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SECTION 1
BACKGROUND AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background
The Onondaga County Department of Transportation, (OCDOT or the “Department”) provides
managerial, engineering and technical expertise for 808 miles of County Roads in order to provide
the traveling public with safe, convenient and efficient network of highways and bridges.
There are four Maintenance Facilities in four locations across Onondaga County: Camillus,
Jamesville, Marcellus, and North Area. Each site has a maintenance facilities building equipped
with a Mechanics Shop with enough space to perform the repairs on a portion of the Department’s
motor fleet. The mechanics perform everything from basic maintenance to full engine rebuilds on
large diesel trucks. Each facility is capable of making basic maintenance repairs to vehicles. The
Jamesville Maintenance Facility is equipped for more complex vehicle repairs. This Facility has a
tire shop, metal shop and can perform major welding repairs.
OCDOT uses Fleetmax System to maintain the vehicle/equipment inventory and all records of
routine maintenance and repairs. Petrovend System imports mileage and fuel daily through an
interface.
Our focus was to determine if their fleet and motorized equipment is properly maintained. Our
objective was to review the detailed processes and procedures to ensure proper controls are in place
and operating effectively to assist the Department’s management in making sound maintenance
decisions.
Executive Summary of Findings and Recommendations
Over the course of the audit, we found the following:
1. A complete independent vehicle and equipment list was not provided by the Division of
Purchase for comparison purposes to OCDOT’s records.
2. The Department has an inadequate vehicle and equipment records retention policy.
3. The Department has no written procedures or policies for the vehicle & equipment
maintenance & repair process.
4. Vehicle and equipment maintenance and repair Work Orders, (WO) are not fully completed.
5. WO data entered into the Fleetmax System revealed errors or missing data.
6. The Department imposed an unfounded scope limitation which impacted our review efforts.

Our high level of recommendations includes the following:
2

7. To retain Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance and Repair records as required by the New
York State provisions, Records Retention and Disposition Schedule, (RRDS) CO-2, Section
185.13. 8NYCRR.
8. Implement written procedures and policies for the Vehicle & Equipment Maintenance
Process.
9. Implement a Supervisory review and approval process of all work orders to ensure accuracy.
10. Fully cooperate with the Audit Department to allow the Comptroller to perform his
responsibilities as elected by the taxpayers of Onondaga County and to comply with the
Onondaga County Administrative Code, Article 5, Department of Audit and control, Section
5.02, Comptroller, Powers and duties (e), stating the County Comptroller is authorized to
“audit the financial records and accounts of all units of county government charged with any
duty relating to funds of the County or for which the County shall be responsible.”
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SECTION II
SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY
SCOPE AND OBJECTIVES
The purpose of this audit is to provide information and recommendations to the Department of
Transportation’s Management on their internal controls, processes and procedures relating to the
inventory control and fleet maintenance.
Our objectives were to:







To review current Vehicle Inventory and assessing the age of the Vehicles.
Provide Department of Transportation Management with recommendations related to
Vehicle Inventory policies and procedures.
Review the accuracy of the Department’s inventory listing.
Perform a cost benefit of historical maintenance and repair charges to purchase price.
Determine if routine maintenance is performed adequately.
Obtain an understanding of departmental procedures and review specific internal controls
relating to the above areas.

METHODOLOGY
In order to complete our objectives we:








