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May 23, 2014

Ms. Angela Vick
Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller
Citrus County, Florida
110 N. Apopka Ave.
Inverness, Florida 34450

Dear Ms. Vick:

As requested by the Citrus County Clerk of the Circuit Court and Comptroller (“the Clerk”), we have
completed our audit of the Citrus County Board of County Commissioners' (County) fuel card operation.
The purpose of the audit was to evaluate the effectiveness of the internal controls associated to the
County’s GasBoy and Wright Express fuel card programs, from the assignment and management of fuel
cards to reconciliations of fuel usage with financial records.

Management’s responses to the

recommendations made in connection to our work are included under Exhibit A.

Specifically, the objective of the audit was to evaluate the adequacy of the controls in the following
areas:



The assignment, removal, and management of fuel cards assigned to employees, and the
designation and controls of fuel cards to County vehicles.



Fleet Department’s monitoring and control activities over vehicle fuel usage to ensure that all
instances of disbursement are properly recorded, and that consumption remains within
acceptable levels.



Reliability, accuracy, and completeness of the fuel disbursement data as captured in GasBoy and
Wright Express databases, and in the County’s general ledger.
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User department and external entities’ activities to monitor fuel usage, including monthly billing
reconciliations and review of exception reports.

The audit also evaluated whether usage of fuel by vehicle or designated driver remained within
reasonable levels.

Our report is intended solely for the Clerk’s management, and is not intended for any purpose other
than to assist you with the items mentioned above. Consequently, our report is limited for your
information and use only and should not be used by anyone else. In addition, our report is based on
current circumstances. We have no responsibility to update our report for events and circumstances
that occur after April 14, 2014.

Respectfully submitted,

CliftonLarsonAllen LLP

Michael E. Carter, CPA
Principal
863‐680‐5614
mike.carter@cliftonlarsonallen.com
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I. OVERVIEW OF THE COUNTY’S FUEL CARD PROGRAM

As of March 2014, Citrus County had a total of 343 vehicles and approximately 250 non‐vehicle
equipment items (i.e., lawn mowers, golf cars, generators, grass edgers). To satisfy the operational
needs of its fleet, the County purchased 396,620 gallons of unleaded and diesel fuel in fiscal year 2013,
totaling $1.4 million. The following is a snapshot of the 2013 fuel transactions:

Table 1
FY 2013 Snapshot of Fuel Transactions

Number of transactions

GasBoy

WEX

Total

14,800

5,708

20,508

192,962

71,552

264,514

91,235

35,676

126,911

‐

5,195

5,195

284,197

112,423

396,620

$ 1,008,667

$390,230

$ 1,398,897

3.55

3.47

3.53

19,153

12,397

31,550

7%

11%

8%

Total volume by fuel type (gallons):
Unleaded
Diesel
Other(1)
Total volume
Total net cost
Average net cost per gallon(2)
Approximate bulk volume consumed(3)
Approximate bulk fuel volume as a percent of
total volume
(1)

Other types included super unleaded fuel used in airboats, among others.
Mathematical calculation of the Total net cost divided by the Total volume.
(3)
Bulk volume is dispensed in fuel cans or fuel cells, and subsequently distributed to non‐
vehicle equipment.
(2)

Fuel acquisition and disbursement
County employees can procure the fuel required to operate County vehicles either at the County’s
fueling site at the Lecanto fleet maintenance compound using GasBoy, or at any commercial gas station
that participates in the Wright Express (WEX) fuel card program. Fuel can be dispensed directly into
vehicles, into equipment, or transported in a tanker truck or gas cans to be later dispensed into off‐road
vehicles or equipment.
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GasBoy fuel card program
The County’s fueling site consists of two aboveground fuel storage tanks (one for unleaded, one for
diesel fuel), and eight fuel pumps, four for unleaded and four for diesel. Fuel inventory entering the
storage tanks and its subsequent distribution, is supported by GasBoy, an automated system that
keeps track of the fuel delivered by the fuel vendor, and subsequently dispensed to County vehicles
and non‐vehicle equipment. Currently, operational management encourages fueling at this site,
especially to departments headquartered at the compound area.

GasBoy operates through gas cards issued to individual County employees. After swiping the card,
GasBoy requires the manual entry of the vehicle number, the odometer reading, and the County’s
fuel site pump number used to dispense the fuel. Fuel is only dispensed when the required data is
entered. The GasBoy cards are programmed at issuance to limit the fuel type, as well as the
maximum amount per single transaction to 40, 100 and 150 gallons. The County’s fueling site is
secured, and only authorized employees can purchase fuel after regular hours or during weekends.
As of March 10, 2014, there were 321 GasBoy card holders.



Wright Express fuel card program
The Wright Express (WEX) credit card program allows employees to buy fuel for County vehicles at
any participating commercial gas station throughout the nation. WEX operates through a credit card
assigned to every County vehicle along with a Driver Identification Number (DIN)1 assigned to
participating County employees. Upon swiping the card, fuel is only dispensed when the employee’s
ID number, department number and current odometer reading are entered. According to Fleet, the
WEX system has several built‐in controls, such as limiting the number of times a card can be used in
a 24‐hour period (currently programmed at ten times), the maximum transaction amount, the type
of fuel dispensed, and restrictions to “fuel‐only” purchases.

