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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

ROCHESTER-GENESEE REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 
SELECTED FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND 
OPERATING PRACTICES 

 
SCOPE OF AUDIT 

 
he Rochester-Genesee Regional Transportation Authority (Authority), which 
owns and operates 365 buses and vans, provides fixed-route public transit 

services, as well as mandated services for the disabled, in and around the City of 
Rochester and in four adjacent counties.  Authority management reports to an 
11-member Board of Commissioners.  The Authority’s subsidiaries include 
Regional Transit Service, Inc. (RTS), which provides bus services for Rochester; 
Lift Line, Inc., which provides services to supplement RTS operations; and four 
regional bus companies. RTS, the largest of the Authority’s subsidiaries, has a 
fleet of 252 buses and operates its own bus maintenance department to service 
and repair these vehicles.  Other Authority subsidiaries contract for maintenance 
services.  RTS uses a computerized bus maintenance system to track 
maintenance activities.  The Authority employs about 723 staff.  For the 2003-04 
fiscal year, the Authority budgeted about $6 million to pay wages and fringe 
benefits for 65 RTS mechanics, and $2.5 million for parts and repairs.  
 
In compliance with the Public Authorities Law (Law), the Authority has 
established procurement guidelines that include requirements for bid analysis, 
documentation and Board approval of contracts.  Authority expenditure 
guidelines require staff to verify that goods and services are received and 
invoiced according to contract terms, and that payment of invoices is authorized 
and approved by designated management personnel. 
 
Our audit addressed the following questions about selected Authority financial 
management and operating practices for the period April 1, 2000 through May 4, 
2003: 
 

• Does the Authority perform bus maintenance efficiently and effectively? 
 
• Has the Authority established adequate controls over procurement, vendor 

payments and ticket sales? 
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• Does the Authority provide timely annual reports to State oversight 
agencies? 

 

AUDIT OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
e found the Authority cannot determine whether RTS does maintenance 
tasks efficiently and effectively because RTS does not have reliable data 

about its maintenance activities, and has no productivity standards to measure its 
maintenance performance.  RTS may also be paying more than it should in 
mechanic overtime costs.  We also found that the Authority does not always 
comply with its expenditure and procurement guidelines, and has not provided 
complete and timely reports to oversight agencies. 
 
To ensure RTS performs maintenance services at the most economical cost, 
Authority and RTS management need reliable information about maintenance 
activities to be able to monitor and measure those activities.  However, we found 
information on the RTS computerized bus maintenance system, which should 
show mechanics’ labor times for bus repairs and inspections, was incomplete 
and inaccurate.  For example, our test of a sample of 18 mechanics’ time records 
over a one-week period showed that mechanics had entered only 66 of the 854 
hours (8 percent) they had worked, according to timekeeping records.  Because 
the maintenance system contains so little data, and is not integrated with the 
timekeeping or parts inventory systems, RTS managers cannot use it to monitor 
maintenance activities.  We were advised that RTS budgets for a consistent 
amount of overtime work from year to year. However, we concluded that RTS 
could save nearly $130,000 a year by hiring more mechanics, and paying them 
to work these hours at the regular pay rate.  RTS could also save about 
$105,000 a year by doing its preventive maintenance inspections according to 
schedule, rather than ahead of schedule.  Finally, we found RTS managers have 
not developed standards that could be used to measure service effectiveness or 
efficiency, and do not know how long mechanics actually take to do repairs or 
inspections.  We recommend that RTS managers implement a reliable integrated 
bus maintenance system; analyze overtime costs to optimize mechanic staff 
numbers; and do preventive maintenance inspections according to schedules 
based on manufacturers’ maintenance intervals. The Authority should also 
develop service performance standards and use them to measure bus 
maintenance performance.  (See pp. 13-23) 
 
Authority expenditure and procurement guidelines help ensure that only 
legitimate and allowable expenses are paid, and that contracts are properly 
approved and reported, as required by Law.  RTS also has procedures to control 
inventories of bus passes, which are sold at various sites in Rochester.  
However, we found the Authority paid professional fees that were inappropriately 
charged to Federal grants, or were not supported.  The Authority did not include 
all required contracts in its procurement contract report, and could not properly 
account for bus pass sales at one site.  These problems occurred because staff 
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did not comply with guidelines, or because the Authority had not developed 
control procedures to prevent or detect the problems.  In addition, the Authority 
did not submit timely and complete annual reports to State oversight agencies, 
as mandated by Article 9 of the Law.  We recommend that the Authority improve 
its controls over the financial management functions we reviewed, and that 
Authority managers submit complete and timely annual reports.  (See pp. 25-31) 
 

COMMENTS OF AUTHORITY OFFICIALS 
 

 draft copy of this report was provided to Authority officials for their review 
and comment.  Authority officials believe that our report does not recognize 

the Authority’s achievements.  Nevertheless, they agree to implement our 
recommendations.  Their comments have been considered in preparing this final 
report, and are included as Appendix B. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Background 

n 1969 Article 5, Title 11-B of the Public Authorities Law 
established the Rochester-Genesee Regional Transportation 

Authority (Authority).  Its purpose is to continue, further develop, 
and improve transportation and related services in the 
Rochester area. A Chief Executive Officer manages the 
Authority.  Management reports to an 11-member Board of 
Commissioners (Board). The Authority, which owns and 
operates 365 buses and vans, provides fixed-route public transit 
services, as well as mandated services for the disabled, in and 
around the City of Rochester and in four counties. The Authority 
also provides shuttle bus services and serves as administrative 
host of the Genesee Transportation Council. 
 
