time Cost Savings During the Moratorium on Vehicle
Purchases (2004-2005)

Sale of Vehicles / Sweep of Funds $6.7 million

Reduced Expenditures $17.8 million
(expenditures during the moratorium years averaged
$8.9 million per year less than before the change in the
State’s vehicle policies)

Total One-Time Savings $24.5 million

Estimated On-Going Annual Cost Savings (2003 compared with 2006,
with vehicle purchases adjusted to “smooth” year to year variations)

Reduced expenditures $196,359
(average adjusted expenditures for 2006 were slightly
less than in 2003. 2006 expenditures could be
understated because agencies were unable to
estimate their increased staff costs for handling their
own vehicle rentals and fleets)

Source: LPA analysis of Department of Administration data and STARS

Changes in Vehicle
Policies Generated
About $25 Million in
One-Time Savings

These one-time savings related to moneys that were freed up fairly
immediately, and costs that were reduced during the moratorium on
replacing vehicles.

The State freed-up or generated $6.7 million on a one-time basis
by sweeping unspent Motor Pool operating funds into the General
Fund, and by selling off vehicles. The breakdown for this $6.7
million was as follows:

® $1.6 million the Department took in from selling unneeded or underused
vehicles (defined as driven less than 12,000 miles per year).

® $5.1 million the Department swept from the Motor Pool’s operating and
depreciation funds into the State General Fund, to be used for other
purposes

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 vehicle policy changes. As
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Figure 1-2 shows, vehicle expenditures dropped from an average
of $11.6 million per year before the moratorium went into effect,
to an average of about $1.1 million per year in 2004 and 2005 (in
2006 dollars). In other words, average expenditures for vehicle
purchases were $10.5 million per year less than normal during the
moratorium, or $21 million less over the two years.

$18,000,000

Figure 1-2
Vehicle Purchase Amounts in 2006 Dollars

$16,000,000 -
$14,000,000 -
$12,000,000 Z

Avg $11.6 million

$10,000,000 -
$8,000,000 -
$6,000,000 -
$4,000,000 -
$2,000,000 -

Avg $8.5 million

Av% $1.1 million

$0

Source: LPA analysis of data from Department of Administration and Governor’s Budget Reports

Using odometer readings the Department of Administration has compiled for 91% of the State-
owned vehicles, we estimated how soon those vehicles would reach mileage limitations and need
to be replaced. We had to assume that vehicles wouldn't be replaced immediately upon hitting the
minimum mileage limit, so we used the actual mileage of vehicles being replaced, on average. In
other words, we estimated how many cars would reach 120,000 miles within the calendar year and

FY

2000 2001

FY FY

FY FY

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

FY FY FY FY FY FY

O Actual Purchase Amounts FY 00-06 in 2006 Dollars
M Projected Purchase Amounts Based on Odometer Readings
Governor's Approved Budget Amount, Plus An Estimate for Regents

how many pickups would reach 140,000 miles.

Many agencies were able to forego buying new vehicles during the
moratorium because they had traded out their older cars for lower-
mileage or new cars that had been in the Motor Pool’s dispatch or
replacement pools. Also, new vehicle policies required them to
drive their vehicles longer.

Figure 1-3 These one-time vehicle purchase
Net Effect of Savings During Fiscal Years 2004-2005 savings were offset somewhat by
2004 2005 2YearTotal | higher operating costs in calendar
Savings from reduced | $10.5 million | $10.5 million | $21 milion | years 2004 and 2005, compared with
hicl h . S }
vehicle purchases 2003. That information is shown in
Increased operating ($1.6 million) | ($1.6 million) [ ($3.2 million) Figure 1-3 and discussed in detail in
costs for vehicle travel R K
the following section.
Total $8.9 million $8.9 million $17.8 million
Source: LPA Analysis of Department of Administration and STARS data
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Total Vehicle Spending
Before and After the
Changes Is About the
Same, But Per-Mile
Costs are Lower

To compare on-going expenditures from before and after the

changes to the State’s vehicle policies, we used data from the State’s
accounting system that reflected costs for passenger travel in vehicles.
We also used information about miles driven in 2003 and 2006. The
reader should be aware of some of the difficulties we encountered with
the data, which could impact the accuracy of our results:

® There'’s no central record of the number of miles State employees drive
when using their own personal vehicles for official State business. We
had to estimate this figure based on a large, random sample of travel
vouchers.

® The rental car mileage that Enterprise reports to the Department of
Administration contains an unknown number of errors. For 2006, for
example, we saw about 250 rentals (out of a total of 12,609) where
the reported mileage was only a few miles, resulting in a cost per
mile of $5 or more. Our follow up on some of these trips showed that
Enterprise’s mileage reports were wrong. In one case, for example,
Enterprise records showed that a State employee had paid $90 to rent
a car for 3 days but drove a total of only 5 miles (at a cost of $18 per
mile). However, the beginning mileage odometer readings from the next
rental of that same vehicle showed the employee actually had driven
the vehicle 428 miles (at a cost of 21¢ per mile). Because Enterprise’s
mileage reports are somewhat understated, the State’s reported rental
cost of a per-mile basis is likely to be somewhat overstated.

® State agencies don'’t keep good records about the number of miles
driven for the vehicles they own. Agencies had to estimate this mileage
for us for 26% of their agency-owned vehicles in 2003, and 12% in 2006.

@ Expenditures for some transportation costs couldn’t be separated out in
the State’s accounting system. For example, the costs of owning and
operating light-duty pickup trucks are included in the same expenditure
category as the costs of owning and operating road graders and other
large trucks. To address this, we used figures the Division of the Budget
had obtained earlier from State agencies that reportedly excluded heavy
construction vehicles.

More information about these data limitations and how we dealt with
them in our methodology is provided in Appendix B.

Whenever possible, we attempted to develop or use reasonable
estimates for the information we needed. In addition, in those
situations where we couldn’t separate cost information for passenger
vehicles from other types of vehicles, we had to include some costs
we didn’t want to. But by treating that cost information consistently
for all years (2003 through 2006), we minimized any distortions in our
comparisons.

