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ABSTRACT 

 

Working under the guidance and direction of the Audit Committee, the Auditor of the Board 

provides an independent means for assessing management’s compliance with policies, programs 

and resources authorized by the Board of Supervisors. Further to this process, efforts are made to 

gain reasonable assurance that management complies with all appropriate statutes, ordinances 

and directives. 

 

This agency plans, designs, and conducts studies, surveys, evaluations and investigations of County 

agencies as assigned by the Board of Supervisors or the Audit Committee (AC).  For each study 

conducted, the agency focuses primarily on the County's Corporate Stewardship vision elements. 

The agency does this by developing, whenever possible, information during the studies performed 

which are used to maximize County revenues or reduce County expenditures. 

 

To assist the Office of Financial and Program Audit (OFPA) with executing the responsibilities 

under our charge, members of the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors (BOS) submit study 

recommendations of which the findings and management responses are included in published 

studies. This process is utilized to provide the constituents, BOS and management reasonable 

assurance that fiscal and physical controls exist within the County.  

Additionally, this agency conducts follow-up work on prior period studies. As part of the post 

study work conducted, we review the agreed upon managements' action plans. To facilitate the 

process, we collaborate with management prior to completion of studies. Through this 

collaboration, timelines for the implementation of corrective action and status updates are 

documented for presentation at the upcoming Audit Committee Meetings. 

The results of studies may not highlight all the risks/exposures, process gaps, revenue 

enhancements and/or expense reductions which could exist.  Items reported are those which could 

be assessed within the scheduled timeframe, and overall organization’s data-mining results.  The 

execution of the OFPA’s studies are facilitated through various processes such as; sample 

selections whereby documents are selected and support documentation is requested for 

compliance and other testing attributes. Our audit approach includes interviewing appropriate 

staff and substantive transaction testing.  OFPA staff employs a holistic approach to assess 

agencies/departments whereby the review is performed utilizing a flow from origination to 

closeout for the areas under review. 

 

There are several types of studies performed by OFPA, e.g.; operational, financial, compliance, 

internal controls, etc. To that end, it is important to note; OFPA staff reserves the option to 

perform a holistic financial and analytical data-mining process on all data for the organization 

being reviewed where appropriate.  This practice is most often employed to perform reviews for 

highly transactional studies. 
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REFUSE COLLECTION & RECYCLING OPERATIONS STUDY   
 

OVERVIEW AND UPDATES 
 

The results of this study may not highlight all of the risks/exposures, process gaps, revenue 
enhancements and/or expense reductions which could exist.  Items reported are those which could 
be assessed within the scheduled timeframe, and overall organization’s data-mining results. The 
execution of the Office of Financial and Program Audit (OFPA’s) studies are facilitated through 
various processes such as; sample selections whereby documents are selected and support 
documentation is requested for compliance and other testing attributes. There are several types 
of studies performed by OFPA, e.g.; performance, operational, financial, compliance, and etc. To 
that end, it is important to note; OFPA staff reserves the option to perform a holistic financial and 
analytical data-mining process on all data for the organization being reviewed where 
appropriate.  This practice is most often employed to perform reviews for highly transactional 
studies. 
 

The purpose of this study was to execute a performance review on the Refuse Collection & 
Recycling Operations performed by the Department of Public Works and Environmental Services 
(DPWES). The Solid Waste Management Program (SWMP) division within DPWES is responsible 
for the management of these functions. This study included (but not limited to) reviews of; routes, 
availability of services, internal costs, efficiency, asset management, asset recognition and etc. The 
period of review for this study was FY 2018. OFPA with the assistance of SWMP compiled FY 
2018 Refuse Collection & Recycling statistical data in the table below: 
 

 
 
While the collection vehicles are operated by SWMP staff, the vehicles are maintained by the 
Department of Vehicle Services (DVS). Refuse, recycling and yard waste collection services are 
provided to a small number of constituents that live in the designated sanitary districts. For 
constituents residing outside of the sanitary districts, neighborhood approved private hauling 
services are available. While the County does not contract with private haulers for collections, the 
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County does approve which private haulers can perform services. It is important to note that no 
financial or contractual relationship exist between the County and the private haulers.  
 

OFPA obtained several sources of data from SWMP, DVS & Department of Finance (DOF) to 

select samples and perform substantive testing. Testing was performed on several areas to 

include; revenues for services provided, vehicle maintenance costs, part warranties, asset 

depreciation and recognition, route assessments, vehicle inventory, and other attributes.  