The Authority’s subsidiaries include Regional Transit Service, 
Inc. (RTS), which provides fixed-route service in and around the 
City of Rochester; Lift Line, Inc., which provides paratransit 
service to supplement RTS operations; four regional bus 
companies (Batavia Bus Service, Inc.; Livingston Area 
Transportation Service, Inc.; Wayne Area Transportation 
Service, Inc.; and Wyoming Transportation Service, Inc.) and 
the Genesee Transportation Council Staff, Inc., which 
processes transactions for the Genesee Transportation Council. 
 
RTS, the largest of the Authority’s subsidiaries, has a fleet of 
252 buses and operates its own maintenance department to 
service and repair these vehicles.  RTS uses a computerized 
bus maintenance system to track maintenance activities. RTS 
also uses the bus maintenance system to track accumulated 
mileage per vehicle and to schedule regular preventive 
maintenance. 
 
In compliance with the Public Authorities Law (Law), the 
Authority established procurement guidelines for awarding, 
monitoring and reporting on its procurement contracts for goods 
and services.  The guidelines, as amended in May 2002, include 
requirements for bid analysis, documentation and Board 
approval of contracts.  Authority expenditure guidelines require 
that staff verify that goods and services are received and 
invoiced according to contract terms, and that payment of 
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invoices is authorized and approved by designated 
management personnel. 
 
In 1998, the Authority undertook the Rochester Central Station 
Project (Project) to centralize and coordinate bus service in the 
City of Rochester.  The Authority has received Federal and 
State grant monies to design and do preliminary assessments 
for this Project.  The Authority has incurred significant 
expenditures for Project-related professional services, including 
those for legal, engineering design and construction 
management. 
 
In 2001, the Authority established the Greater Rochester 
Community Transportation Foundation (Foundation) to promote 
public transportation and to enhance the Authority’s ability to 
provide free transportation service for charitable organizations. 
Through March 31, 2003, the Foundation’s revenue and 
expenses were about $80,000 and $50,000, respectively, and it 
had awarded 27 grants totaling about $18,000.  
 
For the State fiscal year ended March 31, 2002, the Authority 
reported $27.8 million in operating revenue, $20.6 million in 
Federal, State and local subsidies and $378,000 in investment 
and other non-operating income.  The Authority’s operating 
expenses and depreciation for this period totaled $53.7 million, 
resulting in a net deficit of $4.9 million.  The Authority employs 
about 723 full-time and part-time staff. For the 2003-04 fiscal 
year, the Authority budgeted about $6 million to pay wages and 
fringe benefits for 65 RTS mechanics, and $2.5 million for parts 
and repairs. 
 

Audit Scope, Objectives and Methodology  
 

e audited selected financial management and operating 
practices at the Authority for the period of April 1, 2000, 

through May 4, 2003.  The objectives of our performance audit 
were to determine whether the Authority performs bus 
maintenance efficiently and effectively; maintains adequate 
controls over procurement, vendor payments and ticket sales; 
and provides timely annual reports to State oversight agencies.  
During this audit, we also reviewed the Authority’s decision-
making processes related to construction of the Rochester 
Central Station, as well as the Authority’s relationship with the 
Foundation and accountability for Foundation funds.  We report 
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our conclusions on these two issues separately in two audit 
reports (2003-S-34 and 2003-S-46).  
 
To accomplish our objectives, we interviewed Authority officials 
and reviewed laws, rules and regulations, Authority Board 
minutes, and various policies and procedures.  To verify 
mechanic work hours, we examined time records and bus 
maintenance system data for a judgmental sample of 18 RTS 
mechanics.  This sample was selected to be representative of 
all RTS mechanics, and comprised mechanics from each shift 
and each RTS work location.  We also reviewed RTS mechanic 
payroll costs, including overtime, for a three-year period.  In 
addition, we examined RTS preventive maintenance activities, 
and assessed the potential for developing productivity standards 
for all bus maintenance functions.  We contacted bus 
maintenance officials from the New York City Transit Authority, 
the Niagara Frontier Transportation Authority, and the Central 
New York Regional Transportation Authority, and reviewed bus 
maintenance standards provided by these authorities. 
 
We obtained an electronic database of the Authority’s cash 
disbursements for the period April 1, 2000 through October 31, 
2002.  We reviewed audited financial statements, budgets, 
budget status report for the Rochester Central Station project 
and related grant reimbursement requests.  We also reviewed 
the Authority’s Procurement Contract Report, procurement 
contracts, procurement files and vendor invoices.  To test 
controls over bus ticket sales, we reviewed daily sales reports 
from the Midtown Booth; physical inventories of bus passes; 
and bus passes issued to the Midtown Booth.  Further, we 
visited the Midtown Booth to review controls and perform a 
physical inventory of bus passes.  We also reviewed 
correspondence files maintained by the Office of the State 
Comptroller. 
 
We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards.  Such standards require that we 
plan and perform our audit to adequately assess those Authority 
operations within our audit scope.  Further, these standards 
require that we understand the Authority’s internal control 
structure and compliance with those laws, rules and regulations 
that are relevant to our audit scope.  An audit includes 
examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting transactions 
recorded in the accounting and operating records and applying 
such other auditing procedures as we consider necessary in the 
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circumstances.  An audit also includes assessing the estimates, 
judgments and decisions made by management.  We believe 
our audit provides a reasonable basis for our findings, 
conclusions and recommendations. 
 
In addition to being the State Auditor, the Comptroller performs 
certain other constitutionally and statutorily mandated duties as 
the chief fiscal officer of New York State, several of which are 
performed by the Division of State Services.  These include 
operating the State’s accounting system; preparing the State’s 
financial statements; and approving State contracts, refunds, 
and other payments.  In addition, the Comptroller appoints 
members to certain boards, commissions and public authorities, 
some of whom have minority voting rights.  These duties may 
be considered management functions for purposes of evaluating 
organizational independence under Generally Accepted 
Government Auditing Standards.  In our opinion, these 
management functions do not affect our ability to conduct 
independent audits of program performance. 
 