The results of our analysis are shown in Figure 1-4.
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Figure 1-4

Estimated Vehicle-Related Costs for Calendar Years 2003-2006

Inflated to CY 2006 Dollars (a)

Before State After State
Policy Policy Difference
Changes Moratorium Years Changes Between
Object CY 2006 &
Code Description CY 2003 CY 2004 CY 2005 CY 2006 CY 2003
Vehicle Charges
2511 Private Car Mileage -- In State $3,937,449  $4,701,649 $4,614,809 $4,854,915 $917,466
2512 Private Car Mileage -- Out-of-State $564,622 $772,090 $795,706 $861,007 $296,385
2521 Hire of Passenger Cars -- In State $51,283 $659,532 $902,822  $1,092,411  $1,041,128
2531 State Car Expense -- In State $1,375,620 $1,669,523  $2,127,471  $2,187,728 $812,108
2532  State Car Expense -- Out-of-State $244,308 $249,346 $301,653 $354,949 $110,641
Subtotal Vehicle Charges $6,173,282  $8,052,140 $8,742,461  $9,351,010  $3,177,728
Repairs
2410 Passenger Car Repair and Service $1,104,469 $1,135,923  $1,190,315 $1,162,542 $58,073
3508 Motor Vehicle Parts $62,871 $440,675 $604,241 $722,014 $659,143
3590 Other Parts, Supplies, Accessories $6,132,062 $6,337,191  $6,838,967 $6,165,386 $33,324
Subtotal Repairs $7,299,402 $7,913,789  $8,633,523  $8,049,942 $750,540
Fuel
3510/3530 Gasoline/Gasohol $9,301,845  $9,183,449  $9,274,607 $9,508,421 $206,576
3560 Motor Oil $381,779 $286,290 $231,140 $288,371 ($93,408)
Subtotal Fuel $9,683,624  $9,469,739  $9,505,747  $9,796,792 $113,168
Vehicle Insurance
2960 Insurance Premiums $1,424,735 $922,255 $1,076,999 $1,519,859 $95,124
Subtotal Vehicle Insurance $1,424,735 $922,255 $1,076,999  $1,519,859 $95,124
Other Motor Pool Expenses
(b) Other Motor Pool Expenses $1,305,275 $416,581 $198,705 $50,810 ($1,254,465)
Subtotal Other Motor Pool Expenses $1,305,275 $416,581 $198,705 $50,810 ($1,254,465)
Total Operating Costs $25,886,318 $26,774,504 $28,157,435 $28,768,413  $2,882,095
State Vehicle Purchases
4050/4060 Passenger Cars and Trucks (c) $11,594,503  $1,124,176  $1,124,176  $8,516,049 ($3,078,454)
Total State Vehicle Purchases $11,594,503 $1,124,176 $1,124,176  $8,516,049 ($3,078,454)
Grand Total $37,480,821 $27,898,680 $29,281,611 $37,284,462 ($196,359)
Total Miles Driven 76,308,529 - - 78,159,577 1,851,048
Total Costs Per Mile 49.1¢ -- -- 47.7¢ (1.4¢)
(a) Excludes the Highway Patrol
(b) Includes object codes for salaries, computer systems, rents, fees for other services, etc.
(c) CY 2003 purchases are the average from fiscal years 2000-2003; CY 2004-2005 purchases are the average of those two
years; CY 2006 purchases are the average of years 2006-2010
Source: LPA analysis of STARS data

The on-going savings from replacing fewer vehicles each year will
be almost completely offset by an increase in vehicle operating
expenditures. For 2006, we estimated the State spent an average

of about $3.1 million less replacing vehicles than it did before the
changes to the State’s vehicle policies. That’s primarily because the
State has a much smaller passenger vehicle fleet than before (the State
now has 850 fewer passenger vehicles than in 2003).
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However, the savings from having to replace fewer cars was nearly
offset by a $2.9 million increase in vehicle operating expenditures,
compared with 2003. That’s primarily because of increased payments
to rent vehicles, and higher payments to State employees who use

their own cars for official State travel. Operating costs have increased
continually each year since the change in the State’s vehicle policies (on
an inflation-adjusted basis).

In addition, as described more fully in Question 2, agency officials
also told us their staff costs had increased because they had to handle
tasks formerly handled by Central Motor Pool staff. However, agency
officials couldn’t quantify those costs for this audit.

We identified a number of reasons why operating costs are
increasing steadily. These include the following:

® State employees drove more miles for official State business in 2006
than in 2003. As Figure 1-5 shows, State employees drove almost
2 million more miles in 2006 than they did in 2003. These extra miles
were being driven in private vehicles and rental cars. Because of time
constraints, we were unable to assess mileage driven in 2004 and 2005.

Figure 1-5

Comparison of Estimated Miles Driven for Passenger Vehicles
Calendar Years 2003 and 2006

Estimated Miles Driven

CY 2003 CY 2006 Difference

Passenger Vehicles Owned by the Central Motor Pool

Motor Pool Dispatch Vehicles 2,772,612 0 (a) (2,772,612)

Motor Pool Vehicles Permanently 24,007,886 0(a) | (24,007,886)

Assigned to State Agencies

SUBTOTAL, Vehicles Owned by 26,780,498 0(a) | (26,780,498)
Motor Pool

Passenger Vehicles Owned by Other Entities

Agency-Owned Vehicles 36,126,343 58,851,726 22,725,383
Employees’ Private Vehicles 13,169,164 14,372,639 1,203,475
Rental Car Miles (Cars rented in- 232,524 4,935,212 4,702,688

State and in Kansas City) (b)

SUBTOTAL, Vehicles Owned by 49,528,031 78,159,577 28,631,546
Other Entities

GRAND TOTAL 76,308,529 78,159,577 1,851,048

(a) When the Motor Pool was disbanded in 2003, the dispatch and replacement vehicles
it owned were traded out for older-model vehicles State agencies owned, and the
permanently assigned vehicles were given to the agencies they’d been assigned to.

(b) The number of rental vehicle miles in 2003 had to be estimated based on 2003 rental
car expenditures and the known daily rate at that time.

Source: Central Motor Pool records, LPA estimates of private mileage based on travel
voucher data and rental mileage data from Enterprise and Avis, and STARS data.
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® The State increased its reimbursement rate for private car mileage.
As mentioned in the Overview the rate went from 30¢ per-mile to 40¢.

® Renting cars from Enterprise costs the State more than previous

transportation arrangements. We noted two areas in particular which

are explained more fully in the box below.

»  Substituting the Enterprise contract for the Motor Pool didn’t appear
to be a less-costly way of providing for vehicle travel in the Topeka

area.

» Some State agencies were paying large amounts of money to rent
vehicles from Enterprise when it would have been cheaper to own

them.

We Noted Two Areas Where Renting Vehicles From Enterprise
Was More Costly Than Previous Transportation Arrangements

Substituting the Enterprise contract for the Motor Pool didn’t appear to be a less-costly way of providing
vehicle travel In the Topeka area. To estimate a per-mile cost for Enterprise for 2006, we used Topeka-based rental
charge and mileage data from Enterprise and added the estimated cost of fuel.

To estimate a per-mile rate the Motor Pool would have charged if it still existed in 2006, we used two different
approaches: inflating the Motor Pool’s actual 2003 rates to 2006 dollars (using standard inflation rates for private
transportation), and inflating the Motor Pool’s proposed rates for fiscal year 2005 (as published in the budget

instructions for State agencies) to 2006 dollars. The Motor Pool charges include fuel costs.

Using these two approaches, we estimated the Motor Pool would have charged State agencies anywhere from 26.6¢
to 29¢ per mile in 2006. Both figures are less than the rate Enterprise charged in 2006 for Topeka rentals, which was
32.6¢ per mile

State employees drove Topeka-based Enterprise rental cars about 2.9 million miles in 2006. Our calculations show

unlikely.]

that renting cars from Enterprise that year cost the State an estimated $104,000-$174,000 more than it would have
cost if the Central Motor Pool’s dispatch vehicles were still in operation.