Certain WEX cards are designated “Non‐Vehicle cards”, assigned to individual departments, and
used to purchase fuel for off‐road and non‐vehicle equipment. As of February 28, 2014, there were
338 WEX active cards, of which 34 were designated non‐vehicle cards.

1

The DIN number is the same as the County employee number.
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Billing and reconciliation
The Fleet Management Division (“Fleet”) supports the fuel card program by administering the GasBoy
and WEX applications, extracting and submitting fuel card transaction data to the departments, and
pointing out unusual transactions when noted.

Upon receipt of the monthly WEX credit card statements, the Clerk’s Financial Services Department
submits a billing report to user departments requesting review and approval of charges. Departments
then reconcile all the fuel receipts turned in by personnel to the charges on the statement. GasBoy does
not produce disbursement receipts, and no formal reconciliation is required from user departments.

All the expenses related to fuel usage are allocated (charged back) to the owner department. Monthly,
the Clerk’s Financial Services Department extracts data from GasBoy by department on fuel
consumption. The Clerk adds the WEX expenses to the data, and then charges fuel consumption back to
user departments through manual postings to their respective general ledger expense accounts in
Pentamation. Fuel inventory in the County’s fuel tanks is reconciled monthly by subtracting the total
gallons disbursed from the total purchases.

The County is entitled to request a reimbursement for state and federal excise taxes paid on purchases
of diesel and unleaded fuels. Monthly, the Clerk’s Financial Services Department gathers usage
information from GasBoy and WEX, completes the Local Government User Diesel Fuel Tax Return form,
and submits to the Florida Department of Revenue for the tax refund.

This space left blank intentionally.
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II. SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

The assessment covered the two‐year period from October 1, 2011 to September 30, 2013, and included
disbursements through GasBoy and purchasing transactions through WEX.

Our methodology included detailed review of fuel utilization reports and performing data trend analyses
to identify any anomalies using IDEA software. We selected four departments, Grounds Maintenance,
Roads Maintenance, Aquatics, and Parks and Recreation, to capture the practices in place for fuel
management. We also conducted interviews with the key individuals listed below.



Director, Public Works Department



Assistant Director, Public Works Department



Manager, Fleet Services Division



Program Systems Technician, Fleet Services Division



Director, Human Resources



Manager, Grounds Maintenance Division



Manager, Road Maintenance Division



Administrative Assistant, Road Maintenance Division



Manager, Parks and recreation Division



Manager, Aquatics Division



Administrative Assistant, Aquatics Division

This space left blank intentionally.
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III. SUMMARY OF RESULTS

As shown on previous pages, the County’s fuel card program tracks over 650 fuel cards, for which there
were 20,508 transactions purchasing over 396,000 gallons of fuel during fiscal year 2012‐2013. Overall,
we found that current control structures and management reporting systems are not adequate to
monitor a program of this magnitude. Without robust monitoring mechanisms, it is difficult to ensure
that fuel purchased by the County is only being used in the pursuit of County business. None of the tests
found any additional instances of fraud. However, we noted significant weaknesses in the fuel
management operation and deem this to be a high risk environment2.
The mechanisms to monitor fuel usage are not well defined and are not properly structured. While fuel
usage monitoring responsibility resides with the individual user departments, management does not
have the tools, such as standard management reports, exception reports, and established metrics,
necessary to objectively determine reasonable use. Without such tools, tracking and identifying
anomalies can be a very cumbersome and time‐consuming task. In addition, without proper tools and
procedures in place, there is no consistency, since department managers have developed a number of
ways to attempt to track fuel usage. However, we found that one of the departments interviewed had a
well‐defined monitoring mechanism in place.
During our audit we identified specific elements affecting adequate monitoring and control mechanisms,
including incomplete system parameters, lack of standard usage and exception reports, absence of
established usage metrics and standard monitoring procedures, and absence of necessary usage
reconciliations. An accountability mechanism for reasonable fuel usage has not been developed, and
there is no centralized, independent review of fuel usage. Currently, there are no requirements for user
departments to identify, research, and report unusual transactions as necessary.
Audit tests showed that, overall, the data is not fully reliable. Root cause is linked largely to the extent of
manual entry of odometer readings and other information key for monitoring purposes, such as vehicle
and equipment number, type of fuel purchased (bulk over non‐bulk), and employee identification.
Additionally, there are no formal mechanisms to identify and correct data errors within the systems.
2

A high risk environment is one where the likelihood of error, misuse or fraud is high, as is the level of impact to
the County. When the risk level is high, the organization must act immediately to mitigate the risks by either
substituting or implementing control measures. If these controls are not immediately accessible, the organization
should set a timeframe for their implementation and establish interim risk reduction strategies.
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As a whole and with the proper interfaces, the County can use the various systems currently supporting
the fuel operation to capture all instances of fuel disbursement and generate management reports
necessary to monitor and control the activity. Management needs to address certain elements that
hinder the system’s full utilization, including lack of automated interfaces and incomplete system
parameters.

