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State of New York
Office of the State Comptroller

Division of Local Government
and School Accountability
	
April 2015

Dear County Officials:

A top priority of the Office of the State Comptroller is to help local government officials manage 
government resources efficiently and effectively and, by so doing, provide accountability for tax 
dollars spent to support government operations. The Comptroller oversees the fiscal affairs of local 
governments statewide, as well as compliance with relevant statutes and observance of good business 
practices. This fiscal oversight is accomplished, in part, through our audits, which identify opportunities 
for improving operations and County governance. Audits also can identify strategies to reduce costs 
and to strengthen controls intended to safeguard local government assets.

Following is a report of our audit of Delaware County, entitled Vehicle Usage and Disposal. This audit 
was conducted pursuant to Article V, Section 1 of the State Constitution and the State Comptroller’s 
authority as set forth in Article 3 of the New York State General Municipal Law.

This audit’s results and recommendations are resources for local government officials to use in 
effectively managing operations and in meeting the expectations of their constituents. If you have 
questions about this report, please feel free to contact the local regional office for your county, as listed 
at the end of this report.

Respectfully submitted,

Office of the State Comptroller
Division of Local Government
and School Accountability

State of New York
Office of the State Comptroller
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Background

Introduction

Objective

Scope and
Methodology

Delaware County (County) is located in eastern New York and has 
approximately 48,000 residents.  The County consists of 19 towns and 
10 villages and covers 1,446 square miles. The County is governed 
by the Board of Supervisors (Board) which comprises 19 elected 
members. The Board is responsible for the general management 
and control of the County’s financial affairs. The Chairman of the 
Board is the chief executive officer and is responsible, along with 
other administrative staff, for the County’s day-to-day management. 
Budgeted appropriations for the 2014 fiscal year were approximately 
$129.6 million for all funds and were primarily funded with real 
property taxes, sales and use taxes and State and federal aid. 

The County provides a variety of services to its residents, including 
highway maintenance, snow removal, public safety patrols, field 
(home) visits and other government services which are supported 
through the use of a County-owned fleet of motor vehicles. To 
facilitate the timeliness of providing select services, employees of 
certain departments are assigned County vehicles. The Board is 
responsible for overseeing the fleet management operations and 
approving the acquisition and disposal of all County-owned vehicles. 

The County maintains a fleet of about 250 vehicles, at an annual 
cost of approximately $2.8 million. Six departments, which include 
Public Works, Social Services, Solid Waste, Probation, Public Health 
Nursing and the Sheriff’s Office, account for nearly 220 of these 
vehicles.

The objective of our audit was to assess the controls over the County’s 
vehicle fleet operations. Our audit addressed the following related 
question:

•	 Did County officials properly oversee the usage and disposal 
of County vehicles?

We examined the County’s fleet management operations from January 
1, 2013 through August 15, 2014. We extended the scope to prior 
periods for the purpose of reviewing Board resolutions and policies 
related to the usage and disposal of vehicles.

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards (GAGAS). More information on 
such standards and the methodology used in performing this audit is 
included in Appendix C of this report.
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Comments of
County Officials and
Corrective Action

The results of our audit and recommendations have been discussed 
with County officials, and their comments, which appear in 
Appendix A, have been considered in preparing this report. Except 
as noted in Appendix A, County officials generally agreed with our 
recommendations and indicated they were taking corrective action. 
Appendix B includes our comments on issues raised in the County’s 
response. 
	
The Board has the responsibility to initiate corrective action. A 
written corrective action plan (CAP) that addresses the findings and 
recommendations in this report should be prepared and forwarded 
to our office within 90 days, pursuant to Section 35 of the General 
Municipal Law. For more information on preparing and filing your 
CAP, please refer to our brochure, Responding to an OSC Audit 
Report, which you received with the draft audit report. We encourage 
the Board to make this plan available for public review in the Clerk’s 
office.  
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Vehicle Usage and Disposal

The Board should have written policies for the usage and disposal 
of vehicles. A policy governing the use of County vehicles should 
specifically address who will be assigned vehicles, or what criteria 
will be used to assign vehicles, as well as where the vehicles will be 
located after normal working hours. A policy governing the disposal 
of vehicles should provide criteria for when vehicles need to be 
replaced and their disposition. County officials should also monitor 
the usage of each vehicle by requiring drivers to maintain adequate 
records or logs of destination, purposes of trips, mileage or odometer 
readings and fuel usage. Lastly, custody of vehicle titles of ownership 
should be maintained in a central location and vehicles should only 
be disposed of with Board authorization using a method that ensures 
the best value is netted.