[As noted earlier, Enterprise’s reported mileage figures are likely to be somewhat understated. However, actual
rental miles would have had to be significantly higher than Enterprise reported before Enterprise’s costs per mile
would drop to the estimated 2006 Motor Pool rates. Based on our review of the data, we think this situation is

Some State agencies were paying large amounts of money to rent vehicles from Enterprise when it would
have been cheaper to own them. As Figure 1-6 shows, we found that seven agencies had rented cars on a
monthly basis for at least five consecutive months in 2006. Monthly rental costs for these vehicle ranged from $615
to $862. At these rates, an agency could pay for a car in less than two years.

Figure 1-6 in som they had no choice
Agencies’ Long-Term Car Rentals and Costs In some cases they ha .
Calendar Year 2006 but to rent cars on a long-term basis
because their employees needed a
# of Vehicles Average # Average Average car, and they hadn’t been allowed
rented for 5 or of months rental cost annual cost '
AT more consecutive each car per month/ per long-term to purchase one because of the.
months each was rented per car car rental moratorium and the fleet reduction.
KB 4 9 $862 $10.344 After we made them aware of thls .
c . — 5 . 782 59,354 situation, Department of Administration
orporation Commission ' officials issued a memo to State
Health and Environment 14 10 $771 $9,252 agencies stating, “In the event that
SRS 9 8 $768 $9,216 your agency is requiring a vehicle
Department on Aging 5 9 $734 $8.,808 for frequent use or substantial travel
Department of Revenue 3 6 $680 $8,160 mlles,’ ygur agency should requeSt
- permission to purchase a vehicle from
Department of Education 3 11 $615 $7,380 the Division of Budget.”
Source: LPA analysis of Enterprise vehicle rental data.

N

Agency officials we contacted told us

J
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Figure 1-7
Overall Net Effect on State Costs For Vehicle Travel On a per-mile basis, vehicle costs

2003 2006 Difference for State employee travel have gone
Operating Costs $25.9 million | $28.8 million $2.9 million down Sllghtly overall. As expla_med
. — — — above, many factors were changing
Vehicle Purchases $11.6 million $8.5 million ($3.1 million) and irnpacting the State’s costs for
Total Costs $37.5 million | $37.3 million | ($0.2 million) vehicle travel. The overall change
Miles Driven 76.3 million | 78.2 million 1.9 million has been a slight savings of 1.4¢ per
Total Cost Per Mile 49.1¢ 47.7¢ (1.4¢) mile, as shown in Figure 1-7.

Source: LPA Analysis of Department of Administration and STARS data

During This Audit, We
Also Identified Several
Problems with the State’s
Contract with Enterprise

The Department of Administration first entered into the contract
with Enterprise Rent-A-Car in November 2003. The initial request
for proposals, issued in June 2003, was to provide cars for State
employees’ short-term use in case the Motor Pool couldn’t meet
peak demand. During the course of the negotiations, however,
Department officials decided to eliminate the Motor Pool and
contract with a car rental company to provide rental cars for all
State employees’ short-term use, not just those in Topeka.

Only Enterprise and Hertz had submitted bids in response to the
June 2003 request for proposals. Department officials told us
Enterprise was awarded the contract because it was the only bidder
with a sufficient number of locations across the State. The contract
was re-bid and re-awarded to Enterprise, most recently in October
2006.

In reviewing the information we needed to make cost comparisons,
we came across several potential problems with this contract.

We noted that Enterprise was not adhering to the provisions of
the contract in several areas. These areas are described below:

® In numerous instances, Enterprise inappropriately charged
sales tax or insurance on car rentals. According to the contract
with Enterprise, State employees aren’t supposed to be charged
sales tax or insurance when renting vehicles for official State use. In
reviewing the rental data for 2006, we saw 781 Kansas or Kansas
City area rentals where sales tax or insurance had been charged,
totaling about $12,000. We asked Enterprise officials to review all
those remaining transactions and let us know whether the charges
had been refunded to the State agencies who rented those vehicles.
About $6,000 was sales tax charged at Missouri locations and
wouldn’t be refunded. Of the remaining $6,000, Enterprise staff
reported that the company had refunded $3,999 in sales tax charges
and $681 in insurance refunds. More than half the refunds Enterprise
reported (55%) were dated after we questioned these charges.
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® Enterprise is not providing all the information called for under the

contract. The contract requires Enterprise to provide the Department
of Administration with information about the type of vehicle rented,

the renting agency, the employee who rented the vehicle, the rental
rate, rental dates, and charges for each rental. Such information is
necessary to determine whether the correct rates are being charged,
whether any discounts are being provided, whether employees are
being given the type of car they reserved, how many miles employees
are driving, etc. As discussed earlier in this report, the mileage
information Enterprise has reported to the State isn’t always accurate.
We also noted the following:

» Of the 12,609 rentals in calendar year 2006, almost half (49%)
didn’t list the type of vehicle rented

» Enterprise hasn’t reported the rate charged (daily, weekly, or
monthly)

Enterprise hasn’t responded to complaints as quickly as required
by contract. The contract requires Enterprise to resolve complaints
within two days. Data the Department receives from Enterprise showed
that 12 of 20 (60%) of the complaints it received in December 2006 and
January 2007 weren’t responded to within two days. The average for
complaints that took longer than two days to resolve was about nine
days. Three complaints were unresolved when we did our test work, two
of which were more than a month old.

Enterprise doesn’t always have a sufficient supply of vehicles
available. The contract requires Enterprise to have a sufficient supply
of well-maintained, late-model vehicles to meet the State’s needs.
However, based on information we reviewed about the number of State
employees Enterprise has referred to Avis as the backup vendor, the
number of “free-day” rental coupons Enterprise issued because no
vehicle was available, and the number of employee complaints that

no vehicle was available, it appears Enterprise hasn’t always met this
provision. More detail can be found in Question 2.

/

Cost of Leasing the State’s Vehicle Fleet

At the time this audit was approved, legislators raised additional questions about the cost of leasing

a fleet of vehicles rather than owning or renting. Based on information provided by a fleet leasing
manager we contacted, the cost to lease a fleet of vehicles (including finance charges, all maintenance
and 15,000 miles a year, but excluding insurance, and fuel costs) would be about $400 per month per
vehicle—depending on the mix of cars in the fleet. That's an average of about $4,800 per year per
vehicle, or at least 36% less than the cost of renting a compact sedan for a year from Enterprise in
Topeka for $7,475 or more a year.

We also looked into the cost of owning cars rather than renting or leasing them. The information
available for this comparison showed the cost of owning vehicles over five years (including maintenance
costs, 14,000 miles a year, and the residual value of the car at the end of five years, but excluding
finance charges, insurance, and fuel costs). The cost of owning a compact 4-door sedan over five years
would be about $10,000, or $2,000 per year. The cost of owning a mid-size 4-door sedan would be
about $13,800 over five years, or $2,760 per year.

In other words, the cost of owning these cars would be significantly lower on an annualized basis than
the cost of leasing them or renting them from Enterprise.