The County should undertake a comprehensive fuel management improvement strategy to increase
monitoring effectiveness to reduce risk of misuse and/or fraud. This initiative should be highly visible
and supported by County Administration. Elements of the strategy can include:

1. Loading missing vehicle parameters in the system. (Recommendation 5a)
2. Maximizing the capability of the multi‐system supporting the fuel card programs and utilizing
every interfacing opportunity to minimize manual transactions and improve efficiency.
(Recommendation 4)
3. Minimizing manual data entry errors to increase accuracy and reliability; training personnel on
importance of accurate data entry. (Recommendation 8)
4. Developing and providing to the departments appropriate monitoring tools, such as standard
and exception reports to facilitate assessment of fuel usage and identify trends and anomalies
effectively. (Recommendation 5b)
5. Using historical information within the system to develop meaningful metrics, fuel usage
standards, and fluctuation ranges. (Recommendation 5c)
6. Defining the fuel management accountability structure, developing policies and procedures for
reporting exceptions, and demonstrating approval of monthly transactions.
(Recommendation 7)
7. Implementing a pilot solution with a limited number of departments, then deploying to all
departments.

The audit also showed that key issues identified in the two previous audits of the fuel operation (2005
and 2009) persist. Actions taken to address issues are not evident, and recommendations made were
either partially implemented or not implemented at all. We believe that the County can become a top‐
performing organization for fuel management by developing an improvement strategy to provide
permanent solutions.
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IV. DETAILED RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT

RISK AREA A: Assignment, removal, and management of fuel cards assigned to employees, and the
designation and controls of fuel cards to County vehicles.

Observation 1
While there are procedures in place to update GasBoy and WEX system rights upon changes in
employee status, not all changes may be communicated to Fleet on a timely basis. Consequently,
there is a risk that cards continue to be used after no longer needed or justified.
According to Fleet, changes in employee status are not always communicated timely, which creates a
risk of misuse. When an employee is terminated, the Human Resources Department notifies several
divisions of the change, including Fleet. For new hires or other employee changes, such as employee
classification, promotion, demotion, or department changes, the respective division completes and
submits to Fleet a Fuel Card Request form to update the employee’s fuel card information.

As a mitigating control, Fleet conducts a fuel card audit approximately every six months by which the
user departments validate, by employee, the GasBoy card ownership and/or WEX authorization status.
Fleet makes any necessary changes to the GasBoy and/or Wright Express systems, based on the results
of the audit.

For updates to WEX vehicle cards, Fleet receives an Asset Activity form generated by the owner
department indicating transfer or vehicle to another department or to auction, then proceeds to either
cancel card and request a new card, or terminate the card.

Recommendation 1
The County, with the input of the Human Resources Department, should evaluate additional, practical
steps to ensure timely communication to Fleet regarding employee status changes and prompt update
to the systems. The County, with the input of HR, should discuss a practical mechanism to include fuel
card deactivation as part of the employee status change process. A mechanism should also be
considered to inform Fleet of any organizational changes that affect the use of cards.
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Observation 2
Activity of individuals that have the authority to use both GasBoy and WEX is not being monitored.
GasBoy cards are assigned to every County employee who has a permanently designated vehicle. WEX
cards are assigned to every county vehicle, and County employees authorized to use WEX are
programmed into the system by ID number. GasBoy can only be used at the county fueling site, while
WEX allows employees to fuel when far from the county fueling site. As shown in the table below,
almost all employees of the largest operational departments have a GasBoy card, and are also
authorized to use WEX.
Table 2
Employee’s GasBoy Cards and WEX Authority Summary in the
Largest Operational Departments (10/1/12 – 9/30/13)
Department Name

Total Number
of Employees

Number of Employees
with Either a GasBoy
Card or Authority to
Use a WEX Card

Number of
Employees with a
GasBoy Card

Number of
Employees with
Authority to Use a
WEX Card

Number of employees
that used both GB and
WEX during the audit
period

Grounds Maintenance

23

22

22

22

14

Road Maintenance

75

66

66

64

57

Facilities Maintenance

39

25

20

24

10

Solid Waste

21

20

19

17
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Recommendation 2
The County should develop a dual card fuel usage report to capture the transactions of those employees
that dispense fuel through a GasBoy card assigned to them and through WEX. At the same time, the
County should establish reasonable parameters for acceptable dual use, either in terms of volume range
or occurrences, and define parameters for what would constitute exceptions that management would
want to research.
Observation 3
Segregation of duties regarding the card issuance procedures is not optimal.
Currently, Fleet’s Program Systems Technician processes the requests for new or changes to existing
GasBoy/WEX cards without independent validation of the addition or change. This creates a segregation
of duties issue, especially because the Program Systems Technician is also responsible for manipulating
the GasBoy data to create user department reports.
Recommendation 3
The County should improve segregation of duties for the card issuance/card change process whereby
these duties are not entirely performed by the same individual.
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RISK AREA B: Underutilized technology and prevalence of manual over automated transactions.