Reviewed the Departments 2016 listing of vehicles and large equipment and randomly
selected items for further analysis.
Performed onsite inspection of selected Inventory at each of the four Maintenance Facilities.
Interview OCDOT management and staff to determine specific practices and procedures of
the maintenance of county vehicles.
Reviewed a sample of inventory items for proper maintenance practices.
Reviewed compliance to procedures and policies as described to us by OCDOT
Management and staff.
Finalized recommendations and include them in this report.
Discussed draft recommendations with OCDOT’s Management for their input and
practicality evaluation.
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SECTION III
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
RECORDS RETENSION
A. It is the Department’s policy to destroy the WO’s at the end of the year, this practice is not in
compliance with the NYS Education Department’s Records Retention and Disposition Schedule,
(RRDS) CO-2, Section 185.13, 8NYCRR (Appendix J), Public Property and
Equipment,(15.{524}, maintenance, testing, service, operational and repair records. 1
Recommendation:
1. We recommend Management become familiar with and comply with the RRDS CO-2
requirements.
VEHICLE & EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE & REPAIR; COST HISTORY ANALYSIS
B. We compared 33 vehicle and equipment maintenance WO’s selected from the first six months of
2016 to the data entered into the Fleetmax system. The following issues came to our attention
and are illustrated in Exhibit 1, pg. 7:
 WO’s completed improperly, such as omitted mileage/hours of usage and repair hours.
 Data entry errors, such as an incorrect equipment number, repair parts and work performed.
 No policy or procedure is in place to have a supervisory review of the WO’s and subsequent
data entry into the system to ensure the accuracy of the data being entered.
Recommendation:
2. We recommend OCDOT Management implements appropriate internal controls to ensure
proper completion of WO’s and data entered into the Fleetmax System.
C. We attempted to observe and discuss WO’s and their subsequent entry into the system to obtain a
better understanding of the actual process and procedures performed by the line staff. However,
OCDOT’s Management was unable to make an independent decision and the request was denied.
There is a possibility additional internal control improvements could have been suggested.

1

Resolution – 240-7/6/1987-Onondaga County Legislators adopted policy for use by all County Officers, Records Retention and Disposition
Schedule CO-1, issued pursuant to Section 65-b of the Public Officers Law and containing legal minimum retention periods for County government
records. Subsequently, policy updated, New York Archives 1990, revised in 2006; Records Retention and Disposition Schedule CO-2 supersedes and
replaces Records Retention Disposition ScheduleCO-1. It was prepared and issued by the State Archives, State Education Department, pursuant to
Section 57.25 of the Arts of and Cultural Affairs Law and Part 185, Title 8 of the Official Compliance Codes, Rules and Regulations of the State of New
York.
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Recommendation:
3. We can only recommend OCDOT’s Management more fully cooperate with the Audit
Division on future engagements and understand we are working towards the same goals of
the most efficient use of taxpayer’s dollars and to safe guard the county’s assets.
D. We were unable to perform a financial analysis as intended on selected inventory items due to
the following:
 The Division of Purchase was unable to provide an inventory listing with original purchase
prices. (See pgs. 8-12, Exhibit 2), for the Comptroller’s letter to the County Legislature to
address this issue.
 We were informed OCDOT upgraded/ changed software maintenance systems and
integration of the system was not possible.
 OCDOT maintains both systems however requested records from the older system were not
provided.
 OCDOT does not maintain WO’s per NYS records retention requirements.
 OCDOT limited their historical repairs and maintenance records to the last three years of
activity -2014 through 2016.
Recommendation:
4. We can only recommend OCDOT’s Management more fully cooperate with the Audit
Division on future engagements and understand we are working towards the same goals of
the most efficient use of taxpayer’s dollars and to safe guard the county’s assets.
5. Additionally we recommend the Department comply with NYS records retention laws and
regulations; RRDS, CO-2.
E. We determined the Department appears to have performed routine maintenance on only 8 of the
24 items selected for testing. This is based on the standards provided by OCDOT Management,
a three year system generated maintenance report respective of each item and our determination
of miles driven with in the three year period.
OCDOT STANDARDS
o “All new vehicles have their oil changed at 3,000 miles and then at 5,000 miles after
that. That is light and heavy duty vehicles. Brakes are checked at all oil service
intervals and at NYS annual inspection. There is no specific mileage for brakes ”
We relied on the beginning and ending mileage respective of the three year period as provided by
OCDOT’s Management.
The remaining sixteen items OCDOT could not provide the needed mileage from the system as it
is our understanding this information was never entered into their system. Therefore we were
unable to determine if the routine maintenance was performed per OCDOT’s standards.
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Recommendation:
6. We recommend all WOs are completed properly and information from the WOs are entered
into the Fleetmax system with due care. We further recommend supervisory review and
approval of WOs and data entry to ascertain propriety of work and completeness of record
keeping.