~
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We also identified several provisions in the State’s contract with
Enterprise that we think are problematic. As described below, both
of these provisions place requirements on State employees or State
agencies that we think should be placed on Enterprise:

® State employees have been made responsible for arranging for
long-term rental discounts, rather than having them automatically
provided. The Enterprise contract provides for discounts for longer-term
rentals, including those of two or more months. Under the contract, “...
if a rental is kept for two or more months the rate is decreased by $25
per month up to $75.” For the month of October 2006, we saw 18 rentals
that were eligible for this long-term discount but that didn’t receive it.

When we asked Enterprise officials about several of these rentals, they
said the State employees hadn’t requested the discount. Under another
provision of the contract, to arrange for—and receive the discount
for—such long-term rentals, employees are supposed to make prior
arrangements with a specific employee at Enterprise’s office near Kansas
City. However, Department of Administration officials haven’t informed
employees about this requirement, and it’s highly unlikely that employees
have read the contract themselves to know what requirements and
discounts apply.

Although we weren’t able to quantify the total cost impact of the long-
term rental discounts not being applied in 2006, we were able to tell
that, in October 2006 alone, SRS and the Department of Health and
Environment should have received about $1,600 in long-term rental
discounts that they didn’t get.

@® the billing information Enterprise submits doesn’t allow State
agencies to reconcile their employees’ car rental transactions
without asking for special supplemental information. The
Department of Administration and Enterprise acknowledge in the rental
contract that “The monthly billing statement ... does not provide sufficient
information to properly reconcile the rental transactions.” The dates
don’t necessarily match, transactions can be for more than one rental, so
amounts are hard to trace and there’s no unique identifier to reference
each rental. To address this situation, the contract states, “...if requested
[emphasis added], Enterprise will provide to each State Agency a report
of their transactions in sufficient detail to allow for this reconciliation.”

In our view, this provision is completely unacceptable. As part of a basic
system of accounting controls, before paying any bill from Enterprise
State agencies should reconcile it with their own internal travel records
to ensure that they are being charged only for authorized rentals, and
that the rates being charged are the correct amounts and for the correct
number of days. State agencies should not have to request a special
report in order to get the basic information they need to reconcile these
charges. Further, a Department official told us the Department hasn'’t
informed all State agencies that this report is available.

Not having the information necessary to reconcile charges is especially
problematic given how variable the charges can be under this contract.
For example, rental charges vary for different locations, different types
of cars, and different lengths of rental (i.e. daily, weekly, or for a longer

14

PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT
Legislative Division of Post Audit
07PA20 April 2007



term). In addition, if Enterprise isn’t able to give the employee the size
of vehicle he or she reserved, it's supposed to provide the next size
vehicle (excluding trucks, cargo vans, and 12-15 passenger vans) at no
extra cost.

The Department of Administration hasn’t sufficiently monitored
the Enterprise contract. As the contracting agency, the Department
would be responsible for ensuring that Enterprise is adhering to the
terms of the contract, and that the State is getting the type and level of
services it is paying for.

As part of its contract oversight, the Department also should
periodically review and analyze vehicle-related management
information—including detailed cost, usage, and mileage data for
rental cars—to help ensure that the State’s vehicle policies are cost-
effective.

We found that the Department hadn’t carried out its contract
monitoring responsibilities in a number of areas, as follows:

@ Although Enterprise’s monthly reports haven’t included all the
information it was required by contract to send in, the Department hasn’t
asked Enterprise to provide any additional information

® Department officials haven’t assessed whether the mileage information
Enterprise submitted is accurate

® the Department hasn’t compared the information it has received
from Enterprise with the contractual requirements to assess whether
Enterprise was adhering to the contract. In addition, it hasn’t identified
performance measures it would use to assess how well Enterprise has
performed under the contract.

@ the Department hasn’t analyzed the data from Enterprise to determine
whether current vehicle policies are cost-effective

@ the Department didn’t implement a formal system for tracking and
resolving complaints about Enterprise until November 2006, three
years after the initial contract with Enterprise

CONCLUSION:

The decision to disband the State Motor Pool and related changes in
State vehicle polices saved the State about $24.5 million during the
moratorium on vehicle purchases. On an inflation-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 from
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 fleet to be in a better position to assess agency requests for
new vehicles.
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RECOMMENDATIONS 1. To help ensure that Enterprise is adhering to the terms of the
contract, and that the State is getting the type and level of
services it is paying for, the Department of Administration
should do the following:

a. require Enterprise to report all the information it is
required to report under the contract, and ensure that the
information being reported is accurate.

b. determine whether Enterprise is billing the State at the
appropriate rates and only for charges allowed under the
contract.

c. identify State agencies that are renting vehicles when it
would be less costly to purchase them.

2. To help State agencies evaluate and manage the cost of State
employee travel, provide better oversight of State vehicles,
and facilitate effective budgeting for future vehicle needs,
the Department of Administration should develop a complete
database of State vehicles with mileage information.
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Question 2: What Impact Have the Vehicle Policy Changes
Had on State Agencies That Use Vehicles for Official State Business?

ANSWER IN BRIEF:

State agency officials told us they 've incurred higher staff costs
associated with managing their vehicle fleets and reconciling
billings since the Motor Pool has been disbanded. In some cases,
they 've had to hire more staff and in other cases fleet management
activities have taken up time existing staff previously spent doing
other things. They also pointed out issues with inaccurate billings
from Enterprise and difficulty in getting the invoices from Enterprise
to match up with the charges that appear on their monthly statement
from the State’s VISA cards. Overall, State employees who have
used Enterprise rated it favorably in many areas. However, there
were a significant number of survey comments and complaints about
employees needing to make other arrangements because the car they
reserved wasn t available.

Agency Officials Told Us
They’ve Incurred
Additional Staff Costs
Since the Changes To the
State’s Vehicle Policy

To determine impacts on State agencies and employees, we talked to
administrative officials in a sample of agencies that own or rent a lot
of cars, surveyed more than 500 State employees who rented a car
for official State business at least once in calendar year 2006, and
reviewed complaint information the Department of Administration
maintains regarding Enterprise vehicle rentals.

Officials in five agencies we contacted told us they’ve incurred
higher staff costs associated with managing their vehicle fleets
and reconciling billings from Enterprise. Those agencies were the
Departments on Aging, Agriculture, Health and Environment, and
Social and Rehabilitation Services, and the KBI. In total, these five
agencies have about 800 agency-owned vehicles.

Agency officials told us about additional costs they’ve incurred
because of the elimination of the Motor Pool and other vehicle
changes. These are described below:

® SRS told us staff across the State now spend at least some of their
time working on vehicle usage and management, compared with
one central office person who did this job before the Motor Pool was
disbanded. Officials estimated that staff spend about 14,000 hours
a year working on Enterprise account reconciliations and managing
vehicles.

® One staff member at the Department of Health and Environment
estimated she now spends about 25% of her time dealing with
Enterprise-related issues, such as billing problems. As noted
in Question 1, Enterprise’s billing statements don’t contain the
information agencies need to match up invoices with charges, and
trying to reconcile the monthly VISA statement without the needed
data is a laborious and frustrating process. Although the contract with
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Enterprise specifies that agencies can request a separate billing report
containing the detailed information agencies need to reconcile charges,
fewer than half of them have requested that report. It's likely most
agencies simply aren’t aware of this provision

® The Department of Agriculture bought new fleet-management software for
$400; created a new full-time position (pay range 23, or $33,000 per year)
to devote 75% of the time to fleet management; and have four pay range
24 positions ($34,600 per year) that devote an additional 50% of their
time to fleet management. These on-going staffing costs are costing the
Department about $94,000 per year on a full-time-equivalent basis.