County officials did not properly oversee the usage and disposal of 
County vehicles. The Board has adopted a vehicle policy that specifies 
that each department head is responsible for establishing written 
procedures for the assignment of County vehicles and the records 
that should be maintained. However, the policy does not cover the 
disposal of County vehicles. In addition, we found that five1 of the six 
departments that we reviewed did not have written procedures for the 
assignment of vehicles and four2 did not maintain vehicle logs. These 
findings were also identified in an audit completed by our Office in 
2003 and remain uncorrected. Furthermore, County officials were 
not adequately monitoring vehicle usage or performing cost-benefit 
analyses to support the after-hours locations of vehicles or disposal 
methods used. Lastly, seven of the 19 vehicles that were disposed 
during our audit period did not have proper Board authorization and 
17 were sold or scrapped3 without determining if another method 
could have potentially netted more revenues. 

Assignment – There is no consistent method for how a vehicle is 
assigned to an employee and where it should be kept after hours.  
The vehicle policy states that employees who are subject to off-hour 
call outs to perform their duties are granted a vehicle for commuting 
purposes.4 However, because the County has multiple conflicting 

1	 The five departments are Probation, Public Works, Solid Waste, Public Health 
Nursing and the Sheriff’s Office.

2	 The four departments are Probation, Public Works, Solid Waste and the Sheriff’s 
Office.

3	 The vehicles ranged from six to 27 years old (model years 1986 to 2008).
4	 A motor vehicle pool assignment system is used for other types of employees and 

those vehicles are kept at County facilities. 
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documents in effect, it was unclear whether nine of 25 employees 
who had vehicles were actually permitted to have them. Additionally, 
a third-party vendor was assigned a County vehicle from December 
2012 to October 2013.5 County officials verbally agreed that the 
County would maintain ownership and the vendor would pay for 
the insurance, maintenance and fuel in order to save money on 
transportation costs that the vendor would have charged the County. 
However, there was no written agreement or Board authorization for 
this arrangement. Without such, it is unclear who would have been 
responsible for the vehicle and the potential liabilities drivers could 
have incurred.

Employees park vehicles after hours at on- and off-site County 
facilities, other municipalities, various places of business, sites 
outside of the County and at their residences. County officials stated 
that they allow the assignment to different locations due to personal 
preferences of employees, response times, employee safety and the 
cost effectiveness given the large geographic size of the County. 
Although some vehicles are provided to employees for safety purposes 
and may therefore be justified, the need for any other vehicles to be 
allowed at off-site locations after hours should be based on the cost 
effectiveness to do so. County officials could not provide us with 
any cost-benefit analyses or documentation for how it was more cost 
effective for these employees to have their own vehicles (instead of 
using the motor vehicle pool assignment system) or why the vehicles 
should be located off County premises. Additionally, we found that 
six of the 10 employees we tested with vehicles at off-site locations 
reported daily to a County facility. As a result, we reviewed 26 vehicle 
logs for June and July 2014 and determined that 19 vehicles were used 
for commuting purposes. The vehicles were driven a total of 53,000 
miles, of which 22,100 or 42 percent were for commuting to and from 
a County facility. Over a one year period, this would amount to 48 
percent of the total miles driven at a cost of approximately $75,000.6  
This further brings into question the cost effectiveness of allowing 
these employees to take the vehicles off County premises after 
hours.  As a result, there may be an increased cost to the County for 
employees using County vehicles for commuting to and from County 
facilities.  

Usage – None of the six departments were adequately monitoring 
the vehicle usage. Although the Public Health Nursing Department 
had someone reviewing vehicle logs, vehicle sign out sheets and 
certifications of service to residents, no one at the Department was 
comparing these documents to the fuel consumption to corroborate 

5	 This vehicle was disposed of and another one was not re-assigned to the vendor.
6	 See Appendix C for methodology
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both the vehicle use and fuel consumption. The Department of Social 
Services had an employee reviewing quarterly vehicle logs. However, 
this person did not have access to work schedules or fuel consumption 
reports so we could not determine how this review would detect 
unauthorized usage. The other four departments did not maintain 
vehicle logs, but stated that they were periodically spot checking the 
fuel usage records. We were not provided with any documentation to 
support these reviews. We examined the usage of 10 vehicles during 
June 2014 by reviewing odometer readings, vehicle logs, fuel usage 
reports and supporting work schedules. Although we did not find any 
discrepancies, there is a risk that personal use could occur and go 
undetected at a significant cost to the County. 