 

The SWMP Refuse Collection and Recycling Routes are predetermined approved sanitary districts 

which preclude outside companies from providing service in these areas.  County customers 

residing in sanitary districts that chose to use outside service providers will continue to be billed by 

the County for refuse and collection services. SWMP provides services to a select group of CAR 

(County Agency Routes). These customers include; County facilities, FCPS facilities, County 

recreation facilities, and etc.  These routes are a small block of business comparatively and have 

little effect on SWMP profitability. Based on the operational structure of route assignment, OFPA 

will pass further study work in this area.   Below tables represent the analytics for this section of 

the review:  
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At the time of this study, no data exist to perform a Cost Benefit Analysis re: County versus 

Outside Provider performing refuse collections. Additionally, no benchmarking data was 

available from SWMP or through research at the time of this study. Benchmarking and Cost 

Benefit Analysis re:  County versus Outside Providers, may be performed at a later date as 

standalone studies.  

 

OFPA performed several onsite visits & interviewed SWMP/DVS staff to understand the nature of 

the operations related to the Refuse Collection & Recycling functions. We have identified 

observations and recommendations based on this review. The areas identified for potential 

enhancements are detailed in further in this document. 

 

OBJECTIVES AND RESULTS 
 

Business Objectives Study Assessments 

Expensed Repairs Under Warranty Unsatisfactory 

Refuse & Collection Cost Recovery Needs Improvement 

Part Inventory Maintained by the SWMP Needs Improvement 

Contractor Repair Invoices Not Sent to DVS Needs Improvement 

Approvals for Non-Preventative Repairs  Needs Improvement 

SWMP Fleet Inventory Records Satisfactory 

 

Performance Summary 

Good Controls Performance Enhancements 

• Based on the tested sample, SWMP fleet 

inventory records reconcile to DOF Fixed 

Asset Register. 

• Based on our sample tested, there are 

instances whereby parts under warranty 

are expensed resulting in additional costs 

to the County.  

• The charge per home rate for collection 

services has consistently been lower than 

the operating cost per home. This has 

resulted in shortfalls in revenue and costs to 

the County.  
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Performance Summary 

Good Controls Performance Enhancements 

• No inventory register for parts maintained 

by SWMP exist.  

• No process exist that requires agencies to 

forward copies of invoices received for 

outside contractor repairs on equipment. 

• No process exist that requires agencies’ 

approval for high dollar repairs prior to 

work being performed by DVS.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OBSERVATIONS AND ACTION PLANS 

 

The following table(s) detail observation(s) and recommendation(s) from this study along with 

management’s action plan(s) to address these issue(s).  
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EXPENSED REPAIRS UNDER WARRANTY 

Risk Ranking HIGH 

 

A targeted randomized sample of refuse fleet maintenance work orders were reviewed using several 

test attributes.  These attributes are detailed in the testing table on Appendix A.  The notable results of 

this testing was, 5 out of 10 (or 50%) of the vehicles repairs were expensed while under warranty. The 

sample expensed amount, which could have been covered under warranty was $20,466.04 (or ~44%) 

within FY18.  While the observation addresses the initial cash outlay, there are potentially additional 

losses as the existing part warranty is voided by the above-mentioned process.  Per DVS, these repairs 

were requested by SWMP staff to expedite the repair to get the equipment back into service as soon as 

possible.   

 

Recommendation 

 

Given the operational expediency need, we recommend that expedited repairs are logged separately 

over the next year. Upon completion of the data collection, the data should be reviewed to identify 

similarities in the repairs to build out the routine maintenance procedure to address these failures.  

Subsequent to this analysis, these operational expediency needs should be preapproved by operations, 

fleet and maintenance leadership personnel, asserting the absolute need in order to avoid service 

disruption. This process should be weighed against the future purchase of extended warranties.  These 

analysis could assist staff in decreasing operational immediate cash outlays and other tangible benefits 

(warranties).  

 

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

 

John Kellas 

Hans Christensen 

Tim Dickson 

Marguerite Guarino 

Daniel Gonzalez 

1st March 2020 

 

John.Kellas@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Han.Christensen@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Timothy.Dickson@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Marguerite.Guarino@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Daniel.Gonzalez@FairfaxCounty.gov 

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

SWMP proposes the following corrective action:  It is proposed that SWMP provide internal 

communication to DVS senior management that any authorizations to waive or expense warranty work 

on any SWMP vehicle maintained by DVS be submitted in writing to the designated DVS contact by 

the SWMP Vehicle Coordinator or Division Director of Operations.  No other authorizations will be 

permitted.  Further to this process, a log of these repairs will be maintained to identify similarities to 

build out routine repairs maintenance procedures. This communication will be provided by March1, 

2019.     
 