As noted in Question 1, for the most part agency staff couldn’t
quantify the additional costs they’ve incurred because they didn’t have
information about what their costs were before the changes that would
allow them to track expenditures in this manner.

State Employees
Generally Had Favorable
Opinions About Using
Enterprise Cars, But
They Pointed Out
Several Problem Areas

We surveyed 509 State employees who had rented a car from
Enterprise for official State business at least once in calendar year
2006. We received responses from 323 employees, for an overall
response rate of 63%.

In the survey, we asked employees to rate Enterprise on a scale of

1 (lowest) to 5 (highest) in several areas, such as convenience of
locations, convenience of making reservations, customer service,
hours of operation, and overall satisfaction. The results are shown
in Figure 2-1.

Figure 21
Ratings of Enterprise

5
Very Convenient/
Very Satisfied

Very Inconvenient/

Very Unsatisfied
1

BTopeka

43 43 42 ONot Topeka

4.1 O Statewide

3.7 e 7
36 36 >

Source: LPA Survey of State Employees

Convenience of Convenience of  Satisfaction With Overall Satisfaction Convenience of
Location Making Customer Service Office Hours
Reservations
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As the figure shows, Statewide, the employees who responded to

our survey generally gave Enterprise a rating of 3.5 or higher in all
categories. Ratings from employees in Topeka—who previously had
been able to use the Motor Pool dispatch vehicles—were lower in

all categories than the ratings of employees outside the Topeka area,
who didn’t have access to the Motor Pool when it existed.

Employees who had experience renting from both the Central
Motor Pool and Enterprise provided mixed responses when

we asked them to compare the two methods of obtaining a
vehicle. As shown in Figure 2-2, they rated the Motor Pool higher
on the availability of vehicles and ease of checking out a vehicle,
and Enterprise higher on the mechanical reliability of the vehicles,
customer service and vehicle cleanliness.

Figure 2-2
Survey of State Employees

Comparing Enterprise to the Former Central Motor Pool

Total % That Chose | % That Chose | % That Chose
Respondents | Enterprise as | Motor Pool as | No Significant
with an Opinion Superior Superior Difference
Customer Service 179 37% 26% 37%
Availability of Vehicles 178 25% 52% 22%
Ease of Check In/Check Out 183 32% 42% 26%
Cleanliness of Vehicles 181 34% 18% 48%
Mechanical Reliability of Vehicles 182 29% 10% 61%
Source: LPA survey of State employees

A significant number 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. Although the overall
survey ratings for Enterprise were more positive than negative, about
92% of the survey respondents told us they’d encountered at least

one problem with an Enterprise rental. Figure 2-3 summarizes what
employees had to say about problems with Enterprise rentals.

Figure 2-3
Survey of State Employees (310 Responses)
Determining Problems Encountered with Enterprise
Problems Encountered Somg:cltr::s or Never Don't Know

Getting a different class of vehicle than
requested 210 (68%) 92 (29%) 8 (3%)
Gas tank not full 199 (64%) 101 (33%) 10 (3%)
Not having a vehicle available even though you
had a reservation 172 (55%) 130 (42%) 8 (3%)
Lengthy wait for vehicle 165 (53%) 137 (44%) 8 (3%)
Non-mechanical problems with the vehicle 141 (45%) 161 (52%) 8 (3%)
Inaccurate billing 90 (29%) 117 (38%) 103 (33%)
Problem making a reservation 62 (20%) 220 (71%) 28 (9%)
Mechanical problems with the vehicle 33 (11%) 270 (87%) 7 (2%)
Source: LPA survey of State employees
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The most frequent problem survey respondents cited was that
Enterprise didn’t have the type of vehicle they had reserved

(cited by 68% of respondents). Employees cited instances of
being “upgraded” to a truck or an SUV instead of receiving a
compact vehicle. The impact of these changes is that the agency
renting the vehicle incurs greater fuel costs because these types of
vehicles generally have lower gas mileage ratings, in addition to
inconvenience, comfort level, and the like.

Another frequently cited problem was Enterprise not having

a vehicle available at all (cited by 55% of respondents). One
employee cited an example of showing up at Enterprise at 7:30

in the morning and being asked by Enterprise staff to return at
10:00 A.M. when a car might be available. Another employee
complained, “Had one reserved and they didn’t have one when I got
there. The clerk didn’t offer to go to a different town to go get me
one or anything.” These types of instances can have a significant
impact on employee productivity, by causing meetings to be
rescheduled, and unnecessary down time associated with waiting
for a vehicle or additional trips to the Enterprise location to pick up
the car.

Problems cited with gas tanks not being full at pick-up and lengthy
waiting times for vehicles also can impact employees’ productivity.

Formal Complaints
Employees Filed with
The Department of
Administration Generally
Mirrored the Issues
Employees Cited in

Our Surveys

Although the contract with Enterprise has been in effect since
November 2003, the Department of Administration didn’t start
tracking any complaints it received until it made an on-line
complaint form available in November 2006. It doesn’t compile or
track complaints it receives by phone or in writing.

In calendar year 2006, employees filed 67 formal complaints
against Enterprise with the Department of Administration (this
includes on-line complaints and other written complaints). Our
review of these complaints showed the same issues as employees
complained about in our survey. The main categories of complaint
were:

@® no car available
® incorrect charges
® not having requested vehicle available or problems with the vehicle

The complaint files we reviewed also contained several
compliments about Enterprise’s service. These included
compliments about the car, customer service, and friendly staff.
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Department of
Administration
Officials Told Us the
New Enterprise
Contract Addresses
Some Problems State
Employees Have Cited

The contract to provide short-term rental vehicles for State
employees was re-bid in the Fall of 2006. Requests for proposals
were solicited from various rental companies; Enterprise and Avis
submitted proposals. Department officials told us the procurement
negotiating committee re-awarded the contract to Enterprise
because it was determined to be the only qualified bidder.

Department officials also told us that, as part of the contract
renegotiation process, they were able to place some provisions in
the current contract to try to address some of the main issues and
complaints State employees had raised about Enterprise. These
include the following:

the new contract has a referral process to try and address concerns
about available vehicles not being available (Avis is the back-up
vendor)

the new contract prohibits Enterprise from upgrading State
employees to trucks, cargo vans, or 12/15 passenger vans.

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

RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

To ensure all complaints are recorded, the Department of
Administration should do the following:

a. keep a log of all Enterprise related complaints it receives
by phone and track Enterprise’s response to ensure all
complaints about Enterprise are resolved in a timely
manner.

b. work with Enterprise to create a system that allows its
branch employees to record all complaints made by State
employees in order to track those complaints and ensure
they are resolved in a timely manner.