Disposal – The vehicle policy does not address the disposal of 
vehicles. We were told that department heads determine when a 
vehicle in their fleet is no longer of use to the department and they 
notify the Clerk’s office. A memo is then circulated to the other 
departments to see if any are interested in the vehicle. If no other 
departments are interested, then the vehicle is approved for surplus by 
Board resolution. Once authorized as surplus, the County Department 
of Public Works (DPW) determines if the vehicle is to be auctioned, 
scrapped or kept on hand for parts and takes care of the disposal. We 
found that this process was not always followed. For instance, seven 
of the 19 vehicles disposed of during our audit period did not have 
Board authorization. Additionally, when a County is selling a vehicle 
for scrap, it should be sold with a New York State (NYS) Salvage 
Certificate in accordance with the New York State Department of 
Motor Vehicles (DMV) Commissioner’s Rules and Regulations.

We reviewed the DPW maintenance supervisor’s process for 
determining the best method of disposal. This process involved 
obtaining repair recommendations and cost estimates from the senior 
mechanic and comparing these estimates to the vehicle’s book value.  
However, we question whether this method is effective and is in the 
best interest of the County. All of the disposed vehicles were privately 
sold or scrapped without any public advertisement. County officials 
informed us that it was not worth the time, cost and effort to trade-in 
or auction the vehicles off through public advertisement. However, 
we found that the County received $5,600 for 17 disposed vehicles,7 
while we found that they could have potentially received $17,400 to 
$31,600 had they either traded them in or auctioned these vehicles.8   

7	 We were unable to obtain valuations based on the Kelly Blue Book for two of the 
vehicles; therefore, we only compared the amount received for 17 vehicles.

8	 We based our valuations on the Kelly Blue Book values for fair condition. 
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Additionally, two of the Board-authorized disposed vehicles (2007 
and 2008 Chevrolet Impalas) were sold to the brother of the senior 
mechanic. This mechanic recommended the method of disposal for the 
scrap value of $350 each. We later determined through a comparison 
of vehicle identification numbers to the DMV system that the 2008 
vehicle (see Figure 1) was registered to this senior mechanic two days 
after the sale and is currently being driven by him.  This was able to 
occur because the County transferred the titles of ownership without 
issuing NYS Salvage Certificates.

Figure 1:  Disposed 2008 Chevy

The senior mechanic later sold the 2007 vehicle for $650 on June 
17, 2014 to a local salvage vendor for a potential profit of $300. 
The County potentially could have received $5,400 to $8,400 for 
these two vehicles had they either traded them in or auctioned them. 
County officials did not provide us with any details or reasoning for 
why the senior mechanic and his brother were sold these vehicles at 
scrap value prices.  

Although we were able to trace the collection of money for these 19 
disposed vehicles to deposits into County accounts, without written 
policies or procedures that include criteria for determining the best 
method of disposition, the County may not be getting the best value 
for the disposed vehicles. Furthermore, since the Departments have 
custody over the vehicle titles of ownership, allowing them to make 
decisions regarding the vehicles without Board oversight, there is no 
way to be sure that other County vehicles were properly disposed of 
or that money from the disposals was deposited in its entirety.  
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The Board should:

1.	 Amend its vehicle policy to clearly specify which employee 
positions or criteria should be used to assign a County vehicle 
and include specific provisions for the disposal of County 
vehicles.

2.	 Ensure that only authorized County employees are assigned 
County vehicles.

3.	 Maintain custody of all County vehicle titles of ownership at 
a central location.

The Board and Department Heads should:

4.	 Thoroughly evaluate the cost-effectiveness of keeping County 
vehicles at off-site locations and each disposal method prior 
to the disposal of any County vehicles.

5.	 Ensure that all disposed vehicles sold by the County have 
properly transferred titles of ownership in accordance with 
the DMV Commissioner’s Rules and Regulations.

The Department Heads should:

6.	 Maintain and adequately review vehicle logs, monitor fuel 
consumption and develop written assignment procedures for 
the usage of County vehicles.

Recommendations 
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APPENDIX A

RESPONSE FROM COUNTY OFFICIALS

The County officials’ response to this audit can be found on the following pages.

The response letter contains references to accompanying documents. Because the response letter 
sufficiently explains the relevance of these documents, they are not included here.