mailto:John.Kellas@FairfaxCounty.gov
mailto:Timothy.Dickson@FairfaxCounty.gov
mailto:Marguerite.Guarino@FairfaxCounty.gov
mailto:Daniel.Gonzalez@FairfaxCounty.gov
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REFUSE & COLLECTION COST RECOVERY 

Risk Ranking MEDIUM 

A review of the Refuse & Collection revenue versus the operating cost revealed Actual & Budgeted 

Shortfalls between FY16 thru FY18 actuals, FY19 & FY20 budgets.  SWMP is an Enterprise/Special 

Revenue Fund which is designed to be financially self-sustaining. The most recent fiscal year actuals 

(FY18) reflect a $1,957,764 shortfall between costs and revenues. The table below provides further 

details regarding the shortfalls: 

 

 
While the SWMP has projected increases in the charge per home rate in FY19 & FY20, there are still 

estimated shortfalls of revenues received.  Management did advise us of initiatives over the past years to 

gradually increase rates to reduce shortfalls between costs and revenues.  Making an annual increase 

per home of $20 the first year of change would generate ~$981K in additional revenue and reduce the 

shortfall by approximately half.   

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend analytics are performed on shortfalls between operational costs and the related 

operational revenues as a tool for proposing rate increases.  This exercise should be employed annually 

with the goal of reducing revenue shortfalls to a level decided by the SWMP management.  We 

recommended a proposal (based on these analytics) re: increase in charge per home rate are created 

and presented to the proper governing body, e.g. Board of Supervisors, for approval, adoption, or 

declination. 

 

Action Plan 
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Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

 

John Kellas 

Scott Patchan 

 

 

30th June 2019 

 

John.Kellas@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Scott.Patchan@FairfaxCounty.gov 

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

SWMP included a rate increase as part of its requested budget that was submitted to DMB in October 

2018. SWMP will continue to work with DMB as needed on this objective throughout the FY 2020 

budgetary adoption process. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:John.Kellas@FairfaxCounty.gov
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PART INVENTORY MAINTAINED BY THE SWMP 

Risk Ranking MEDIUM 

 

The SWMP maintains a limited part inventory.  Similar part inventory is maintained by DVS.  Both 

inventories are used for repairs to SWMP equipment.  At the time of this study, no inventory register or 

method of tracking was available for the part inventory maintained by SWMP.  During an onsite visit at 

the SWMP Newington Facility, we were informed that an inventory register has been suggested by 

SWMP management.  No quantification could be made on the count and/or dollar value in the absence 

of an inventory register.  Adequate inventory tracking and recording assurance cannot be made as to the 

security and proper accounting of the inventory.   

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend upon completion of the inventory register, a reconciliation is performed between the 

invoices, inventory relief and existence.  Consideration should be given to housing all SWMP parts 

inventory in a central location or developing a list of inventory items needed to expedite minor repairs.  

This process would assist in returning equipment to operations in the most expedient manner. The creation 

and implementation of an inventory tracking process for the items maintained, at the Newington 

Maintenance Facility, would enhance the security and tracking of these parts inventory, and potentially 

reduce redundancies in purchasing.   

 

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

 

John Kellas 

Hans Christensen 

Tim Dickson 

 

31st December 2019 

 

John.Kellas@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Han.Christensen@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Timothy.Dickson@FairfaxCounty.gov 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

SWMP concurs with the audit finding and will take action to implement the inventory system and 

internal controls as noted.  Inventoried parts will be tracked and recorded as used.  A manual 

inventory count will be completed on a recurring basis with a copy with periodic counts performed by 

the SWMP Financial Accounting Team.  Additionally, the parts area will be locked, with controlled 

access to managers and technicians only. SWMP will assess inventory IT systems and purchase one that 

best fits our needs.  These steps will be completed by December 31, 2019 and the process will be 

replicated at our other facilities.    

 

 
 

 

mailto:John.Kellas@FairfaxCounty.gov
mailto:Timothy.Dickson@FairfaxCounty.gov
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CONTRACTOR REPAIR INVOICES NOT SENT TO DVS 

Risk Ranking MEDIUM 

 

When repairs are performed by outside contractors for SWMP equipment, invoices are sent to SWMP. 