To ensure that State agencies have the information they

need to reconcile their rental car billings, the Department of
Administration should make a blanket request that Enterprise
provide detailed billing information to all State agencies.
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APPENDIX A
Scope Statement

This appendix contains the scope statement approved by the Legislative Post Audit
Committee for this audit on December 14, 2006. The audit was requested by Senator Donovan.

Providing Vehicles for Official State Travel: Reviewing the Impact of
Decisions To Disband the State’s Motor Pool

In November 2003, the Governor announced an immediate 2-year moratorium on the
purchase of new State vehicles, the elimination of underused vehicles, and the elimination of
vehicles managed by the Central Motor Pool. Before the decision, the Central Motor Pool
owned nearly 1,800 vehicles, and individual State agencies owned nearly 7,000 vehicles, for a
total of nearly 8,800 State-owned vehicles.

Shortly after the decision was made, the Legislative Post Audit Committee directed
Legislative Post Audit to conduct a limited-scope audit to determine whether the Department of
Administration had considered all significant and relevant costs and cost savings in making its
decisions regarding the Motor Pool. The audit found that the decisions were based on policy and
budgetary considerations, and that the Department of Administration didn’t formally analyze the
costs or cost savings associated with the decisions. The audit also pointed out that cost savings
were only likely to occur if the amount of miles driven were reduced.

Since the elimination of the Motor Pool, Legislators have heard a number of concerns
from State employees about the new system. Those concerns include lengthy waits for cars,
being provided a truck or a van when an economy vehicle was reserved, and sometimes not
being able to get a car at all.

Now that the State has had some experience under the new system, legislators are
interested in reviewing the impact privatizing motor pool functions has had on the State. In
particular, they’re interested in knowing whether the decision to do away with the Motor Pool
has resulted in cost savings for the State, and what impact the elimination of the motor pool has
had on State agencies that use vehicles for official State business.

A performance audit of this topic would answer the following questions:

1. Has the decision to disband the State’s Central Motor Pool resulted in savings for the
State? To answer this question, we would review cost savings estimates that have been
provided to the Legislature by the executive branch to determine the basis on which they
were prepared, and assess their completeness and accuracy. To the extent possible, we would
use any information already pulled together by the executive branch. We would analyze
the current total costs related to providing vehicle travel for State employees and we would
look for any changes in the patterns of vehicle use in recent years. Analyses would be done
on a cost-per-mile basis, and previous year costs would be inflated to current cost levels to
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make comparisons on a uniform basis. Included in the total costs would be reimbursements
to employees for using their own vehicles, the cost of State-owned vehicles, and the costs
associated with vehicles provided through rental or lease arrangements with private rental
companies. We would gather vehicle-related expenses from the State’s central accounting
system and contact individual agencies as needed to gather information about vehicle costs
and miles driven. Finally, for comparison purposes we would estimate the costs of operating
a motor pool that would meet the State’s needs based on current costs and driving patterns.
(Staff note: If significant pieces of information needed for this analysis -- such as accurate
information about the number of miles driven -- is not available, we would report that to the
Legislative Post Audit Committee as soon as it was known.)

2. What impact has the decision to disband the Motor Pool had on State agencies that
use vehicles for official State business? To answer this question, we would survey a
sample of State employees who have rented cars from Enterprise to determine their level
of satisfaction with the services they have received, and to identify the general types of
problems they have encountered. We also would review records of any complaints the
Department of Administration has recorded. In addition, we would contact fiscal staff from
a sample of large, medium, and small agencies to determine what their experience has been
regarding billing and paperwork under the new system. For a sample of agencies that own
and maintain their own vehicles, we would contact the people responsible for purchasing
and maintaining those vehicles to determine whether the decision to disband the Motor Pool
has had any significant impact on their costs or on how they do business. We would gather
any information the agencies might have that would quantify the costs associated with any
problems they report. We would conduct additional work in this area as needed.
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APPENDIX B
Data Limitations and Related Methodology

This appendix contains detail about a number of limitations of the expenditure and mileage data
we used in this audit to evaluate the cost of vehicle travel to the State.

To determine whether the changes in the State’s vehicle policy have saved money requires
detailed and accurate information about vehicle costs and usage. We found a number of
limitations related to the available information about the State’s vehicle costs and number of
miles driven by State employees. The reader needs to be aware that these limitations prevented
us from providing precise comparisons of costs before and after the Motor Pool was disbanded.
However, by using estimates provided by State agencies and making certain adjustments to the
data, we are able to provide reasonable comparisons of the costs the State was incurring before
and after the Central Motor Pool was disbanded.

The more significant data limitations the reader needs to be aware of include issues affecting the
mileage and expenditure information available to us, and are explained below.

Issues affecting mileage information
To determine what has happened to the number of miles driven by State employees for official

travel: 1) we reviewed a sample of travel vouchers to estimate the number of private vehicle
miles traveled, 2) we used data provided by Enterprise and Avis to determine the number of

rental vehicle miles traveled, and 3) we asked State agencies how many miles each passenger
vehicle they owned traveled in 2003 and 2006. Each data set we used has certain limitations:

® The number of business miles driven by State employees in their personal vehicles had to be
estimated. There’s no standard reimbursement rate paid to State employees who drive their own
cars on official State business and no central record of the number of miles those employees drove.
Although there are some general guidelines, agency officials set the per-mile rate for employees who
drive their own cars. Because the rates varied, we couldn’t divide the Statewide total amount paid
for private car mileage by a standard rate to come up with the number of miles. Gathering exact
information about the number of miles driven would have required reviewing approximately 72,000
travel vouchers submitted by State employees in 2003 and 2006. Instead, we estimated the number
of private vehicle miles based on a sample of travel vouchers from each of those years. Though our
samples were random and were fairly large, the number of different reimbursement rates paid can
affect the accuracy of our estimates.

@ The rental car mileage Enterprise reported likely is understated which somewhat overstates the
State’s rental cost on a per-mile basis. Under the contract, Enterprise provides the Department
of Administration with information about each vehicle rental transaction, including the cost of the
rental and miles driven. While reviewing Enterprise information for 2006 rentals, we saw almost 250
transactions where a State employee rented a car but only drove a few miles resulting in costs per
mile exceeding $5. We called some of the State employees involved to find out why they rented
a car, yet drove only a few miles. Some of the employees told us that they drove far more miles
than the data from Enterprise showed. We asked Enterprise about some of these transactions and
determined that the mileage can sometimes be substantially understated. For example, a State
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employee paid $90 to rent a car for 3 days and according to the Enterprise data for that transaction
drove it a total of 5 miles, which results in a cost of $18 per mile. By looking at the beginning mileage
odometer readings from the next rental of that very same vehicle, Enterprise officials determined

that the State employee actually drove the vehicle 428 miles, which results in a cost per mile of

21¢. Enterprise officials explained that mileage is manually entered and mistakes are due to human
error. They also told us their computer system does prevent mileage entered for rentals from being
overstated. We weren'’t able to identify and correct all the incorrect mileage entries within the time
constraints of this audit.