Observation 4
The County is not maximizing the use of existing technology, which constitutes a significant obstacle
to adequate monitoring and control procedures.
The County uses FASTER, a comprehensive asset management system that tracks all fuel, parts and labor
used by every vehicle. Each asset has a number assigned in FASTER associated to the department or
division that owns the asset. While FASTER is typically the system of fuel usage record, consumption
data is not housed in FASTER, but in two separate databases – GasBoy and WEX. While FASTER has a fuel
management module that can be interfaced with GasBoy, this capability is not currently utilized. FASTER
also has the capability of interfacing with WEX3, but currently it does not. Also, there is no interface
between FASTER and the County’s financial management system, Pentamation; consequently, manual
processes are in place to facilitate the accounting of fuel transactions. Fuel usage is not reconciled
between WEX, GasBoy, FASTER and the financial records. Per management, the GasBoy version in place
is dated and no longer supported by the vendor.
According to management, odometer records are updated in FASTER when vehicles are serviced
approximately every three months, or repaired. According to management, usage of fuel is also checked
at that point; the audit team however did not verify the procedures associated to the update of vehicle
records in FASTER.
With the lack of interfaces between the two fuel card programs and the system of record, FASTER, the
County is missing a key opportunity to monitor and manage fuel transactions.
Recommendation 4
The County should conduct a study to research and maximize the use of the capabilities of existing
applications as a means to establish control mechanisms to improve operational controls. The County
should consider all opportunities of electronic interface between the existing applications, and establish
a goal to make FASTER the central repository of GasBoy and WEX fuel transactions, and the source of
needed management reports.

3

Source: Citrus County Clerk of the Circuit Court’s Vehicle Usage Audit, April 2009.
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RISK AREA C ‐ User department activities to monitor fuel usage, including monthly billing
reconciliations and review of exception reports.

Observation 5
The departments’ mechanisms to monitor fuel usage are not well defined and lack structure. While
ultimate fuel usage responsibility resides with the individual user departments, the departments do
not have standard tools or parameters needed to objectively determine reasonable use.

Currently, user departments must review and approve WEX charges before they are paid. Except for one
of the four operational departments interviewed, management’s review of usage is cursory, not based
on historical comparison, trend analyses, or exception data. The review is focused on validating the
charges, not on reasonable usage based on comparison with established metrics. Managers largely rely
on their familiarity with the vehicle/equipment, the operation, and the employee duties to ascertain
whether the monthly usage is reasonable. While experience is vital, the size of the operation
necessitates a single, well‐defined monitoring system.

Departments are not required to review and approve GasBoy charges. Moreover, there is not a
requirement to review dual transactions by employees who use both GasBoy and WEX to purchase fuel.

During our audit, we identified certain elements affecting adequate monitoring and control
mechanisms, including incomplete system parameters, lack of standard usage and exception reports,
lack of established usage metrics and standard fuel usage procedures, and incomplete fuel
reconciliations.



Incomplete system parameters
Critically, the GasBoy and WEX databases are not populated with fuel tank capacity, and
consequently, usage analysis is difficult because miles per gallon cannot be tracked. Vehicles appear
to be programmed in the system only with basic information such as asset number, user
department, make and model. Detailed usage parameters such as vehicle fuel capacity, designated
driver, and type of fuel, have not been entered into the system. Other usage management data,
such as average miles per gallon, hours per gallon (for certain equipment), distance between fill‐ups,
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among others, have also not been developed. Until this information is available, the County cannot
control fuel consumption at a detailed level.



Lack of standard usage and exception reports
Management does not have reports available to monitor and control the efficient, effective, and
economical use of fuel. Without standard periodic reports on utilization, anomalies, and trend
analysis, it is difficult to assure that the fuel usage is reasonable.

Every month, Fleet extracts data from GasBoy and prepares individual usage reports for each
department showing every transaction, organized by vehicle. Recently, Fleet also began submitting
WEX activity reports to the departments bi‐weekly. While these reports represent the month’s
transactions, they do not facilitate management review, especially at the larger departments, and
they do not indicate exceptions or anomalies.

For example, the Roads Maintenance Department February 2014 report included over 220 line
transactions for about 60 vehicles and equipment. The report does not facilitate management’s
assessment of reasonable use, because there are no defined measures, standards or variation
ranges against which to compare. For WEX, Fleet currently prepares and submits a bi‐weekly billing
report to management. The main purpose of this report is to confirm all the charges allocated to the
departments.

An expectation may exist that departments go into the systems or reports and manipulate the data
to analyze usage identify anomalies. Not only is this procedure ineffective and unrealistic due to
managers’ time constraints, but it opposes standardization and makes overall monitoring
cumbersome.

