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SPECIAL REPORT ON FLEET SERVICES PURCHASING PRACTICE
RESULTING IN WASTE OF CITY RESOURCES
OBJECTIVE
The objective of this investigation was to obtain sufficient evidence to indicate
whether a material violation of the City’s Fraud, Waste and Abuse bulletin occurred.

RESULTS

Why We Did This Report
The Office of the City
Auditor received an
allegation of waste and
misuse of City resources
during the 2014 vehicle
acquisition process at Fleet
Services. As a result, we
conducted an investigation
as part of our responsibility
under the Austin City
Charter and the City Code.

Results
Waste of approximately
$45,000 in 2014 and failure
to fully cooperate with an
investigation
Fleet Services management
indicated that that since this
incident they have amended
their practices to try to
prevent similar mistakes in
the future.

The CAIU found sufficient evidence to indicate that Fleet Services unnecessarily
incurred cost to the City due to grossly inefficient practices, which led to the wrong
vehicle being purchased, resulting in a waste of approximately $45,000 of City
resources.
In early 2014, Fleet Services began the process to place an order on behalf of the
Austin Police Department (APD) for a replacement police pursuit-rated vehicle. The
estimated cost for such a vehicle was $37,838. Fleet Services’ specification writer filled
out a vehicle and equipment request with basic specifications for the vehicle, which
was then reviewed and signed by APD’s liaison and the Fleet Services Director.
The specification writer later requested a quote from the City’s vendor for the wrong
vehicle class (an LS class vehicle of the same make instead of the police pursuit-rated
vehicle model, appropriate for APD). Based on testimony from Fleet Services staff, the
error made by the specification writer was not caught by management. We found that
during the quote request process, the vendor contacted the specification writer to
clarify that the vehicle he was ordering was an LS model, instead of a police pursuitrated vehicle. In response, the specification writer told the vendor to process the
vehicle as an LS model. The LS class vehicle was ordered at a cost $43,843.
Fleet Services staff stated that they did not realize the specifications for the APD
vehicle were incorrect until it arrived at the Make-Ready facility several months after
its purchase. At that point, Fleet Services realized that the vehicle was not a police
pursuit-rated vehicle, and therefore would not be accepted by APD. Fleet Services
staff stated that they tried to return the vehicle to the vendor. However, the
department estimated it would cost $10,000 to do so. According to Fleet staff, they
tried to offer this vehicle to other departments, but could not find an alternative
department with a need for that type of vehicle. Fleet Services staff told the Office of
the City Auditor that the Fleet Services Director decided to keep the vehicle in Fleet
Services and that he would drive it around for business purposes. The Director also
decided to paint parts of the vehicle because it arrived in the standard APD colors of
black and white. Painting the white sections of the vehicle black cost the City an
additional $1,575.
Staff noted that other acquisition errors were made by the same specification writer
prior to and following this incident. These errors appear to have gone through the
acquisition process without being caught, resulting in Fleet Services buying the wrong
vehicles and equipment. However, Fleet appears to have handled these situations
without incurring additional costs to the City. This employee’s errors did not appear in
their formal written appraisals or personnel file, which were obtained by our office,
from 2014 until May 2016, when the employee’s supervisor noted “frequent errors.”

For more information on this or any
of our reports, email
oca_auditor@austintexas.gov

According to Fleet staff, the original APD vehicle flagged for replacement still needs
to be replaced. One staff member confirmed that a replacement vehicle has been
added to the fiscal year 2017 budget to make up for the accidental purchase. Until
its sale in January 2016, the original vehicle was still being used by APD, past its
retention period.

We also found two Fleet Services employees failed to fully cooperate with our office by modifying records
related to the assignment of that vehicle.
We also found that while the Director communicated to his staff that the vehicle was a rental pool vehicle, many
Fleet Services employees believed the vehicle was in effect assigned to the Director as the vehicle was not listed in
the rental pool database. If fact, an employee would need to contact the Director directly and in advance to use
the vehicle which differs from the normal vehicle rental process of contacting the Vehicle Support Specialist.
Two of the Fleet staff interviewed did not cooperate with the Office of the City Auditor when they modified records
provided to the Auditor so that the vehicle in question would appear in their rental pool list, when in reality, the
vehicle had not been formally designated as a rental pool vehicle. By modifying the records prior to providing them,
these employees failed to “fully cooperate with an investigation” as is required of all City officers and employees.
Violations
The inefficient review practices during the vehicle acquisition
process that led to a vehicle being purchased on accident and the
failure to fully cooperate with an investigation constitute violations
of:
 Fraud, Waste, and Abuse Bulletin 06-03: Waste
 Fraud, Waste, and Abuse Bulletin 06-03: Conduct of an
Investigation

The Fraud, Waste and Abuse
Administrative Bulletin defines “waste”
as either (1) the grossly inefficient or
uneconomical use of City assets or
resources; or (2) unnecessarily incurring
costs to the City as a result of grossly
inefficient practices, system, or controls.

Fleet Services management indicated that that since this incident they have amended their practices to try to
prevent similar mistakes in the future.

METHODOLOGY
To accomplish our investigative objectives, we performed the following steps:
 reviewed applicable City Code and City Bulletins;
 reviewed computer forensic data;
 reviewed financial and purchasing information for the vehicle;
 reviewed vehicle background and information from Fleet databases; and
 interviewed Fleet Services employees.

INVESTIGATIVE STANDARDS
Investigations by the Office of the City Auditor are considered non-audit projects under the Government Auditing
Standards and are conducted in accordance with the ethics and general standards (Chapters 1-3), procedures
recommended by the Association of Certified Fraud Examiners (ACFE), and the ACFE Fraud Examiner’s Manual.
Investigations conducted also adhere to quality standards established by the Council of the Inspectors General on
Integrity and Efficiency (CIGIE), and City Code. The Office of the City Auditor, per City Code, may conduct
investigations into fraud, abuse, or illegality that may be occurring. If the City Auditor, through the Integrity Unit,
finds that there is sufficient evidence to indicate that a material violation of a matter within the office’s jurisdiction
may have occurred, the City Auditor will issue an investigative report and provide a copy to the appropriate
authority. In order to ensure our report is fair, complete, and objective, we requested responses from management
on the results of this investigation. Please find the responses attached.
Office of the City Auditor
phone: (512)974-2805
email: oca_auditor@austintexas.gov
website: http://www.austintexas.gov/auditor
Copies of our investigative reports are available on request from City Auditor’s Integrity Unit