Internal Control and Compliance Summary 
 

ur consideration of the Authority’s internal control structure 
focused on the controls over expenditures for goods and 

services, procurement contracts, and bus pass sales at a booth 
in the Midtown Plaza.  We identified certain weaknesses in 
these controls, which are discussed in detail in the section of 
this report entitled Financial Management Practices.  
 

Response of Authority Officials to Audit 
 

e provided a draft copy of this report to Authority officials 
for their review and comment.  Their comments were 

considered in preparing this report, and are included as 
Appendix B. 
 
Within 90 days of the final release of this report, as required by 
Section 170 of the Executive Law, the Chairman of the 
Rochester-Genesee Regional Transportation Authority shall 
report to the Governor, the State Comptroller and the leaders of 
the Legislature and fiscal committees, advising what steps were 
taken to implement the recommendations contained herein, and 
where recommendations were not implemented, the reasons 
therefor. 

O 
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BUS MAINTENANCE 

 
TS, the largest of the Authority’s six subsidiaries, runs its 
own maintenance operations.  The Authority has budgeted 

$4.9 million for RTS maintenance payroll costs (65 RTS 
mechanics) for the 2003-04 fiscal year.  To ensure RTS 
provides efficient maintenance at the most economical cost, 
Authority and RTS management should at a minimum: 
 

• have reliable information about maintenance activities to 
measure and monitor bus maintenance operations; 

 
• staff bus maintenance operations cost-effectively; 
 
• do preventive maintenance on buses according to 

schedule; and 
 
• develop and use bus maintenance productivity 

standards.  
 
However, we found information on the RTS computerized bus 
maintenance system was incomplete and inaccurate, limiting 
the system’s usefulness in controlling maintenance activities.  
We also determined the Authority’s recent reduction in 
maintenance staff may not be cost-effective, since lower staffing 
has resulted in both higher overtime costs and higher overall 
payroll costs.  In addition, RTS incurs additional costs by 
performing routine maintenance more often than Authority 
standards require.  Further, the Authority has not developed 
productivity standards for bus maintenance.  To improve its 
maintenance operations, RTS should work to establish standard 
times for common bus repairs, and then compare actual labor 
times to these standards. 
 

Maintenance Management System 
 

TS should have a maintenance management information 
system that is integrated with its timekeeping and parts 

inventory systems to enable managers to track maintenance 
costs and activities by bus.  Reliable data from such a system 
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can provide an electronic history for each bus, and allow RTS 
managers to measure and monitor the effectiveness and 
efficiency of maintenance activities. 
 
RTS tracks the bus maintenance activities mechanics perform 
on a computerized bus maintenance system (maintenance 
system).  We tested the reliability of maintenance system data 
by comparing electronic data to source documents for 
maintenance activities and mechanics’ timekeeping records.  
We found that maintenance system data was incomplete and 
inaccurate.  Further, the maintenance system does not interface 
with either the timekeeping system or RTS’ automated parts 
inventory system.  As a result, RTS management cannot rely on 
this data to track or control bus maintenance activities. 
 
The source documents for the data on the maintenance system 
are trouble cards (which list the driver’s complaint and the 
mechanic’s work to resolve it), work orders for bus repairs, and 
inspection forms for routine preventive maintenance.  RTS 
officials indicated that all preventive maintenance and repair 
work done should be recorded on one of these source 
documents.  Officials told us that staff enter relevant job data 
from the source document (bus identification, date and type of 
work, mechanic(s) assigned, and labor time) into the 
maintenance system.  Staff then file the source document, by 
bus number, in the appropriate bus folder.  The RTS 
computerized timekeeping system records all employee hours 
worked for payroll purposes including mechanics’ overtime and 
time off which must be approved by maintenance supervisors.  
 
For the week ended May 4, 2003, we selected a judgmental 
sample of 18 mechanics that included a cross-section of 
Maintenance shops and titles.  For these mechanics we 
compared work hours on the maintenance system to work hours 
recorded on the timekeeping system and on source documents. 
  
According to timekeeping records, the 18 mechanics in our 
sample worked a total of 854 hours during this period. However, 
the maintenance system showed no time entries at all for 7 of 
the 18 mechanics, who worked a total of 295 hours.  Of the 559 
hours worked by the remaining 11 mechanics, only 98 hours 
were supported by source documents, and just 66 of these 98 
hours were entered on the maintenance system. Thus, the 
maintenance system showed only 66 of the 854 total hours (8 
percent) of paid work time for these 18 mechanics during our 
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sampled work week.  Based on this test, we concluded that 
information on the maintenance system is seriously deficient, 
and that RTS management cannot rely on it to provide bus 
history data or to track what their maintenance employees do. 
 
In response to this finding, RTS officials said that some 
maintenance work (e.g., time spent on road calls or specialty 
work, such as a transmission overhaul) is not recorded on 
source documents.  They also explained that mechanics enter 
the time they spend on work orders when the work is complete, 
not at the end of the shift or the end of the pay period.  Officials 
also noted that mechanics do not record time spent on 
diagnostic work if the repair requires parts that are not in stock 
(although related source documents should be in the bus 
folder), or the time spent doing very small repairs, such as 
changing a light bulb. These officials added that it was never the 
Authority’s intention to interface the timekeeping system with the 
maintenance system or the source documents, or to use this 
system to monitor mechanic productivity.  They instead rely on 
the maintenance supervisors to monitor and control the 
mechanics’ work and productivity. 
 
Thus, RTS officials appear to have minimal expectations of the 
maintenance system as a monitoring tool.  However, we believe 
the maintenance system could provide generally reliable data if 
employees complied with stated RTS requirements to use 
source documents and to enter all work time on the 
maintenance system.  Management needs this information to 
measure productivity and to make fully informed decisions about 
staffing and budgeting.  RTS officials said they consider the 
maintenance system antiquated, and plan to obtain a new 
system with special features (e.g., explosion diagrams; a tie to 
the inventory system; tracking warranty work), including the 
capability to monitor according to performance standards.  
 