® State agencies don'’t keep good records about the number of miles driven for the vehicles they own.
We asked State agencies to report miles traveled for each passenger vehicle they owned in calendar
year 2003 (including cars owned by the Central Motor Pool but assigned to them) and calendar year
2006. Agencies had to estimate mileage for many vehicles, particularly for calendar year 2003.
Agencies had to estimate the mileage for 26% of the reported vehicles in 2003, and 12% of the
vehicles for 2006. Additionally, we had to estimate mileage when agencies didn’t provide actual miles
driven or estimates. We weren’t able to verify the accuracy of either the estimated or actual miles
State Agencies reported to us.

Issues affecting expenditure information

To determine what has happened to the State’s cost of providing vehicles for State employee
travel, we identified all expenditure codes in the State’s accounting system (STARS) that related
to vehicle travel costs. Using those codes, we conducted a comparison of calendar year 2003
expenditures—the last year the Motor Pool existed—through calendar year 2006 expenditures. Our
main focus however was comparing 2003 to 2006. Several things should be noted about the data
we used and comparisons we made:

@ The overall sharp rise in the price of gas between CY 2003 and CY 2006 made it difficult to make gas
expenditures comparable from one year to the next. Although we had actual gasoline expenditures
from the State’s accounting system for all years, it was difficult to make them directly comparable
because of the volatility and the sharp rise of gas prices during that time period. To inflate the
2003 gas expenditure to 2006 dollars for comparison purposes, we used a specific consumer price
index for unleaded gasoline in the Midwest. According to that index, the price of gas increased
approximately 65% between CY 2003 and CY 2006. To account for this overall sharp increase in fuel
costs, where possible, we inflated the cost of fuel separately to be as accurate as possible.

@ The expenditure categories in the State’s accounting system didn’t allow us to readily separate
some expenditures we wanted to include in our analysis from expenditures we didn’t want to include.
For example, the costs of owning and operating certain passenger vehicles, such as light duty
pickup trucks, are included in the same expenditure category as the costs of owning and operating
large trucks and equipment, such as road graders. To precisely separate those costs would have
required agencies such as KDOT and the Department of Wildlife and Parks to go through individual
vouchers to separate those costs for us. Because of the time constraints and the staff resources
it would involve, we decided to use the cost figures for purchasing vehicles, the Division of Budget
had already pulled together that excluded heavy construction vehicles. Other adjustments we made
include:

» Because vehicle purchases tend to be cyclical, we used a 4 year average to smooth out these
costs for several years prior to 2003.

» We excluded diesel fuel costs from our analysis because we determined that few passenger
vehicles in the State’s fleet actually use diesel.

» We removed expenditures for chartered aircraft and buses from the total expenditures for in-
State passenger travel.
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We weren'’t able to offset the amount the State spent on vehicle purchases with the amounts it

received from vehicle sales. To provide a complete picture of the State’s costs for owning and

operating vehicles, one thing we wanted to determine was the amount the State received from the
sale of vehicles so that we could use it to offset the amount it paid to purchase vehicles. There is no
single code in the State’s accounting system that would allow us or agencies to readily identify vehicle
sale proceeds. Agencies could have recorded those receipts under several different categories,

and we would have to go back to individual vehicle records to identify vehicle sales revenue. It was
therefore impractical for us to identify vehicle sales revenue during this audit.

Finally, the reader should be aware that after we made the adjustments described above, the
overall cost per mile we calculated is still higher than the rental rate per mile. This difference is
due to expenditures we weren’t able to exclude within the time for this audit.

Passenger Car Repair and Service - This expenditure category may include repair and service
of vehicles such as large trucks and buses in addition to passenger vehicles. We weren'’t able to
exclude just the large truck and bus expenditures.

Motor Vehicle Parts, and Other Parts, Supplies and Accessories - This expenditure category
includes vehicle parts for many types of vehicles (e.g. airplanes, buses and equipment), not just
small passenger vehicles and light trucks. We weren’t able to exclude only the airplane, bus and
equipment expenditures from this category.

Gasoline - Includes gasoline fuel expenditures for many types of vehicle or equipment (e.g. mowers,
tractors, buses, and large trucks) including passenger vehicles. We weren’t able to exclude the
unwanted expenditures from this category.

Although the cost per mile is not an exact cost, we took steps to make sure the expenditure
information was treated as consistently as possible in both 2003 and 2006. Therefore, any errors
in the data should affect both years in similar ways, and the data, though imprecise, should
provide reasonable comparisons from one year to the next.
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APPENDIX C

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

On August 7th, 2006 the Secretary of Administration submitted a memo to the Legislative
Budget Committee outlining changes in the State Vehicle Policy and the savings associated with
those changes. We reviewed this information as part of our audit and have included the entire
memo as this Appendix.

The memo shows that after the Central Motor Pool was disbanded, unneeded or underutilized
State vehicles were sold, and a moratorium was placed on new car purchases in November 2003,
the State has saved:

® $1.6 million on a one-time basis from selling unneeded or underutilized cars

® $24 million on a one-time basis over 4 years from the moratorium and subsequent vehicle
replacement policy (limits vehicle purchases to replacement of current high mileage vehicles)

® $5.1 million on a one-time basis, plus $2 million-3 million on an annual basis after that from
eliminating the Motor Pool and having agencies be responsible for their own cars

As indicated in the body of our report, our calculations were similar to the Department’s in a
number of areas, but we reached very different conclusions about the estimated annual savings in
vehicle operating costs. Our estimates showed that operating costs (excluding vehicle purchases)
were $2.9 million higher in 2006 than in 2003, before the vehicle policy changes were put into
place. Reasons for these differences include:

® The Department used actual expenditures for 2003 and 2005. To put the two years on a more
comparable basis, we inflated 2003 expenditures to 2006 dollars.

® The Department included Highway Patrol expenditures in its figures. We excluded the Highway
Patrol because it was specifically exempted from the moratorium on buying vehicles, and its
employees’ use of vehicles in their work is substantively different from other agencies.

® The Department didn’t include the cost of fuel in its analyses because it said those costs were so
variable. We included the cost of fuel, but adjusted it using a separate inflation index for fuel costs in
the Midwest.

In our analysis, we also pointed out that higher operating costs during the years the moratorium
was in effect would have offset some of the one-time cost savings in those years.
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TO: Legislative Budget Committee

FROM: Duane Goossen, Secretary of Administration
SUBJECT: Report on State Vehicle Policy
DATE: August 7, 2006

In November 2003, Governor Sebelius initiated changes that have significantly altered
the way the sate manages motor vehicles. Those changes have been in three main areas:

Reduce Fleet / Sell Unneeded Cars Savings: $1.6 million to date

The basic fleet was reduced from 4,279 vehicles to 3,602 by Feb. 2004 and is

expected to be further reduced to 3,402 by the end of FY 2007. The initial sale of
677 vehicles yielded $1.6 million.

(Further details on page 2)

Vehicle Purchase Moratorium / New

Savings: $24 million over 4 years
Replacement Policy

A moratorium was placed on the purchase of most new vehicles from November
2003 until November 2005. In the 4 fiscal years leading up to the moratorium,
the state spent an average of $9.5 million to purchase new cars and pickups.
During the two years of the moratorium a “time-out” from purchases occurred
saving the state approximately $9 million per year. When replacement purchases
were resumed in FY 2006, the total amount approved was over $3 million lower
than the previous spending averages. The replacement amounts approved for FY
2007 are also over $3 million lower than the previous spending averages.