Not all invoice copies are forwarded to DVS for contractor work. A sample of SWMP work orders were 

selected to review maintenance records for completeness.  Of the records reviewed, 16 out of 20 (or 

80%) of the work orders support were not complete to include contractor invoices. Additionally, when 

performing the sample testing we noted several instances where the repairs were not recorded in M5 

(the Fleet Management System).  Maintaining complete maintenance records assist staff in properly 

maintaining SWMP equipment. OFPA discussed the viability of implementing a process whereby SWMP 

would provide copies of invoices received to DVS for work performed by outside contractors. DVS & 

SWMP were amenable to the process enhancement. The full testing sheet can be found on Appendix B. 
 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that SWMP & DVS liaise to implement a process for forwarding all contractor repair 

invoices to DVS.  Secondly, repair notes should be captured in M5 System. Lastly, incomplete work order 

packages (for existing equipment only), e.g. missing contractor invoices should be updated through a 

reconciliation process.   

 

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

 

John Kellas 

Hans Christensen 

Tim Dickson 

Marguerite Guarino 

Daniel Gonzalez 

31st July 2019 

 

John.Kellas@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Han.Christensen@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Timothy.Dickson@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Marguerite.Guarino@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Daniel.Gonzalez@FairfaxCounty.gov 

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

SWMP proposes the following corrective action:  SWMP will supply copies of all invoices for vehicles 

and equipment maintained by DVS to a designated contact. Further to this process all related invoice 

repairs will be copied by DVS in the M5 system.  See Scott. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

mailto:John.Kellas@FairfaxCounty.gov
mailto:Timothy.Dickson@FairfaxCounty.gov
mailto:Marguerite.Guarino@FairfaxCounty.gov
mailto:Daniel.Gonzalez@FairfaxCounty.gov
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APPROVALS FOR NON-PREVENTATIVE REPAIRS 

Risk Ranking LOW 

 

Not all SWMP high dollar equipment repairs performed by DVS are pre-approved by SWMP. 

Approving the repairs in advance will assist operations management in making decisions, e.g.; repair 

versus replace, manage agency spend, and reduce challenges to charges incurred.  While our limited 

sample did not reveal any unapproved work orders, during our site visit SWMP & DVS staff informed us 

that not all these types of repairs were pre-approved.  Also during our onsite meeting and target search, 

we were provided with data that allowed us to extrapolate the potential work load associated with 

SWMP pre-approving high dollar equipment repairs; 8 high dollar repairs for one month, ~96 per year.  

DVS & SWMP were amenable to the process enhancement.   
 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that SWMP & DVS liaise to implement a process for pre-approval by SWMP of high 

dollar equipment repairs. This enhancement could assist operations management in making decisions, e.g.; 

repair versus replace, manage agency spend, and reduce challenges to charges incurred.   

 

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

 

John Kellas 

Hans Christensen 

Tim Dickson 

Marguerite Guarino 

Daniel Gonzalez 

31st January 2019 

 

John.Kellas@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Han.Christensen@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Timothy.Dickson@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Marguerite.Guarino@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Daniel.Gonzalez@FairfaxCounty.gov 

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

SWMP proposes the following corrective action:  All repairs of SWMP equipment and vehicles 

maintained by DVS by an outside third party vendor or DVS that exceed $5,000 must be pre-

approved in writing (e-mail accepted) by the SWMP Vehicle Coordinator or Division Director of 

Operations.  No work exceeding $5,000 shall be authorized without this approval.  This process will 

begin immediately. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

mailto:John.Kellas@FairfaxCounty.gov
mailto:Timothy.Dickson@FairfaxCounty.gov
mailto:Marguerite.Guarino@FairfaxCounty.gov
mailto:Daniel.Gonzalez@FairfaxCounty.gov
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CONNECTOR BUS ROUTE EVALUATION STUDY   
 

OVERVIEW AND UPDATES 
 

The results of this study may not highlight all of the risks/exposures, process gaps, revenue 
enhancements and/or expense reductions which could exist.  Items reported are those which could 
be assessed within the scheduled timeframe, and overall organization’s data-mining results. The 
execution of the Office of Financial and Program Audit (OFPA’s) studies are facilitated through 
various processes such as; sample selections whereby documents are selected and support 
documentation is requested for compliance and other testing attributes. There are several types 
of studies performed by OFPA, e.g.; performance, operational, financial, compliance, and etc. To 
that end, it is important to note; OFPA staff reserves the option to perform a holistic financial and 
analytical data-mining process on all data for the organization being reviewed where 
appropriate.  This practice is most often employed to perform reviews for highly transactional 
studies. 
 