We encourage RTS to pursue its plans to implement a new 
maintenance system.  In addition to the other features, any new 
maintenance system should be integrated with the RTS 
timekeeping and parts inventory systems to measure and 
account for the time and costs related to bus maintenance.  To 
make sure a new system produces reliable information, RTS 
officials must also make sure that maintenance staff consistently 
enter data for all activities in the system. 
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Maintenance Overtime 
 

he number of RTS mechanics declined from 73 in 2000 to 
66 in 2002.  The Authority decreased RTS maintenance 

staff through attrition; when a mechanic left, the Authority did 
not fill the position and used overtime to cover the work. Thus, 
regular maintenance payroll cost has decreased, but overtime 
cost, and overall payroll, have both increased.  For the 2000 
calendar year, RTS maintenance payroll totaled about 
$3,225,000, including $670,000 (21 percent) for overtime.  In 
2002, RTS maintenance total payroll had increased to 
$3,244,000, including overtime costs of $777,000 (24 percent).  
 
In addition, we found that most overtime was worked by just a 
few mechanics.  While 65 of the 66 RTS mechanics each 
received an average of nearly $12,000 in overtime pay in 2002, 
(1 mechanic did not work any overtime), a small group of 
mechanics consistently earned the most overtime.  The top 
three overtime earners each worked, on average, 40 hours of 
overtime every week during 2002, making between $49,000 and 
$62,000 in overtime pay alone in that year. These mechanics 
worked, on average, more than 75 hours a week – the 
equivalent of working a double shift five days a week and a shift 
on the weekend, every week. These three mechanics also 
worked similar overtime in 2000 and 2001.  We question the 
safety of this practice.  Authority officials indicated that, under 
the terms of its union contract, RTS maintenance must offer 
overtime in order of seniority each time it is available.  Authority 
officials told us they had not been able to change this provision 
in the past, but would continue to discuss it in future contract 
negotiations. 
 
We questioned Authority officials about the extent of mechanic 
overtime, and the feasibility of hiring more mechanics to reduce 
overtime pay, which is paid at higher rates than regular pay.  
Officials told us the principal uses of overtime were for 
maintenance backlogs, for coverage for mechanics’ leave time 
and for work on certain Federal grant projects.  They indicated 
they prefer to use overtime for the Federal project work instead 
of hiring more mechanics because these projects might not 
continue in future years.  Although some overtime may be 
attributable to Federal grant projects, we noted that overtime 
worked in each of the last three years was consistently more 
than 20,000 hours.  This number of overtime hours (more than 
21 percent of which were worked by the three top overtime 
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earners) is the equivalent of the hours worked by ten full-time 
mechanics. Furthermore, Authority officials could not tell us how 
many of the more than 20,000 overtime hours they plan to use 
during the 2003-04 fiscal year were for Federal grant projects. 
 
To calculate potential cost savings from hiring more mechanics, 
and incurring fewer overtime hours, we analyzed the impact on 
the Authority’s 2003-2004 maintenance costs if it employed 73 
mechanics (as it did in 2000) rather than the 65 positions 
currently budgeted.  We assumed the same budgeted work 
hours would be covered, but more hours would be paid at 
regular time rather than at overtime rates.  We also assumed 
the eight additional employees would use the standard amounts 
of leave time the Authority plans for in its budgets, and that the 
workload is consistent both throughout the year and from year 
to year. (Our analysis of the top three overtime earners showed 
that overtime work is consistent throughout the year.) Our 
analysis showed that, with eight more mechanics, maintenance 
staff would work about 6,200 overtime hours in the 2003-04 
fiscal year rather than the 20,800 hours the Authority budgeted.  
The difference (14,600 hours) would be worked – and paid – at 
the less expensive regular pay rate.  Table 1 shows the 
potential savings RTS could realize by hiring eight more 
mechanics.  
 

Table 1:  Analysis of Potential RTS Maintenance Overtime Cost Savings 
RTS 2003-04 Budget 8 Additional Mechanics Difference 

Pay Type 
Total Per 

Employee Total Per 
Employee Total Per 

Employee
Regular  $2,454,551 $37,762 $2,756,650 $37,762 $302,099 0 
Overtime  642,564 9,885 191,442 2,622 (451,122) $(7,263)
Other Work  1 42,489 654 47,719 654 5,230  0 
Leave 408,971 6,292 459,306 6,292 50,335  0 
Total Wages $3,548,575 $54,593 $3,455,117 $47,330 ($93,458) ($7,263)
Fringe 
Benefits  2 1,355,556 20,855 1,319,855 18,080 (35,701) (2,775)

Total Payroll 
Costs $4,904,131 $75,448 $4,774,972 $65,410 ($129,159) ($10,038)

1 Includes pay for training time, out-of-title work and towing. 
2 We calculated fringe benefit costs based on the fringe benefit rate (38.2 percent) 

RTS used in its audited 2001-02 financial statements. 
 
Our analysis shows that RTS could realize a savings of nearly 
$130,000 a year by hiring eight additional mechanics and 
shifting hours paid at overtime rates to hours paid at regular 
rates. Authority officials argue that maintenance workload 
demand is not constant and that our estimated savings may be 
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overstated.  The Authority should do its own analysis, based on 
actual maintenance workload requirements, to determine the 
number of mechanics it needs.  Their analysis should identify 
the amount of overtime associated with backlogged work versus 
Federal grant projects.  Once the Authority has determined its 
annual workload, officials should staff mechanics to meet that 
workload and to minimize overtime. 
 