The District’s response also refers to page numbers in the draft report. These page numbers may have 
subsequently changed as a result of the final formatting process.
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See
Note 1
Page 17
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See
Note 2
Page 17

See
Note 3
Page 17
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See
Note 3
Page 17

See
Note 2
Page 17
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See
Note 4
Page 17

See
Note 5
Page 17
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See
Note 4
Page 17

See
Note 6
Page 17

See
Note 2
Page 17
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See
Note 3
Page 17

See
Note 7
Page 17
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Page 17
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APPENDIX B

OSC COMMENTS ON THE COUNTY’S RESPONSE

Note 1

The method of assigning vehicles is not consistent across all County departments.

Note 2

The County’s vehicle policy requires all departments that have vehicles assigned to them to maintain 
written procedures for the assignment of vehicles and vehicle logs which identify each vehicle by 
year, make and number and include the name of the driver, the date driven, the purpose of trip and the 
destination.

Note 3

We were told this information during the audit. However, documentation was not provided to us to 
support the assertions.

Note 4

Some vehicles are provided to employees for safety purposes and, therefore, may be justified.

Note 5

This was provided to us at the exit discussion. While useful, this analysis is insufficient because there 
is no comparison made to the overall cost incurred as a result of the vehicles being kept off-site (i.e., 
commuting costs).

Note 6

This was not provided to us prior to the audit response nor is it specific to the Sheriff’s Department.

Note 7

This is not applicable to the Sheriff’s Department as the disposed vehicles lacking Board authorization 
belonged to other departments.
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APPENDIX C

AUDIT METHODOLOGY AND STANDARDS 

During this audit, we examined Delaware County’s fleet management practices and policies and related 
records from January 1, 2013 through August 15, 2014. We extended the scope of our audit period to 
various prior periods for the purpose of reviewing Board resolutions and policies related to the usage 
and disposal of the vehicles. To accomplish our objective of assessing the County’s management over 
the usage and disposal of its vehicles, we performed the following audit steps:

•	 We interviewed appropriate County officials to gain an understanding of the procedures and 
controls in place over the usage and disposal of fuel and vehicles as well as the management of 
the County’s vehicle fleet.

•	 We examined policies and Board resolutions related to the usage and disposal of County 
vehicles.

•	 We reviewed the County’s vehicle inventory and the assigned drivers for each department to 
determine if each County vehicle was assigned to a Board-approved County employee.

•	 We selected a sample of 25 County vehicles assigned to employees that were kept off-site from 
employees’ central department location and reviewed the County’s vehicle policy to determine 
if each employee keeping a County vehicle at their place of residence or off-County premises 
was actually authorized to do so.

•	 We selected a sample of five vehicle logs for the months of June through August 2014 for 
vehicles assigned to field employees and reconciled current odometer readings back to each 
of the June vehicle logs. We also reviewed the driving destinations, dates and mileage for the 
last week of June 2014 for reasonableness using employee work schedules and a mapping 
application as corroborating evidence.

•	 We selected a sample of five fuel usage reports for the months of June through August 2014 for 
vehicles assigned to field employees and reconciled current odometer readings back to each 
of the June fuel reports. We also reviewed the driving destinations, dates and mileage during 
the period of time between the last and second-to-last fuel transaction for the month of June 
2014 and evaluated for reasonableness using employee work schedules, dispatch call-outs and 
a mapping application as corroborating evidence.

•	 We reviewed the Department of Social Services vehicle logs for the months of June and July 
2014 and documented the number of days and miles each vehicle was used by an employee 
for commuting round trip to the Department’s main office using a mapping application. We 
then compared the commuting miles to the actual miles driven using odometer readings on the 
County’s fuel system as of the last transaction on or prior to June 1, 2014 and first transaction 
on or after July 31, 2014. We then averaged the commuting miles and projected them over 
a 12-month period and compared it to the total miles driven using odometer readings on the 
County’s fuel system as of the last transaction on or prior to September 1, 2013 and the first 
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transaction on or after August 31, 2014. Lastly, we multiplied the projected annual commuting 
miles by a weighted average of the Internal Revenue Service’s mileage reimbursement rates for 
2013 and 2014 to determine the projected annual cost of the commuting miles from September 
2013 through August 2014.

•	 We observed if the after-hour locations of all County vehicles assigned to be kept at 99 or 111 
Main Street in Delhi (County facilities), as well as a sample of 10 vehicles assigned to be kept 
at non-County-owned facilities, were in their correct after-hours locations.