The purpose of this study was to execute a performance review of the Connector Bus operations 
managed by the Fairfax County Department of Transportation (FCDOT). This study included, (but 
not limited to) reviews of; ridership, availability of services, internal costs, efficiency, quality, asset 
management and etc. The period of review for this study was FY 2018. OFPA with the assistance 
of FCDOT compiled FY18 Connector Bus statistics in the table below: 
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Connector Bus on-time-performance (OTP) was reviewed in this study. The FCDOT target OTP is 
85%. Below we have highlighted the routes that fell below 75% OTP in our sample. The full 
testing sheet can be found in Appendix C.   FCDOT staff did inform OFPA, this was an in-house 
standard and it is aggressive. Further to that process, OTP is being addressed in the Transit 
Development Plan (TDP).  Given this information, OFPA will pass further study work in this area. 
 

 
 
OFPA benchmarked the Connector Bus system to similar jurisdictions’ transit bus systems. The 
jurisdictions selected for benchmarking included; Montgomery County, MD (Ride-On), Hampton 
Roads, VA (Hampton Roads Transit) and San Diego, CA (North County Transit). OFPA selected 
these jurisdictions as they were utilized in the most recent FCDOT 2016 TDP for similar 
comparisons. This analysis was performed utilizing FY 2017 Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
data which was the most recent file released at the time of our review. The FTA collects data from 
all transit systems operating in the country. OFPA developed several tables which detail 
comparative data such as; farebox recovery ratio, transit cost per hour, passengers per hour, 
operating cost per passenger, cost per passenger mile and etc. The tables are listed below: 
 

FY 2017 Aggregate Transit System Metrics 
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FY 2017 Farebox Recovery Ratio 
 

 

 
FY 2017 Transit Cost Per Hour 
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FY 2017 Passengers Per Hour 
 

 
 

 

 

 

FY 2017 Operating Cost Per Passenger 
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FY 2017 Cost Per Passenger Mile 
 

 

 

FCDOT partnered with Fairfax County Public Schools (FCPS) in FY16 and developed a Student 

Bus Pass Program. This program offers free Connector Bus ridership to Fairfax County middle & 

high school students throughout the County. The schools distribute these free passes to students 

through an approval process. The passes can be utilized between 5am-10pm, seven days per 

week. The below table provides FY18 student ridership data along with the opportunity cost of 

providing this free service: 

 

 
 

Comparative transit (bus) data shows the County’s farebox recovery ratio at 13 cents and 

passengers per hour at 11. The last increase to the county Connector bus fares was 25th June 

2017.  Therefore, we are not recommending a fare increase in this report. There is a direct 

correlation between; cost of operations and farebox collections. FCDOT has several active 

campaigns designed to increase ridership. The benchmarked farebox recovery ratio and 

passengers per hour are listed in the table below.  Complete benchmarking data is provided in 

the narrative. Given this information, OFPA will pass further study work in this area. 
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While most County vehicles are maintained by the Department of Vehicle Services, the Connector 

buses are managed by FCDOT. FCDOT contracts with a vendor (MV Transportation, Inc.) to 

perform the driving, maintenance and other functions associated with the Connector Buses as 

required by the contract. MV Transportation, Inc. has been contracted with the County since 2009. 

MV Transportation owns all part inventory related to the maintenance of the Connector Buses, 

therefore no testing was performed on parts. Currently FCDOT has three operating divisions in 

the County; Huntington, West Ox and Herndon. These operating divisions are assigned routes 

whereby Connector Bus services are provided. While the Connector Buses run daily throughout the 

County, not all routes provide services each day.  

 

OFPA obtained several sources of data from FCDOT & DOF to select samples and perform 

substantive testing. Testing performed on the Connector Bus system included; asset depreciation 

and recognition, route assessments, on-time performance, ridership capacity versus actual 

ridership, farebox collections and bank deposits, invoices from MV Transportation, farebox 

revenue reconciliations, benchmarking to comparable jurisdictions and other attributes.  

 

OFPA interviewed FCDOT staff to understand the nature of the operations related to the 

Connector Bus system. We have identified observations and recommendations based on this 

review. The areas identified for potential enhancements are detailed in further in this document. 
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OBJECTIVES AND RESULTS 
 

Business Objectives Study Assessments 

Farebox Collections & Bank Deposits Needs Improvement 

Farebox Revenue Audit Frequency Needs Improvement 

Farebox Revenue Collection Reconciliations Needs Improvement 

Transit Development Methodology Enhancement Needs Improvement 

FCDOT Fleet Inventory Records Satisfactory 

 

Performance Summary 

Good Controls Performance Enhancements 

• Based on the tested sample, FCDOT fleet 

inventory records reconcile to DOF Fixed 

Asset Register.  

• Variances exist between monies recorded 

in the Farebox Collection System and bank 

deposits at Wells Fargo.  

• FCDOT farebox collection audits were last 

performed over three years past.  

• Unreconciled balances exist for each 

farebox revenue collection monthly 

reconciliation.  