(New replacement policy outlined on page 3)
(Approved replacements for FY 2007 on page 4)

Vehicle Management Accountability

Savings: $5.1 million initially plus
to Agencies

$2-3 million per year

In November 2003, the central motor pool consisted of a dispatch pool of 185
vehicles and a fleet of another 1,434 vehicles assigned to various state agencies on
a long-term basis. The dispatch pool was eliminated, and the state entered into a
contract with Enterprise Rent-a-Car to provide short-term vehicle rental options
for state agencies. Responsibility for the long-term assigned vehicles was
transferred to the agencies using those vehicles. $5.1 million was transferred _
from motor pool balances to the State General Fund when the dispatch pool
closed. In the two years following the close of the dispatch pool, statewide

vehicle operational costs have been $2-3 million lower than the last year in which
the dispatch pool operated.

(Cost comparison on page 5)
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- State Vehicle Fleet: Cars, Pickups/Vans

Total vehicles in fleet November 2003 4,279

(excludes trailers, large trucks,
university fleets, KHP fleet)

Vehicles sold February 2004 | -677
Further fleet size reductions completed in FY 2007 -200
FY 2007 expected fleet size 3,402

Remaining Vehicles
79.5% (3,402
Vehicles)

Fleet Reduction
20.5% (877 Vehicles)

November 2003 Fleet (4,279 Vehicles)
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Post-moratorium Replacement Policy

1. A new vehicle can be purchased only to replace another vehicle in the fleet.

2. The replacement vehicle must have reached 100,000 miles for cars and 140,000
miles for pickup trucks.

3. The vehicle purchased must be similar in type and size to its replacement.

Vehicle Purchases

(Amounts do not include Highway Patrol and universities)

FY 2000 — FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 200:,’
(average each year) J (approved) (approved)
$9,527,906 $660,847 $526,417 $6,085,505 $6,479,704
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FY 2007 Legislative Approved Vehicle Purchases

Trucks &
SGF AF Cars Vans
Department of Administration 11,731 32,731 5 —
Kansas Corporation Commission - 152,000 1 9
Department of Commerce ~ 37,500 3 -
Kansas Lottery - 121,600 1 7
Racing & Gaming Commission -- 40,000 2 —
Department of Revenue 11,630 135,086 8 2
Banking Department -~ 32,800 - 2
Board of Cosmetology - 12,000 1 -
Board of Mortuary Arts - 12,500 1 -
Real Estate Commission - 12,500 1 s
Board of Pharmacy - 20,000 1 -
Judiciary _ 16,400 16,400 -- 1
Social & Rehabilitation Services 183,830 202,488 20 -
Department on Aging 101,214 202,428 18 -
Health & Environment--Health 325,000 325,000 25 o
Department of Labor ' - 125,000 10 o
Commission on Veterans Affairs 32,800 32,800 - 2
Department of Education 17,300 65,100 - 4
School for the Deaf 32,800 32,800 - 1
Department of Corrections - 80,000 6 -
Juvenile Corréectional Complex 19,000 19,000 - 1
Adjutant General 4325 48,174 - 3
State Fire Marshal - 158,715 -- 8
Kansas Bureau of Investigation - 129,500 7 -
Department of Agriculture 141,791 405,557 11 15
Animal Health Department 19,000 19,000 . 1
Health & Environment--Environ, - 285,600 15 -
Wildlife & Parks 97,000 933,425 - 51
Department of Transportation - —2.700.000 31 100
Total $ 1,013,821 $ 6,479,704 167 207
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* State Vehicle Operational Expenses

Object Code CY 2003 CY2004 CY2005 .
2511 private car mileage---in state 3,486,335 4,316,127 4,484,923
2512 private car mileage----out-of-state 491,294 694,618 753,294
2521 hire of passenger cars—--in state 793,689 1,314,594 1,701,893
2522 hire of passenger cars--—out-of-state 893,940 765,896 1,015,937
2531 state car expense----in state 1,335,957 1,660,366 2,158,029
2532 state car expense----out-of-state ) 226,776 234,990 294,712
2541 motor pool operating charge--—-in state 6,596,785 414,976 -
2542 motor pool operating charge-—-out-of-state 43,083 17,503 ~ -
: Subtotal Vehicle Charges _ 13,867,859 9,419,070 10,408,788
2410 passenger car repair and service _ 1,238,746 1,381,409 1,766,618
3508 . motor vehicle parts 836,796 1,312,243 1,146,255
3590 other parts, supplies, accessories 6,277,072 6,864,021 6,851,083
Subtotal Repairs 8,352,614 9,557,673 9,763,956
Subtotal Vehicle Charges plus Repairs 22,220,473 _ 18,976,743 20,172,744

3510 gasoline 5,829,083 6,128,150 6,498,647

3520 diesel 3,932,287 4,803,873 6,744,756

3530 gasohol 834,966 2,023,353 3,039,266

3560 motor oil 234,720 213,428 204,295
Subtotal Fuel 10,831,056 13,168,804 16,486,964
Grand Total 33,051,529 32,145,547 36,659,708
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APPENDIX D
Agency Response

On April 11th we provided copies of the draft audit report to the Department of
Administration. Its response is included as this Appendix.

The agency generally concurred with the report’s findings, conclusions, and
recommendations. We made minor changes or clarifications to the draft report as a result of the
agency’s review of the draft report.
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April 17, 2007

Barbara J. Hinton I APR 17 2007 i
Legislative Post Auditor 5

800 SW Jackson Street, Suite 1200 LEas

Topeka, Kansas 66612-2212 ATIVE DIVISIoN

Dear Ms. Hinfon:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Legislative Post Audit’s report on Providing
Vehicles for Official State Travel: Reviewing the Impact of Decision To Disband the State’s
Motor Pool. We are pleased to present the following official response.

On behalf of our staff, we would like to thank you for your efforts during this audit.

As is indicated in your report, the decision made in 2003 to reduce the number of vehicles in the
state’s fleet and to eliminate the central motor pool has led to sizable savings for the state. As
part of that decision, agencies were given greater responsibility over managing their fleets. As
you audit demonstrates, there are some areas where agencies are still working on implementing
their additional management duties.

We are pleased your audit has verified our findings that these decisions have led to a sizable
savings, as well as an ongoing savings in the cost paid per mile for state employee travel. As for
the issues raised with regard to the contract with Enterprise Rent-A-Car, many of those issues
have been addressed by the Department of Administration in updated contractual agreements
with Enterprise, and we continue to improve our relationship with this vendor to respond to
issues and concerns raised by agencies and employees.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review the report.
Sincerely,
Crdi Tamp st

Duane A. Goossen
Secretary of Administration

SECRETARY OF ADMINISTRATION

1000 S.W. Jackson Street, Suite 500, Topeka, KS 66612-1368 ® (783) 296-2436 ® Fax: (785)296-2702
e-mail: duane.goossen@da ks.gov
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