Preventive Maintenance 
 

TS mechanics are supposed to inspect each bus every 
6,000 miles, and do a more in-depth inspection every 

30,000 miles. Preventive maintenance inspections include 
examining the bus exterior for damage or corrosion, checking 
the operation of key systems and changing various fluids and 
filters. The maintenance system is programmed to review 
accumulated mileage data (entered with each day’s bus-fueling 
history) for each bus, and to identify buses that need to be 
scheduled for their preventive maintenance inspection.  
 
To determine whether RTS buses are inspected according to 
Authority standards (based on manufacturers intervals), we 
obtained a list of all RTS preventive maintenance inspections for 
calendar year 2002 and selected a judgmental sample of 18 of 
the 252 buses in the RTS fleet.  In making our judgmental 
selection, we looked for buses that appeared to have received 
either more or fewer preventive maintenance inspections than 
required. 
 
We reviewed the preventive maintenance inspection history for 
our sampled buses for the period April 1, 2000 through March 
31, 2003.  (This analysis is for 17 of the sample buses because 
one bus was new and had been driven much less than 30,000 
miles.)  We found that the actual interval between routine 
inspections for these buses was 5,322 miles instead of 6,000 
miles, and that in-depth inspections were done every 23,585 
miles instead of every 30,000 miles. A random sample of ten 
more buses confirmed these results: for these ten buses, the 
actual interval between inspections was 5,023 miles instead of 
6,000 miles, and the in-depth inspections were done every 
20,847 miles instead of every 30,000 miles.  Based on the 
accumulated mileage of the 27 buses in these two samples, we 
identified at least 90 additional inspections over the three-year 
period: 60 were 6,000-mile inspections and 30 were 30,000-mile 
inspections.  
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We determined it costs RTS about $365 and about $444, 
respectively, to perform a 6,000-mile and a 30,000-mile 
preventive maintenance inspection. (This labor cost was based 
on RTS’ standard of eight hours for preventive maintenance. 
RTS advised us that this standard was reduced to four hours in 
January 2003.)  For the 28 buses sampled, the additional 6,000-
mile inspections cost $21,900, and the extra 30,000-mile 
inspections cost $13,320. Thus, RTS paid over $35,000 more 
than it needed to on preventive maintenance for these 28 buses 
during the three-year period, or an average of about $420 per 
bus per year.  Since there are 252 buses in the RTS fleet, the 
additional cost of the premature preventive maintenance 
inspections could be about $105,000 each year.  (If the 4-hour 
standard is implemented the additional cost would be lower.) 
 

Bus Maintenance Standards   
 

 key component of workforce management is the use of 
productivity standards.  Standards are developed from a 

variety of sources, including historic data that indicates the 
average time spent performing a task.  Standards should reflect 
normal efficient effort and allow for normal downtime, such as 
breaks.  Once standards are developed, management can use 
them to measure performance, and to identify exceptions that 
should be investigated and corrected. In two prior audits (Report 
AL-AUTH-4-83, December 7, 1983, and Report 88-S-85, July 
14, 1989), we recommended the Authority establish work 
performance standards for mechanics. However, our current 
audit determined the Authority still lacks such standards. 
 
We found the Authority accumulates certain maintenance 
effectiveness data, but it does not use this data to develop 
performance standards.  Each month, the Authority’s Board 
receives a report on RTS operations that contains certain 
maintenance performance indicators (e.g., number of buses 
replaced before finishing their route; miles between service 
interruptions). The report compares the month’s results to those 
in the same month in the prior year, but does not provide an 
annual average.  Using the monthly reports for the three fiscal 
years ended March 31, 2003, we calculated the average 
monthly results for selected preventive maintenance 
effectiveness measures, along with year-to-year changes, as 
shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2:  RTS Maintenance Performance Indicators for 2000-01 through 2002-03 

Maintenance Performance Indicator 2000-
2001 

2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Change from 
2000-2001 to 
2001-2002 

Change from 
2001-2002 to 
2002-2003 

Mechanical Change-Offs (a) 221 240 341 19 101 
Miles between Mechanical Change-Offs 2,590 2,397 1,789 (193) (608) 
Road Calls (b) 96 76 113 (20) 37 
Buses Towed 14 11 9 (3) (2) 
Miles between Road Calls 5,927 8,296 6,128 2,369 (2,168) 
Notes:   a) Bus replaced before completing route due to operational problems 
               b) Bus unable to proceed along route and delayed until repaired or changed off 

 
These maintenance performance indicators show that service 
effectiveness – that is, the ability to prevent or repair a problem 
before it affects normal bus operations – generally did not 
improve in the above three-year period. Authority management 
could use such annual average results data to measure 
maintenance effectiveness and to help address where 
improvements may be possible.  Fewer road calls and towing 
trips could save costs and avoid delays that impact transit 
customers. 
 
RTS does not accumulate maintenance efficiency data, either 
for preventive maintenance or for bus repair work.  Thus, 
managers do not know how long it takes mechanics to do 
inspections, or how much time mechanics use, or should use, to 
do bus repairs.  RTS allows a standard time for preventive 
maintenance inspections, which managers changed (in January 
2003) during the course of this audit. We compared the RTS 
inspection time allowance to that of the Livingston Area 
Transportation Service (LATS) and the Wayne Area 
Transportation Service (WATS), the Authority’s two largest 
regional bus subsidiaries.  Both LATS and WATS use the same 
inspection checklist, which is similar to the one RTS uses. In 
comparing the time all three transit operators allowed for a 
complete preventive inspection, we found that: 
 

• LATS, using a private garage, allowed two hours;  
 
• WATS, using county personnel, allowed three and one-

half hours; 
 

• RTS, using its own staff, allowed up to eight hours prior 
to January 2003.  

 



 

 21

Although RTS Maintenance has since reduced this time 
allowance to four hours, management does not know whether 
four hours is an appropriate time allowance, or how long its 
mechanics actually need for this work, since mechanics simply 
record the standard time allowed for preventive maintenance 
inspections (rather than actual labor hours) on the maintenance 
system. 
 