• Connector bus actual ridership is below 

capacity on all routes reviewed in our 

sample. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OBSERVATIONS AND ACTION PLANS 

 

The following table(s) detail observation(s) and recommendation(s) from this study along with 

management’s action plan(s) to address these issue(s).  
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FAREBOX COLLECTIONS AND BANK DEPOSITS 

Risk Ranking MEDIUM 

Farebox Collection data and Wells Fargo deposits for these monies vary in every month reviewed.  The 

deposits are both higher and lower than collections. Revenues garnered for Connector Bus services in 

FY18 were ~$10.9M (44% cash & 56% SmarTrip revenue). The Connector Bus farebox collections are 

netted against the charges for MV Transportation for contracted services.  The monies netted against the 

MV Transportation charges, which reduces the invoice, are the farebox Collections.  MV Transportation 

service charges to FCDOT are paid in advance offsetting revenue from two months prior. Every invoice 

reviewed reflected differences between the farebox collections and the related deposits in Wells Fargo 

Bank. While MV Transportation performs the service and maintenance for FCDOT, the courier contract is 

between MV Transportation and Dunbar.  Also, the Connector Bus farebox revenue is collected using an 

outside system.  The full testing sheet can be found in Appendix D. The below table provides aggregate 

figures for the variances between farebox collections and deposits by overage and underage: 

 

 
 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend FCDOT coordinate with the appropriate parties to identify and document the variances 

between the collections and deposits.  This process should be performed at a frequency as deemed 

appropriate by the agency head on the current FCDOT staffing level. Additionally, this process could 

provide FCDOT reasonable assurance of the accuracy of the Farebox Revenue versus amounts deposited 

by Wells Fargo. These deposits could serve as an additional verification (while not absolute) of the 

collection of County funds. 

 

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 
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Tom Biesiadny 

Dwayne Pelfrey 

 

Prior to 31st December 2019 

 

Tom.Biesiadny@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Dwayne.Pelfrey@FairfaxCounty.gov 

 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

Farebox counts and bank deposits generally do not match exactly, due to equipment issues and timing 
of farebox probes and bank deposits.  Industry-wide this variance is around 1%.  The Fairfax 
Connector’s variance is about 1.5% averaged over a six year period.  The Connector has a “hands 
off” cash collection system in which farebox vaults are removed from the farebox and emptied 
directly into a vault that is transported to the bank by an armored car service.  Contractor staff have 
no access to cash during this process.  It is also worth noting that cash is a declining revenue source for 
the Fairfax Connector, since most fares are paid with electronic SmarTrip cards.  Currently, 44% of the 
$10.9 million in annual Fairfax Connector fare revenue is collected in cash.   

 
The County contract with MV Transportation ensures that cash revenue credits due the county per the 
GFI farebox reporting system are applied at 100% to invoices.  Any cash discrepancies between the 
farebox counts and the bank deposits are the responsibility of MV Transportation.  Negative 
variances in cash collections do not impact the county budget, due to the structure of the contract.  
Therefore, they present a low risk to the County.  Additionally, positive variances in cash collections 
are returned to the County.  FCDOT will work with MV Transportation to review their contract with 
armored car services, including a review of process controls. 
 

FCDOT expects to award a new contract for the operation of the Fairfax Connector by June 2019.  

As part of the implementation of the new contract, FCDOT will review all cash collection procedures 

with the new contractor and estimate a timeframe for more detailed audits of cash collections and 

reconciliations. 
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FAREBOX REVENUE AUDIT FREQUENCY 

Risk Ranking MEDIUM 

 

Given that variances occur every billing cycle between farebox collections and bank deposits, the 

FCDOT staff audit frequency should be increased. We are aware that audits are performed by FCDOT, 

as per FCDOT the last audit was performed 21st October 2015, over three-years past.  The collection 

count audit performed by FCDOT revealed a de minimis difference of ~.1%.  This collection count audit 

was performed between the monies recorded in Farebox Collection System to the collection made by 

Dunbar. There does not appear to be an audit trail for farebox collections to the related Wells Fargo 

deposits.   
 

Recommendation 

 

Given that the farebox revenues in FY18 were ~$10.9M, (44% cash & 56% SmarTrip revenue) and the 

process of the contractor (MV Transportation) performing the collections, deposits, netting process 

(collections netted to charges), and the variances between current data provided by FCDOT, we 

recommend that FCDOT increase collection count audits by staff at a frequency as deemed appropriate 

by the agency head on the current FCDOT staffing level.  Additionally, the audit received by FCDOT 

was a collection count sheet. A more formalized audit approach, including farebox collections to farebox 

deposits, would assist staff in not only identifying count discrepancies, it would also assist staff in 

identifying control breakdowns.  These process enhancements could serve in assisting staff in gaining 

reasonable assurance of the accuracy of the collections and timely identification of process gaps.  