7

SECTION IV
EXHIBIT 1

Vehicle/Equipment Maintenance and Repair Findings

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

Work Order
203231
203229
203211
203202
203173
203153
203100
203138
263097
203052
203053
203057
203058
263001
202091
202935
202887
262898
202899
202871
202883
202875
202860
202850
202839
202852
202871
202830
202761
202605
202643
202411
202439

Equipment ID

Incomplete
Hours/Info
Mechanic

Mileage/
lacking

Parts listed
on the WO
inconsistent
with system

Work
performed
did not
match
system data

O

O

O
O
O
O

O

O
O
O
O

O

O
O
O

O
O
O

O

O

O
O

O
O
O

X Denotes the Work Order is incomplete in this area of testing.

SECTION V
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O

WO input
was not
reviewed by
Supervisior
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O
O

EXHIBIT 2
Please see following pages 10 – 13 for Comptroller’s letter.
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SECTION VI
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION RESPONSE

14

Reply to Management Response
Management responded to the Draft Audit Report on Onondaga County Department of
Transportation (“DOT”) via letter dated February 13, 2017 and signed by DOT Commissioner
Martin E. Voss.
Concerning Recommendation #1 Records Retention, DOT states it is in full compliance with
Schedule CO-2 requirements for record retention.
With respect to Recommendation #1-Records Retention Finding, we concur with DOT’s
interpretation that hard copies are not required when suitable electronic copies are maintained
however due to the numerous instances of missing information in the department’s electronic
files, the departments electronic records are incomplete and therefore unreliable. DOT’s
response offers no explanation for the missing information, therefore this Office stands by
Recommendation #1.
Concerning Recommendations #2-6, DOT states it fully cooperated with this Office to the extent
management deemed appropriate. Management further stated: “As no specifics were offered as
to why the auditing staff concluded that existing internal controls are not “appropriate”, Audited
Entity Management has no further response to recommendation 1 [sic]1 that “Management
implements appropriate internal controls”.
This Office would refer Management to Finding B, which states:
We compared 33 vehicle and equipment maintenance WO’s selected from the
first six months of 2016 to the data entered into the Fleetmax system. The
following issues came to our attention and are illustrated in Exhibit 1, pg. 7:
 WO’s completed improperly, such as omitted mileage/hours of usage and
repair hours.
 Data entry errors, such as an incorrect equipment number, repair parts and
work performed.
 No policy or procedure is in place to have a supervisory review of the WO’s
and subsequent data entry into the system to ensure the accuracy of data being
entered.

1

Management referenced recommendation #1 to the statement, however the reference should be to recommendation
#2; see page 5 of Audit report.

Exhibit 1 goes on to detail the exact work orders reviewed and any deficiencies found. This
Office is troubled by the fact Management does not find the issues identified as “specific”
enough. DOT’s response offers no explanation for the missing information, therefore this Office
stands by its Recommendations #2-6.
Management’s Response continues a disturbing trend this Office has seen with the Mahoney
Administrations lack of cooperation. Management states: “When audit staff sought to observe
and/or interview Entity Management field staff unrelated to the above, it was determined that
such a request was beyond the audit scope and consequently a waste of taxpayer money.
Therefore, we do not plan to act on your recommendation that “Management more fully
cooperate with the Audit Division on future engagements”. The Department’s management will
fully cooperate with requests by audit staff for any and all financial records and accounts of the
Department and will answer any questions that audit staff has about such financial records and
accounts, as it did with respect to this audit. “Therefore, the Department does not plan to take
any action in response to recommendations 2-4.”
This is representative of a pattern by which management has taken upon itself to decide what
constitutes “financial records”. In this instance records were missing which lead to our findings,
including “D”, which stated “[w]e were unable to perform a financial analysis as intended on
selected inventory items due to” missing information. Please see page six of the audit for more
detail. DOT’s response offers no explanation for the missing information, therefore this Office
stands by its Recommendations #2-6.
Management’s reference to a Local Law passed by the Legislature on October 11, 2016 appears
as somehow relieving the Division of Purchasing of past obligations. During the period audited,
the Administrative Code required the Division of Purchase to maintain inventories along with
individual departments. In requests dated April 27, 2016 and May 6, 2016, along with multiple
phone messages left with the Director of Purchase’s secretary, this Office asked for inventories
from both DOT and Division of Purchase. While DOT responded, the Division of Purchase did
not. This deficiency was seen as so severe that this Office immediately reported its concerns via
letter dated September 6, 2016 to the Legislature for their action.