RTS Maintenance has not set any standard time allowances for 
bus repairs, and it has no performance indicators to measure 
the efficiency of repair work (e.g., comparing revenue service 
hours to hours spent in the shop, or actual repair hours to 
standard repair hours). Authority officials told us there are no 
industry-wide bus maintenance standards, but they have been 
working with officials from Central New York Regional 
Transportation Authority (CNYRTA) and from Niagara Frontier 
Transportation Authority (NFTA) regarding the development of 
efficiency standards. When we contacted these operators, we 
found that both CNYRTA and NFTA used time standards for 
preventive maintenance, and that both authorities were 
gathering data for bus repair time standards: CYNRTA officials 
report they can calculate the average time for specific repairs, 
and NFTA officials told us they are now collecting historical data 
to develop time standards for bus repairs.  
 
Authority officials could develop bus repair time standards by 
following similar steps. To illustrate the methodology managers 
could use to develop such standards, we judgmentally selected 
seven routine bus repairs (e.g., wheel alignment; alternator 
repair) and reviewed the related labor times for the three years 
ended March 31, 2003.  We then calculated the average time to 
complete the work.  We found a wide range in the times 
mechanics reported they spent to complete the same repair 
task.  For example, doing a wheel alignment took from 1.5 hours 
to 10.5 hours. 
 
If RTS Maintenance managers collect historical and 
comparative data on bus repair labor hours, they can calculate 
the average time for such repairs.  This average repair time, 
modified as necessary by information gathered from other 
transit operators and parts manufacturers, could serve as the 
standard work time.  By comparing actual labor times to this 
standard, RTS Maintenance can identify material exceptions 
that result in unnecessary cost, cause delays and backlogs and 
reduce maintenance productivity. 
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We also compared the overall average repair times for RTS to 
those of LATS and WATS, since these large regional transit 
operators use either a private contractor (LATS) or county 
highway personnel (WATS) to do bus maintenance.  The two 
routine bus repairs that all three companies had in common 
were tires and alternator repairs. 
 
We found that based on the repair times reported, RTS took 
less time than both LATS and WATS for tire repairs and more 
time than LATS for alternator repairs.  The Authority needs to 
monitor repair times to ensure both its own mechanics and 
contracted mechanics are efficient and productive. 
 

Recommendations 
 
1. To improve the accuracy and reliability of the RTS 

maintenance system: 
 
 ● document all maintenance work performed, including 

 currently unrecorded work time, on trouble cards or 
 work orders; 

 
 ● enter data from all trouble cards and work orders on 

 the maintenance system; and 
 
 ● regularly reconcile the time recorded on the 

 maintenance system to the time recorded in the 
 timekeeping system. 

 
2. In developing the requirements for a new integrated 

computerized bus maintenance system, contact other 
transit authorities to help identify the bus maintenance 
software that best meets RTS needs. 

 
3. Analyze the RTS overtime budget and work flow patterns 

to determine the optimal number of additional mechanics 
required. 

 
4. Do preventive maintenance inspections closer to the 

6,000-mile and 30,000-mile intervals. 
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Recommendations (Cont’d) 
 
5. Require mechanics to enter actual labor times for 

preventive maintenance inspections on the 
maintenance system, and compare actual 
performance to the established standard. 

 
6. Develop bus repair time standards by collecting 

historical information in-house, working collaboratively 
with other transit authorities and reviewing 
manufacturer guidelines for warranty work.  Compare 
actual repair times to these standards to identify and 
correct deviations from the standards. 

 
7. Include indicators for both the effectiveness and the 

efficiency of all Authority maintenance services in the 
monthly report to the Board. 
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FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

 
he Authority has developed expenditure and procurement 
guidelines to help ensure that only legitimate and allowable 

expenses are paid, and that contracts are properly approved 
and reported to oversight agencies, as required.  RTS also has 
procedures to control inventories of bus passes, which are sold 
at various sites in the Rochester area.  However, we found the 
Authority paid professional fees that were inappropriately 
charged to Federal grants or inadequately supported.  We also 
found the Authority did not include all required contracts in its 
Procurement Report, and could not properly account for bus 
pass sales at one site.  These problems occurred, either 
because staff did not comply with established guidelines, or 
because the Authority had not developed control procedures to 
prevent or detect the problems. 
 

Expenditures 
 

o ensure that only legitimate expenses are paid, Authority 
guidelines require staff to approve invoices to verify that 

goods and services have been received and that invoice 
amounts are in agreement with contract terms.  When ordered 
goods are received, the invoiced price is compared to the 
purchase order and payment is authorized.  For services, a 
claim voucher is signed off by the department head to authorize 
payment.  For capital projects, an Authority employee 
designated as the project manager is responsible for monitoring 
work done, and for reviewing and approving invoices.  The 
project manager also signs claim vouchers to certify items were 
received, or work was done, and that the charges are in 
agreement with contract terms.  For invoices over $10,000, the 
claim voucher also needs the signature of the Chief Financial 
Officer (CFO), who also serves as the project manager for some 
capital projects.  The guidelines do not specify whether one or 
more signatures is needed when invoices for more than $10,000 
relate to projects for which the CFO is also the project manager.  
 
We selected three discrete samples of Authority disbursements 
to assess Authority compliance with these guidelines, and the 
guidelines’ overall effectiveness in controlling expenditures.  For 

T 

T 
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the sampled expenses, we determined whether payments were 
adequately supported, in agreement with contract terms, 
properly authorized and charged against appropriate funds. 
 