 

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

 

Tom Biesiadny 

Dwayne Pelfrey 

 

31st December 2019 

 

Tom.Biesiadny@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Dwayne.Pelfrey@FairfaxCounty.gov 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

FCDOT agrees with the recommendation to increase audit frequency and to improve the audit 
approach, and welcomes OFPA’s suggestions for improving the approach.  The Coordination and 
Funding Division and the Transit Services Division will work together with MV Transportation (who has 
primary responsibility for cash discrepancies) to review cash collection procedures and estimate a 
frequency for more detailed audits of cash collections and reconciliations.    
 

FCDOT expects to award a new contract for the operation of the Fairfax Connector by June 2019.  

As part of the implementation of the new contract, FCDOT will review all cash collection procedures 

with the new contractor and estimate a timeframe for most detailed audits of cash collections and 

reconciliations. 
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FAREBOX REVENUE COLLECTION RECONCILIATIONS 

Risk Ranking LOW 

 

Farebox collection reconciliations are performed monthly by FCDOT.  Reconciling items remain unresolved 

and carried forward.  This process limits the efforts to verify the accuracy of farebox collections. Our 

review of the sample of monthly reconciliations revealed variances for each month. Efforts should be 

made by FCDOT staff to reconcile all items prior to the completion of each monthly reconciliation process. 

The below tables provide further details of the monthly reconciliations reviewed: 

 

 
 

Recommendation 

 

Given the frequency of the variances by operating divisions, efforts should be made to reconcile the 

unreconciled balances by operating divisions. This process should be performed at a frequency as 

deemed appropriate by the agency head on the current FCDOT staffing level.  This information should 

also be used to address discrepancies and process gaps for one time fixes.     

 

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

 

Tom Biesiadny 

Dwayne Pelfrey 

 

31st December 2019 

 

Tom.Biesiadny@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Dwayne.Pelfrey@FairfaxCounty.gov 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

Reasonable variances are typical in the industry.  Factors impacting accuracy include fare box 
maintenance and age, use of foreign currency, slugs, accuracy of bill mechanisms, vault system 
handling processes that may allocate cash to the wrong division, and most recently the reassignment of 
bus routes to various divisions during major construction projects. FCDOT agrees the current 
reconciliation method should be enhanced and include additional documentation to the 
process.   FCDOT will make improvements to the current reconciliation process.  With input received 

mailto:Tom.Biesiadny@FairfaxCounty.gov
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from the OFPA, FCDOT should be able to implement the improved process in the next month and 
continue this process with the new contractor.   

FCDOT expects to award a new contract for the operation of the Fairfax Connector by June 2019.  

As part of the implementation of the new contract, FCDOT will review all cash collection procedures 

with the new contractor and estimate a timeframe for most detailed audits of cash collections and 

reconciliations. 
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TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT METHODOLOGY ENHANCEMENT 

Risk Ranking LOW 

 

A Route Assessment Methodology has been implemented, transit statistics are presented to the Joint 

Planning and Operations Committee through the TDP.  While the TDP does address maximum bus 

capacity, we did not identify areas addressing under capacity in this plan. The table below provides 

detailed information re: capacity versus actual ridership for the routes reviewed: 

 

 
 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend that the TDP is updated to include assessing Connector Bus routes where ridership is 

below bus capacity. This assessment process should be performed periodically, by system and/or routes, 

in time intervals as deemed appropriate by the agency on the current FCDOT staffing level. This 

information should be used in the overall route evaluation process. 

 

Action Plan 

Point of Contact Target Implementation Date Email Address 

 

Tom Biesiadny 

Dwayne Pelfrey 

 

On-going 

 

Tom.Biesiadny@FairfaxCounty.gov 

Dwayne.Pelfrey@FairfaxCounty.gov 
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MANAGEMENT RESPONSE:   

The methodology used in this capacity analysis is not one that is typically used in the transit industry. 
Capacity analysis are normally examined by reviewing peak load factors and other measures of utilization 
such as passenger per mile or per hour and overall ridership.  Typically, transit systems would not want 
capacity to exactly equal or exceed demand.  If it did, the transit system would likely be turning riders away. 
In addition, although mid-day and evening services might not be as well used, the existence mid-day and late 
night service is often important to ensuring/encouraging peak period ridership.   In addition, even routes 
performing on the lower spectrum of ridership may provide critical services to special populations, including 
seniors, low income and transit dependent populations, and persons with disabilities.  Services to these 
communities are given further analysis as required under the provisions of Title VI. These routes may also 
serve a significant facility, such as a hospital, regional mall or recreation center.   
 