Additionally, segregation of duties is not adequate for the GasBoy reporting system. The Fleet
Program Systems Technician downloads the data and manipulates before sending out to individual
departments (see Recommendation 3). Reports should be automatically generated and accessed
directly by the user departments.
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Lack of established usage metrics and standard fuel usage procedures
The County is lacking standards and metrics to serve as the basis for determining reasonable use of
fuel. Managers approving consumption scrutinize the WEX purchases, but they generally do not
have defined metrics or benchmarks to compare WEX gas consumption and verify their
reasonableness in a methodical manner. For example, miles per gallon (MPG), the basis for fuel
usage monitoring, is generally not tracked. Only one of the four departments interviewed
methodically evaluates MGP as well as HPG (hours per gallon, a metric applicable to various
equipment).

Other essential metrics that are not being tracked are: amounts purchased compared to tank
capacity; miles between tank fill‐ups; and number of fill‐ups during weekends or during non‐working
hours.



Incomplete reconciliation procedures
Only WEX transactions are reconciled; departments are not required to reconcile GasBoy
transactions in any way. Moreover, there is no comparison or reconciliation of transactions made by
individuals who hold both GasBoy and WEX cards (see Observation 2).

The WEX reconciliation provides assurance to the Clerk that purchases are valid and approved. It
generally consists of a cross‐check of the gas purchases receipts to the transactions listed on the
monthly WEX billing report; it does not involve an assessment of reasonable consumption.

Additionally, there is not a standard procedure for reconciling the WEX transactions, and we found
that the process varies among departments. One department has calendar sheets to document the
monthly transactions (date, employee and amount), and other departments use logs to document
the WEX purchases; one department maintains a separate sheet to analyze consumption; some
departments access the database to download the data, while others use the Clerk’s PDF version of
the billing report.

Currently, there is no formal policy to ensure independent reconciliation of fuel usage establishing
that no individual reconciling the WEX card can be a WEX or a card holder.
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Recommendation 5
The County should increase the effectiveness of fuel usage monitoring and control by developing a
robust monitoring and control structure. Specifically, the County should:

a. Enter tank capacity and any other missing vehicle parameters in the GasBoy and WEX databases.

b. Develop standard monitoring and usage reports to address fuel usage by vehicle and by driver, miles
per gallon per vehicle, and by department, among others. Reports should also address bulk fuel
purchases and transfers, generators’ fuel usage, golf carts’ fuel usage, and fuel usage in portable gas
containers.

Reports should also include dual user reports, i.e., a single report that combines WEX and GasBoy
data for management to verify that the dual use was justified. A report that shows deviations from
the assigned user of the card/vehicle should also be developed.

Exception reports to help management glean anomalies, trends or patterns should also be
developed. Vehicles or drivers with unusual readings should be flagged for follow up.

c. Develop metrics that assess fuel usage, such as fuel cost per vehicle compared to vehicle age. Utilize
the large amount of historic data available in both systems to develop metrics and trend analyses.
Metrics can include vehicle miles per gallon (MPG), equipment hours per gallon (HPG), average
vehicle miles between tank fill‐ups, average number of fill‐ups during regular working hours, during
weekends or during non working hours, among others.

d. Establish adequate segregation of duties by developing a policy to require that the individual
reconciling the WEX transactions is not a GasBoy card holder or a WEX authorized user. The County
should identify an independent party to perform review and approval procedures.

e. Establish standardized reconciliation procedures for GasBoy transactions and for dual user
transactions (users with both GasBoy and WEX authorization). Procedures for larger departments
may require additional steps to facilitate the reconciliation process.
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Observation 6
Tests conducted to assess whether the use of fuel during the audit period was within reasonable
levels were not conclusive due to database errors4 (see Observation 8), and lack of established metrics
or policies against which to compare.

We have included the test results in this report to provide a basis for the data monitoring mechanisms
that need to be implemented.



Miles per gallons (MPG) analyses
A comparison of the MPGs as calculated by the audit team for four vehicles for a selected date
demonstrated that the calculated MPG were outside of the manufacturers specification for three of
the four vehicles tested. The deviations can be linked to incorrect odometer data (see Observation
8).
Table 3
Comparison of MPG Calculated by the Team to Specifications
Vehicle
Selection

Manufacturer MPG
Specification(1)

Description

MPG within
Calculated Manufacturer Transaction
MPG (2) (3) Specification?
Date

1

2003 Ford F150 P/U Truck

Up to 16 city / 20 highway

26.62

No

10/1/2012

2

2003 Ford F150 P/U Truck

Up to 16 city / 20 highway

17.07

Yes

10/5/2012

3

2008 Ford F150 P/U Truck

Up to 14 city / 19 highway

7.54

No

10/2/2012

4
2008 Ford F150 P/U Truck
Up to 14 city / 19 highway
12.85
No
10/2/2012
www.ford.com/green/fuel‐efficiency
(2)
MPG calculated as the actual minus prior odometer reading divided by the actual volume purchased.
(3)
Beyond verifying that the MPGs were within reason, the relevance of this analysis is to illustrate the type of
information management should be tracking going forward.
(1)

This space left blank intentionally.

4

The audit team based analyses on the data provide by the County, and the audit team did not conduct tests to

make sure data was reliable from the source.