The first sample comprised 26 disbursements made between 
April 1, 2000 and October 31, 2002 that totaled $255,500. The 
26 disbursements were judgmentally selected from 12 different 
procurement contracts that aggregated more than $7.7 million 
and covered both day-to-day operational costs and capital 
projects. Our review of these disbursements found exceptions 
totaling almost $64,500 for 7 invoices. The exceptions were as 
follows: 
 

• 1 invoice for engineering design services, worth about 
$32,000, lacked support for the hours billed; 

 
• 1 invoice for construction management services for the 

Rochester Central Station project, totaling about $22,500, 
indicated the percentage of work completed, but not the 
actual tasks performed, as required by the contract 
terms; 

 
• 3 invoices for engineering services, totaling more than 

$9,500, had no retainage withheld, as required by 
Authority contracts with these vendors; and 

 
• 2 invoices inappropriately assessed delivery charges, in 

one case, and included inaccurate item prices, in the 
other case.  

 
The Authority may have overpaid for the professional services 
noted above because it paid the invoices without having proper 
documentation of the costs these professionals billed for their 
services.  In addition, the CFO was the project manager in all 
the above instances, and his was the only signature on the 
claim vouchers. The CFO stated that he knows whether 
deliverables have been received, and that his approval alone, 
given his project manager status, complies with Authority 
guidelines.  However, additional assurances would be provided 
if the Authority required that two persons review and approve all 
invoices over $10,000. The Authority should also make sure it 
requires retainage to help ensure contractor performance, and 
reviews invoices thoroughly before paying them to detect any 
billing errors. 
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For our second sample, we reviewed 25 invoices, totaling about 
$1.1 million, for Rochester Central Station project expenditures.  
We selected these invoices judgmentally from among the $4.1 
million in project-related invoices that 10 vendors had submitted 
for payment as of March 31, 2003.  We found that: 
 

• 14 of the 25 invoices had either no documentation, or 
insufficient documentation to substantiate the total hours 
worked; and 

 
• only 5 of the 25 invoices were approved by a department 

head other than the CFO; the other 20 invoices were 
approved only by the CFO, acting in either a department 
head or CFO capacity.  

 
The Authority should require adequate documentation of billed 
goods and services, and review invoices for billing accuracy, 
both to comply with Authority guidelines and to avoid paying for 
services it did not receive. 
 
Our third sample tested Authority expenditures for legal fees. 
The Authority’s contracted legal counsel provides and bills for 
legal services for a variety of Authority matters, including the 
Rochester Central Station Project (Project).  The attorney’s 
invoices include billings for both Project and non-Project costs.  
However, only the Authority’s Project-related legal costs are 
reimbursable by Federal Transit Administration (FTA) grant 
funds, which are targeted specifically for Project expenses.  
Therefore, our third sample of invoices tested to determine that 
the Authority charged only Project-related legal costs against 
the FTA funds.  To do this, we identified 70 invoices for legal 
services, totaling more than $722,000, that had been included in 
grant reimbursement claims between January 2000 and May 
2003.  Of this number, we judgmentally selected and reviewed 
52 invoices, totaling about $456,000.  We determined that: 
 

• 17 of these invoices, with a total value of about $28,000, 
were for legal services unrelated to the project.  
Exceptions included almost $21,000 in fees for the Fast 
Ferry Project, and about $600 in fees for lobbying neither 
of which is chargeable against the FTA grant. 

 
• the Authority’s contract with the attorney had a range of 

payment rates by job title (e.g., attorney, law clerk, 
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paralegal), but none of the attorney’s bills we reviewed 
identified the job titles for hours billed.  

 
• for the sampled invoices, the Authority failed to take 

advantage of a 2 percent discount the attorney offered for 
payments made within 10 days.  

 
The Authority also needs to review the exceptions we identified 
and make the necessary accounting adjustments to FTA grants.  
Authority officials concur with our findings and agreed to refund 
the related grant funds.  They also said they have instructed 
their legal counsel to submit separate invoices for charges 
related to the Project. The Authority should also require the 
attorney to identify job titles in future bills, and should pay 
attorney invoices within ten days. 
 

Procurement Practices 
 

he Law requires all public authorities to promulgate 
procurement guidelines which detail the operative policy and 

instructions for using, awarding, monitoring and reporting of 
procurement contracts. The Law also requires that public 
authorities annually prepare and submit to various State 
oversight agencies a procurement contract report (Report) that 
lists all contracts for goods or services worth $5,000 or more. 
For the year ended March 31, 2002, the Authority reported a 
total of 124 contracts on its Report.  In May 2002, the Authority’s 
Board approved new procurement guidelines based on FTA 
guidelines and best practices. Authority guidelines require, 
among other things, that the Board approve all contracts over 
$15,000 and that vendors provide a certificate of insurance. 
 
We compared the Authority’s Report for the year ended March 
31, 2002 to Board meeting minutes for the period January 1, 
2000 through March 31, 2002 to determine whether all 
approved contracts were reported, and whether all reported 
contracts were properly approved by the Board. We found the 
Board approved 23 contracts, valued at about $1.7 million, 
which were inappropriately omitted from the 2002 Report.  Of 
these 23 contracts, 16 were inadvertently omitted because the 
Authority did not effectively track contracts. The Authority has 
since implemented a contract tracking system, and officials 
stated they would report all future procurement contracts worth 
$5,000 or more in the Report.  
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The remaining 7 contracts, valued at $399,000, were 
intentionally omitted because they related to another entity, the 
Genesee Transportation Council (Council).  According to 
Authority officials, these are Council contracts unrelated to 
Authority operations, and should not have to be reported. We 
disagree.  The Authority’s Board approves contracts on behalf 
of the Council.  Further, the Authority processes Council 
contract payments, and includes the related contract 
expenditures in Authority consolidated financial statements. 
Accordingly, these contracts should be disclosed in the 
Authority’s Report.  Officials said they would prepare and submit 
a separate report listing contracts related to the Council.  
 