For fixed route transit to be a viable alternative to single occupant vehicles, bus service designs must have a 
desired level of frequency and span to provide customers with flexibility in travel options while meeting 
demand.  Low service levels typically have further negative impacts on ridership and, as a result, increase 
traffic congestion.  FCDOT agrees that routes with lower utilization must be reviewed routinely and currently 
has processes in place to do so.  (This process is described in more detail below).   
 
FCDOT has adopted a route optimization methodology for regular evaluation of performance at the route 
and system level.  The process includes review of several key performance metrics, including passenger 
utilization and capacity.  New technologies implemented with the Intelligent Transportation System have 
increased the data available for analysis and improved FCDOT’s focus on key performance measures.  With 
expanded data capability, FCDOT has developed an improved strategic approach to planning which will result 
in improved recommendations to the Board. The route optimization planning process and improved data 
analytics have been fully integrated into the larger Transit Development Planning (TDP) process.   
 
The TDP must be updated once every five years.  To address this requirement, FCDOT has divided the 
Connector service area into five regions.  During each five year period, the FCDOT team will review the routes 
in each of these regions.  As part of this review, FCDOT seeks to optimize routes to make them more efficient 
and to increase ridership.  Poor performing routes are either modified or recommended for elimination.  
Currently, FCDOT is evaluating all routes in the Reston-Herndon area as part of the Silver Line Phase II bus 
service plan development.  FCDOT expects to bring these recommends to the Board for consideration in 
Spring 2020.  
 
In addition, FCDOT is also evaluating routes in the Franconia-Springfield area.  Data collection and initial 
public outreach are complete.  The FCDOT team is developing route alternative to present to the public for 
feedback.  FCDOT expects to bring recommendations to the Board for consideration in Spring 2020. 
 
All Fairfax Connector routes are evaluated at least once every five years. 
 
Finally, the transit industry is changing significantly.  Transportation Network Companies (Uber, Lyft, etc.), 
transportation demand management strategies (telework, alternative work schedules, etc.) and technology 
advances, in general, are affecting transit ridership and transit service development.   On October 2, 2018, 
FCDOT presented information to the Board Transportation Committee regarding the regional Bus 
Transformation Project and the Fairfax Connector’s efforts to evaluate alternative service approaches.  
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Recommendation from both of these efforts will be presented to the Board as these study efforts are 
completed later in 2019. 
 
FCDOT spent more than 220 hours preparing information for OFPA for this effort, explaining current practices 
and responding to the auditor’s recommendations.   
 
OFPA:  Management’s response does not appear to address the spirit of the recommendation as this 

recommendation speaks more to under capacity, equipment use and reducing operating costs. Of the 14 

out of 15 (or ~93%) routes reviewed, routes ridership under capacity ranged between ~100,000 to 

~1,000,000 annually. I am personally aware of complex transit entities use of capacity analysis to address 

the areas described in the preceding sentence. Further to this issue, the staff hour compilation has not been 

verified by OFPA and no documented records appears to exist to support this comment. 
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PRIOR PERIOD RECOMMENDATIONS  

Selected for Discussion 
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PRIOR PERIOD RECOMMENDATIONS 

Implemented 
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In Progress 
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Implementation Not Started 
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INQUIRIES TO OFPA 
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APPENDICIES 
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APPENDIX B 
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APPENDIX C 
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APPENDIX D 

 

 



 
Fairfax County 

Office of Financial and Program Audit 
 

 
58 of 62| P a g e  

 

LIST OF ACRONYMS 
AC Audit Committee 

BOS Board of Supervisors 

CAFR Comprehensive Annual Financial Report 

CAR County Agency Routes 

CY Calendar Year 

DMB Department of Management and Budget 

DOF Department of Finance 

DPWES Department of Public Works and Environmental Services 

DVS Department of Vehicle Services 

FCDOT Fairfax County Department of Transportation 

FCPS Fairfax County Public Schools 

FTA Federal Transit Administration 

FY Fiscal Year 

OFPA Office of Financial and Program Audit 

OTP On Time Performance 

SWMP Solid Waste Management Program 

TDP Transit Development Plan 

Y-T-D Year to Date 
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ADDENDUM SHEET 

OFPA (February 2019 /Agency Report and/or Debriefing) 

2/12/2019 

The table below lists discussions from the Audit Committee. 

Location in Document Comments 
  
  

  

  

  
 

~End~ 
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