14

The following charts represent the MPG calculations for the 2013 GasBoy transactions for two of the
vehicle selections above. In both cases, the graph shows the inconsistencies in the data, after the largest
record inconsistencies had been removed.

Table 4
FY 2013 Calculated MPG for Selected Vehicle No. 3 ‐ 2008 Ford F150 P/U Truck
Total transactions: 27; Plotted transactions 21
MPG Specification: Up to 14 city / 19 highway
30.00

25.00

20.00

15.00

10.00

5.00

0.00

This space left blank intentionally.
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Table 5
FY 2013 Calculated MPG for Selected Vehicle No. 1 ‐ 2003 Ford F150 P/U Truck
Total transactions: 51; Plotted transactions 47
MPG Specification: Up to 16 city / 20 highway
50.00

45.00

40.00

35.00

30.00

25.00

20.00

15.00

10.00

5.00

0.00



Comparison of fuel dispensed to tank capacity
A test to compare the amount of WEX fuel purchases to the vehicle’s tank capacity was inconclusive
due to a lack of reliable data. For example, in 10,569 (91%) of the 11,658 transactions tested, no
tank capacity was recorded in the system. For vehicles with recorded tank capacity, there were 7
instances where the fuel purchased was greater than the fuel tank capacity (by a total of 14
gallons).
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Multiple fuel purchases per day analysis
An analysis of the number of instances where fuel was purchased more than once during the same
day showed approximately 2,000 instances in GasBoy and WEX where fuel was purchased more
than once for per day for individual vehicles. According to Fleet personnel, WEX may have controls
built in to limit the number of fill ups in a day to ten. This control, however, may be unreasonably
high and should only apply to a few vehicles. GasBoy limits the amount of fuel to 40, 100 and 150
gallons per transaction.
Table 6
Number of Instances of Fuel Purchases More Than Once During Same Day
(10/1/11 to 9/30/13)
System

Number of Instances

GasBoy

1,508

Of Note:
A Half‐ton Fleet Maint. Dept. Chevy P/U Truck, 5 times
A 2005 Road Maint. Dept. International HotPatch Truck, 6 times

WEX

A 2003 Road Maint. Dept. Sterling Chassis with mower, 221 times (1)

491

A 2000 Senior Citizens Dept. For Taurus, 51 times
(1)



(1)

See Recommendation 8d.

After hours purchases analysis
An analysis of the number of fill‐ups that occurred after what would be considered regular working
hours showed a total of 973 and 366 instances in GasBoy and WEX, respectively. These results,
however, lack meaning because a policy that limits the procurement of fuel within certain hours
does not appear to exist.
Table 7
Fill‐ups by Time Block
(10/1/2011 and 9/30/13)
Number of Fill‐ups
by Time Block

7:00 PM to
12:00 AM

12:00 AM to
3:00 AM

3:00 AM to
5:00 AM

Total

GasBoy

897

7

69

973

WEX

348

10

8

366
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Weekend fuel purchases analysis
Monitoring weekend fill‐ups helps identify drivers not authorized to be purchasing fuel during
weekend, unless the employee to which the vehicle is assigned works a 6 or 7‐day week or the
vehicle was a “pooled vehicle”.

An analysis of the GasBoy weekend transactions showed 59 instances of unique employees that
filled up on weekend dates during FY 2012 and 2013. Except for the Grounds Maintenance
employee at the top of the list, the top ten of these 59 employees registered what could be a
reasonable number of fill‐ups during weekends during the two year period.

Table 8
Instances of the Ten Highest Amounts Purchased Through GasBoy Over Weekends
(10/1/2011 and 9/30/13)
Employee

Employee Department

Cumulative Number Cumulative Gallons
of Transactions
Purchased on
During Weekend
Weekend Dates
Dates
71
966

1

Grounds Maintenance

2

Water & Wastewater/Utilities

11

326

3

Grounds Maintenance

15

271

4

Support Services (Section 18 Transportation)

18

250

5

Kennel Operations

21

250

6

Water & Wastewater/Utilities

11

200

7

Water & Wastewater/Utilities

15

190

8

Water & Wastewater/Utilities

13

175

9

Grounds Maintenance

17

173

10

Water & Wastewater/Utilities

7

162
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A similar analysis of the WEX weekend transactions showed 210 instances of unique employees that
filled up at least once on weekend dates during FY 2012 and 2013. The top ten of these 210 employees
showed the following:

Table 9
Instances of the Ten Highest Amounts Purchased Through WEX Over Weekends
(10/1/2011 and 9/30/13)
Employee

Employee Department

Cumulative Number Cumulative Gallons
of Transactions
Purchased on
During Weekend
Weekend Dates
Dates
37
729

1

Road Maintenance

2

Road Maintenance

31

774

3

Aquatic Services

20

487

4

Road Maintenance

16

401

5

(No record found in current employee list)

18

402

6

(No record found in current employee list)