To determine whether the Authority complied with its updated 
procurement guidelines, we selected a sample of 10 Authority 
contracts, with a total estimated value of about $3.26 million, 
that were awarded after October 2002.  We judgmentally 
selected this sample to include large dollar-value, personal 
service and construction contracts. We found that Authority staff 
had generally followed the revised procurement guidelines for 
these contracts, with three exceptions.  In one instance, the 
Board did not formally approve a $125,000 contract for janitorial 
services; in another two instances, the Authority did not have 
certificates of insurance for two contracts totaling $205,000, as 
required. Officials stated that they would obtain Board approval 
for the janitorial services contract at a subsequent Board 
meeting, and would enforce requirements for vendors to submit 
certificates of insurance.  
 

Bus Pass Sales 
 

TS sells bus passes at a sales booth in the Midtown Plaza 
in downtown Rochester. The Authority should have 

adequate controls in place to safeguard and properly account 
for bus passes, which range in value from $6 to $90 each.  
However, we found that weak controls over bus pass sales 
subject these assets to an increased risk of theft. 
 
The sales clerk at the Midtown booth orders bus passes from 
the RTS Accounting Office (Accounting) as needed. Control 
procedures require that the clerk prepare a Daily Sales Report, 
which is used to reconcile bus passes sold (based on the 
change in pass inventory) to daily cash register sales.  
Accounting staff verify that revenue and returned (defective) bus 
passes match the Daily Sales Report. However, Accounting 
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does not verify that the beginning inventory balance of bus 
passes agrees with the prior day’s ending balance. In addition, 
Accounting’s procedures require only quarterly counts of bus 
pass inventories at the Midtown booth, and do not require 
regular verification that bus passes sent to this site are 
appropriately added to inventory amounts. Without adequate 
control over bus pass inventories, passes or receipts could be 
misappropriated without detection.  
 
We reviewed Accounting’s bus pass inventory data and 
reported Midtown booth sales information from July 31, 2002 
through October 9, 2002.  We found that 42 bus passes (17 
valued at net amount of $850, and 25 valued at $750) were 
unaccounted for, either because the Midtown booth sales clerk 
had not properly added new passes received to the Daily Sales 
Report, or because the clerk entered a beginning inventory that 
was lower than the prior day’s ending inventory on a Daily Sales 
Report.  
 
Authority officials stated they have investigated these 
discrepancies and were able to account for $1,470 out of the 
$1,600.  They also stated they believe the remaining 
unaccounted for passes are simply the result of poor record 
keeping practices.  To improve controls over bus pass sales, the 
Authority has changed its procedures as follows: revised the 
inventory control sheet to account for replacement (for 
defective) passes; stopped sending replacement passes to the 
sales booth; and included a step to verify the agreement of 
beginning and ending bus pass inventory numbers in the daily 
cash receipt audit.  
 

Recommendations 
 
8. Require that all invoices over $10,000 be reviewed and 

approved by more than one person. 
 
9. Ensure the Authority pays for goods and services it has 

received in accordance with contract terms by: 
 
 ● verifying that the percentage of completion claimed on 

 invoices, and the hours billed, are reasonable based 
 on contract deliverables;  
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Recommendations (Cont’d) 

 
 ● determining that vendors’ prices and charges 

comply with contract terms before approving an 
invoice for payment; and 

 
 ● withholding retainage required by Authority 

contracts. 
 
10. Review the exceptions we identified related to grant 

funds, and refund the grant funds for costs unrelated 
to Rochester Central Station. 

 
11. Develop procedures that ensure staff allocate costs to 

the proper accounts and charge only appropriate 
costs against grant funds. 

 
12. Include all contracts worth $5,000 or more in the 

annual procurement contract report, including 
contracts approved on behalf of the Genesee 
Transportation Council. 

 
13. Document the Board’s formal approval of the contract 

for janitorial services. 
 
14. Require vendors to supply certificates of insurance if 

required by the contract. 
 
15. Enhance accountability over bus pass sales at all 

sales sites, including the Midtown booth, by 
complying with revised Authority control procedures. 
Include in these revised procedures a step to 
reconcile the ending inventory of bus passes sent, 
sold, and returned as part of the quarterly audit.  
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ANNUAL REPORTING 

 
rticle 9 of the Law and the New York Code of Rules and 
Regulations require the Authority to annually prepare and 

submit  reports to various State oversight agencies by June 29 
each year.  These reports include the following: 
 

• audited financial statements; 
 
• the management comment letter issued in conjunction 

with the annual audit; 
 
• the State Comptroller’s Annual Public Authority Data 

Request; 
 
• a report on investments; 
 
• a report on procurement contracts; and 
 
• a report on the scope and implementation of prompt 

payment policy.  
 
Except for the Data Request, each of the reports should have 
been submitted to the Authority’s Board for review and approval 
prior to submission to the State oversight agencies. The 
Authority did submit information to oversight authorities on July 
21, 2003.  According to the Authority’s CFO, the reports were 
late because questions about the audited financial statements 
had to be resolved. However, in addition to being late, this 
information was incomplete and did not conform to mandated 
requirements.   
 
We noted that the Authority routinely files these reports late and 
does not include all the required reports. The Authority is a 
discretely presented component unit of New York State’s 
consolidated financial statements, issued by the State 
Comptroller and prepared in accordance with Government 
Auditing Standards Board Statement 14.  Since these 
statements are issued in July every year, late submission of 
Authority data, although not material, results in not including 
Authority financial the results in the consolidated financial 
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statements. It is critical that the Authority comply with the Laws 
and provide timely and complete reports to State oversight 
agencies. 
 

Recommendation 
 
16. Submit all required reports to the Board for approval, 

and send this Board-approved information to State 
oversight agencies on an annual basis within the time 
frame required by Article 9 of the Law and the New 
York State Code of Rules and Regulations.   
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