•	 We reviewed pertinent documentation such as auto insurance records, bills of sale and 
transaction receipts in corroboration with direct observations to determine the total number 
of County vehicles that were disposed of during the audit period. We documented the make, 
model, mileage, vehicle identification number and County department to which each vehicle 
was assigned. We then reviewed accounting records, check images and bank statements to 
determine if the money collected for each disposal was deposited into a County bank account.

•	 We researched the blue book value for each of the disposed vehicles as of August 2014 
and compared what the County received for each vehicle to determine if the amounts were 
reasonable.

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with GAGAS. Those standards require that we 
plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for 
our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained 
provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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APPENDIX D

HOW TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL COPIES OF THE REPORT

Office of the State Comptroller
Public Information Office
110 State Street, 15th Floor
Albany, New York  12236
(518) 474-4015
http://www.osc.state.ny.us/localgov/

To obtain copies of this report, write or visit our web page: 
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APPENDIX E
OFFICE OF THE STATE COMPTROLLER

DIVISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
AND SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY
Andrew A. SanFilippo, Executive Deputy Comptroller

Gabriel F. Deyo, Deputy Comptroller
Nathaalie N. Carey, Assistant Comptroller

LOCAL REGIONAL OFFICE LISTING

BINGHAMTON REGIONAL OFFICE
H. Todd Eames, Chief Examiner
Office of the State Comptroller
State Office Building - Suite 1702
44 Hawley Street
Binghamton, New York  13901-4417
(607) 721-8306  Fax (607) 721-8313
Email: Muni-Binghamton@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Broome, Chenango, Cortland, Delaware,
Otsego, Schoharie, Sullivan, Tioga, Tompkins Counties

BUFFALO REGIONAL OFFICE
Jeffrey D. Mazula, Chief Examiner
Office of the State Comptroller
295 Main Street, Suite 1032
Buffalo, New York  14203-2510
(716) 847-3647  Fax (716) 847-3643
Email: Muni-Buffalo@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Allegany, Cattaraugus, Chautauqua, Erie,
Genesee, Niagara, Orleans, Wyoming Counties

GLENS FALLS REGIONAL OFFICE
Jeffrey P. Leonard, Chief Examiner
Office of the State Comptroller
One Broad Street Plaza
Glens Falls, New York   12801-4396
(518) 793-0057  Fax (518) 793-5797
Email: Muni-GlensFalls@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Albany, Clinton, Essex, Franklin, 
Fulton, Hamilton, Montgomery, Rensselaer, 
Saratoga, Schenectady, Warren, Washington Counties

HAUPPAUGE REGIONAL OFFICE
Ira McCracken, Chief Examiner
Office of the State Comptroller
NYS Office Building, Room 3A10
250 Veterans Memorial Highway
Hauppauge, New York  11788-5533
(631) 952-6534  Fax (631) 952-6530
Email: Muni-Hauppauge@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Nassau and Suffolk Counties

NEWBURGH REGIONAL OFFICE
Tenneh Blamah, Chief Examiner
Office of the State Comptroller
33 Airport Center Drive, Suite 103
New Windsor, New York  12553-4725
(845) 567-0858  Fax (845) 567-0080
Email: Muni-Newburgh@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Columbia, Dutchess, Greene, Orange, 
Putnam, Rockland, Ulster, Westchester Counties

ROCHESTER REGIONAL OFFICE
Edward V. Grant, Jr., Chief Examiner
Office of the State Comptroller
The Powers Building
16 West Main Street – Suite 522
Rochester, New York   14614-1608
(585) 454-2460  Fax (585) 454-3545
Email: Muni-Rochester@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Cayuga, Chemung, Livingston, Monroe,
Ontario, Schuyler, Seneca, Steuben, Wayne, Yates Counties

SYRACUSE REGIONAL OFFICE
Rebecca Wilcox, Chief Examiner
Office of the State Comptroller
State Office Building, Room 409
333 E. Washington Street
Syracuse, New York  13202-1428
(315) 428-4192  Fax (315) 426-2119
Email:  Muni-Syracuse@osc.state.ny.us

Serving: Herkimer, Jefferson, Lewis, Madison,
Oneida, Onondaga, Oswego, St. Lawrence Counties

STATEWIDE AUDITS
Ann C. Singer, Chief Examiner
State Office Building - Suite 1702 
44 Hawley Street 
Binghamton, New York 13901-4417
(607) 721-8306  Fax (607) 721-8313
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