33

410

7

Building Division

16

411

8

Road Maintenance

17

346

9

Water & Wastewater/Utilities

22

380

10

Road Maintenance

13

331

This space left blank intentionally.
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Dual GasBoy and WEX users’ analysis
An analysis of the ratio of volume purchased with Gasboy to volume purchased with WEX for dual
use employees that registered the ten highest5 GasBoy amounts purchased showed that the number
of GasBoy gallons purchased for every WEX gallon purchased fluctuated widely between 28 and 98.
Table 10
Employee’s GasBoy Cards and WEX Authority Summary for the
Largest Operational Departments (10/1/12 – 9/30/13)

Employee Department
1
Support Services
(Section 18
Transportation)
2
Support Services
(Section 18
Transportation)
3
Support Services
(Section 18
Transportation)
4
Support Services
(Section 18
Transportation)
5
Support Services
(Section 18
Transportation)
6
Support Services
(Section 18
Transportation)
7
Support Services
(Section 18
Transportation)
8
Support Services
(Section 18
Transportation)
9
Support Services
(Section 18
Transportation)
10
Could not be
determined
(possibly former
employee
5

GasBoy

WEX

Total
GasBoy
and WEX
Volume

Total
Volume
Purchased

9,187

8,905

471

19

282

16

18

32:1

8,637

8,470

476

18

168

9

19

51:1

8,313

8,229

272

30

84

3

28

98:1

7,814

7,633

384

20

181

8

23

42:1

7,731

7,613

448

17

118

7

17

65:1

7,644

7,514

331

23

130

8

16

58:1

7,398

7,308

431

17

91

5

18

80:1

7,424

7,297

420

17

127

7

18

58:1

7,556

7,295

420

17

261

15

17

28:1

7,495

7,287

433

17

208

11

17

39:1

Avg. Vol.
Total
Total No. of
per
Volume
Total No. of Avg. Vol. per
Transactions Transaction Purchased Transactions Transaction

GasBoy to
WEX
Volume
Ratio

The analysis excluded the employee with the highest volume purchased (37,636 gallons over two years), a Fleet

Management Department Heavy Equipment Mechanic responsible for transporting fuel to remote locations in
tanker truck.
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Bulk fuel purchases
Currently, there are no bulk fuel usage metrics against which management can verify
reasonableness of bulk fuel purchases.



Comparison of type of fuel dispensed to specifications
Currently, management does not monitor the type of fuel dispensed based on the vehicle’s fuel type
requirement. Monitoring fuel type purchased can reduce costs. Mid‐grade and Premium gasoline
are a premium price that should be avoided, unless vehicle or equipment manufacturer requires its
use (i.e. high performance engine like an airboat).

Recommendation 6
The County should conduct similar periodic analyses to assess whether the use of fuel is reasonable and
allowed. Specifically, the County should:

a. Further analyze same‐day fill‐up activity and develop standards for limiting the number of same day
fill‐ups, as practical. Management should also have exception reports flagging individuals with more
than one fill‐up during one day, or more than one fill up every other day, for example.

b. To the extent practical or on a selective basis, develop a policy to limit fuel purchases during the
weekend. Develop a standard report to monitor weekend use.

c. Discuss the value of developing a standard report that compares TimeForce timekeeping records to
fueling transactions that occurred when employee was off work.

d. Monitor the ratio of GasBoy gallons for every WEX gallon for dual card holders to minimize WEX
purchases, where possible.
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RISK AREA D: Centralized monitoring and control activities over vehicle fuel usage to ensure that all
instances of disbursement are recorded, and that consumption remains within acceptable levels.

Observation 7
An accountability mechanism for reasonable fuel usage has not been developed. Currently, there are
no requirements for user departments to identify, research, and report unusual transactions, as
necessary.

Departments are not required to investigate and report on unusual results largely because measures for
reasonable use have not been defined (see Observation 5).

Additionally, there is not a designated team responsible for overseeing usage results and reporting on
overall fuel usage activity of individual departments. Fleet’s main role is to manage the repair and
maintenance of fleet and equipment. In addition to fuel cards administration, the role of Fleet with
respect to fuel usage is limited to data downloads, removing erroneous entries from the downloaded
database, and then organizing and submitting individual reports to user departments. Fleet’s role with
respect to monitoring departmental fuel usage is unclear. While there is an assumption that Fleet has
certain monitoring responsibilities, Fleet does not have the authority to follow up on unreasonable use
levels.

Recommendation 7
Once adequate monitoring tools are developed (Recommendation 5), establish an accountability
structure along with practical accountability mechanisms. The accountability structure should designate
a team or individual to carry out a centralized, independent review to fuel usage. Accountability policies
and procedures for reporting and correcting issues found should also be established.

This space left blank intentionally
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RISK AREA E: Reliability, accuracy and completeness of the fuel disbursement data as captured in
GasBoy and Wright Express databases.

Observation 8
Audit tests showed that, overall, the data6 is not fully reliable. Root cause is linked largely to the
extent of manual entry of odometer readings and other information key for monitoring purposes,
such as vehicle and equipment number, type of fuel purchased (bulk over non‐bulk), and employee
identification. Additionally, there are no formal mechanisms to identify errors. According to Fleet’s
Program System Technician, when errors are noted, only GasBoy can be updated since WEX does not
allow data corrections.

Notably, the Fleet Management team recently began an effort to train personnel on the importance of
accurate data. The Fleet Manager has conducted individual meetings with department directors to
discuss the impact of inaccuracies, and expects that this effort will result in less errors in the future.

The audit team conducted several analyses to assess data reliability which showed:



‐

Inaccurate odometer readings in GasBoy and WEX.

‐

Zero odometer readings in both systems.

‐

Incorrect vehicle numbers.

‐

Incorrect employee numbers.

Incorrect odometer data
Accurate odometer data is key to fuel management operations. If odometer records are inaccurate,
so are any usage analyses based on miles. Formal analyses of odometer records are not required,
and there are no controls built in the system to help identify anomalies. Fleet points out odometer
errors when noted.

Two tests to verify odometer accuracy showed the following:

6

The audit team based analyses on the data provide by the County, and the audit team did not conduct tests to

make sure data was reliable from the source.
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‐

“Zero” odometer readings
An analysis of instances of “zero” odometer readings in GasBoy showed that 116 employees
entered “zero” 1,070 times, which equates to approximately 4% of all transactions during the
audit period. The same analysis for WEX showed that 24 employees entered “zero” odometer
readings 245 times, or 2% of the total number of transactions. The following table shows the
employees with the three highest numbers of “zero” readings.

Table 11
Employees with the Three Highest Instances of “Zero” Odometer Entries
(10/1/2011 – 9/30/2013)
Employee
Number

Employee Department

Number of "Zero"
Odometer Entries

GasBoy
1

Fleet Management

227

2

Water & Wastewater/Utilities

104

3

Water & Wastewater/Utilities

64

1

Road Maintenance

128

2

Solid Waste Mgmt/ Landfill

32

3

Grounds Maintenance

26

WEX

‐

Current odometer reading is lower than previous reading
A test to compare preceding odometer readings with actual odometer readings in WEX resulted
in 704 instances, or 2% of the total number of transactions, where the current odometer
reading was less than the previous reading. A similar analysis for GasBoy showed 1,000
instances, or 3% of the total transactions, where the current odometer reading was less than the
previous reading.



Incorrect vehicle numbers
An analysis found that the vehicle number was entered as “zero” 352 times (approximately 1%) in
both GasBoy and WEX databases (41,988 transactions) during the audit period.
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“Zero” employee ID number entries
An analysis found that the employee ID number was entered as “zero” 107 times in both databases
during the audit period. In eight of these instances, fuel was dispensed for a total of 101.5 gallons;
four of the instances were WEX and four were GasBoy transactions.. The 99 remainder instances of
“zero” ID number entries found were in GasBoy, and no fuel was dispensed in these cases (see
Recommendation 8c).



Incorrect employee ID entry
The employee ID number is entered manually in WEX, which creates an opportunity for an
employee with a different employee ID to diverge use. A mitigating control is in place at the user
department level through the WEX billing reconciliation, by which departments can identify charges
that do not belong to them.

Every WEX card is linked to a department. When the card is swiped, the system automatically
populates a field called Department that is linked to the vehicle. When the employee enters the
employee ID, a Driver Department field, linked to the employee ID, is populated. These two fields
can be different in circumstances where an employee has been authorized to use a different
department’s vehicle.

A test to compare the two fields showed 372 instances where the two fields were different for 81
employees. The table below shows three examples where the fields were different (refer to
Recommendation 8e).

Table 12
Examples of Employees Fueling a Vehicle That Does Not Belong to the Employee’s Department
(10/1/2011 – 9/30/2013)
Employee
Number
1

Employee Department
(per HR Record)
Building Department

Driver Department
(WEX Record)
Building Department

Vehicle Department
(WEX Record)
Administrative Services

2

Roads Maintenance

Grounds Maintenance

Roads Maintenance

3

Parks & Recreation

Parks & Recreation

Administrative Services
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Recommendation 8
a. The County should take additional measures to minimize manual data entry errors to increase
accuracy and reliability. Fleet should continue to train personnel on the importance of accurate data
entry. Fleet can also conduct deeper analyses to identify the noncompliant employees and take
corrective action, including training. Additionally, departments should establish a goal of zero error
rate, and recognize employees that reduce data entry errors.

b. The County should also coordinate a project to further understand system settings and built‐in
controls to ensure that the system controls are properly set to reject erroneous data, or activate
other controls currently not used. Specifically, the County should adjust the WEX parameter that
limits the number of times a card can be used in a 24‐hour period (currently programmed at ten
times) to a more reasonable number.

c. The County should further investigate why fuel was dispensed through WEX eight times when the
employee number had been entered as zero.

d. The County should further investigate the number of times fuel was purchased more than once
during the same day for vehicle numbers 20144 and 1032, and determine whether that usage level
was reasonable.

e. The County should periodically generate a report that summarizes the instances where the
employee department is different from the vehicle department and clarify discrepancies as needed.
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EXHIBIT A: MANAGEMENT RESPONSE
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