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September 2017 
 
Redis C. Floyd  
Clerk of the Council  
Prince George’s County Council  
County Administration Building, 2nd Floor  
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive  
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772  
 
Dear Ms. Floyd:  
 
On behalf of the County Vehicle Use Review Board (“the Board”), I write to submit the Board’s 
final report.  
 
As you are aware, the Board consists of three civically engaged community members, and I 
applaud the work done by this group of committed county leaders.  
 
Since its creation, we have labored to delve deeply into the County’s Take Home Vehicle policy 
and related vehicle use practices.  In this Final Report, we make significant findings and offer 
recommendations that we believe, if implemented, will resolve the issues at hand.  It is our hope 
that this Final Report will inspire greater discussion, and most importantly, provides a direction 
for helping the County. 

On behalf of the members of the Board, I wish to extend our appreciation for the opportunity to 
serve in this capacity. 
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County Vehicle Use Review Board 

Final Report 

(September 2017) 

I. Introduction 

 Administrative Procedure (“AP”) 610 sets forth processes necessary to manage the 

governmental function of assignment and use of all County-owned or leased passenger vehicles 

assigned to County agencies, and to limit certain vehicle assignments to specific officials and 

employees. This procedure defines four (4) options for use of vehicles for County business: 

Option #1 – Work Day Use (County supplied vehicle)  

 This type of assignment will be made only to those employees whose responsibilities 

absolutely require daily use of a County vehicle based on the criteria listed in AP 610. The 

current inventory of the County fleet consists of 3,381 vehicles; nearly 77% or 2,603 vehicles are 

assigned to certain public safety related agencies, including the police, sheriff and fire/EMS 

departments.  

Option #2 – Mileage Reimbursement (personal vehicle) 

 Employees may use their privately-owned vehicle on a reimbursement basis for official 

County business as outlined in AP 640, the County’s Travel Regulations. For Fiscal Year (“FY”) 

2018, the County adopted a mileage reimbursement rate of 36 cents per mile. 

Option #3 – Take Home Assignment (County supplied vehicle) 

 This vehicle assignment allows an employee to commute between home and work. This 

category is intended for elected officials, select appointed County officials, public safety 

employees with arrest powers, K-9 officers and certain other public safety personnel. As noted 
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above, the lion’s share of this category is assigned to agency personnel responsible for going 

immediately to the scene of an accident or emergency to provide assistance or first responders.  

Option #4 – Automobile Allowance (personal vehicle) 

 As defined in Council Resolution (“CR”) 78-2001, County officials may elect to utilize 

their privately-owned vehicles for official county business and receive a bi-weekly allowance 

determined annually in November by the Office of Central Service Fleet Management Division. 

The allowance is equivalent to the average cost of providing a County vehicle to an employee. 

Pursuant to AP 610, Eligible employees include: 

 County Executive  
 County Council Members 
 Chief Administrative Officer 
 Council Administrator 
 Deputy Chief Administrative Officers 
 Chief of Staff 
 Appointing Authorities  
 County Auditor 

 

 Additionally, AP 621 the “Red Flag Program,” recites additional policies and detailed 

enforcement procedures applicable to all authorized drivers eligible to drive a County vehicle. In 

light of recent events involving county vehicles, the Prince George’s County Council in their 

oversight capacity and mindful of the public concern, recognized the need to study internal 

policies and practices. 

 On December 6, 2016, the Council established the County Vehicle Use Review Board 

(“The Board”), by CR-001-2017. The Board was created to (i) review County Administrative 

Procedures 610 and 621 in light of current best practices and survey current vehicle use 

procedures applicable to surrounding or comparable governmental entities; and (ii) to compile a 
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preliminary report of proposed recommendations for amendments, additions or other refinements 

to the County’s procedures for use of County vehicles, including Take Home County vehicle 

assignment classification.  

 In light of the Board’s charge, there was an exhaustive review of the county’s existing 

policies as well as a thorough review of local, regional and national practices. Noting that this 

issue has garnered considerable public attention, the Board encouraged broad community 

participation through its online comment submission portal and in-person testimony. Based on 

this comparative research, the Board found that the County’s policies were not comparable to 

similarly situated jurisdictions.   

 As of January 2017, there were approximately 37 vehicles, outside of the aforementioned 

public safety related vehicles, assigned as take-home vehicles government wide. This included 

elected and appointed officials, executive branch department heads and certain State’s Attorney’s 

Office personnel. 

 Over the past several months, the Board received, reviewed and evaluated County 

Administrative Procedures 610 and 621, current County practices, information and practices 

from neighboring and comparable jurisdictions, and public testimony from County constituents. 

 In an effort to set forth policies that are more in line with other jurisdictions, the Board is 

making the following recommendations: 

II. County Vehicle Use Review Board Recommendations  

1. Administrative Procedure 610: Vehicle Assignments, Use and Charges 
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Option #1 – Work Day Use 

 It is recommended that the Work Day Use policy remain unchanged. 

Option #2 – Mileage Reimbursement 

 Research has proven that the neighboring jurisdictions adopt the Internal Revenue 

Service Standard Mileage Rates for Business, Medical and Moving for mileage reimbursement 

for government travel for personal vehicle use. The 2017 IRS reimbursement rate is 53.5 cents 

per mile. Currently, the County uses a mileage reimbursement value as defined in the County’s 

Annual Budget and Appropriation Ordinance. Under CB-55-2017, the County adopted a mileage 

reimbursement rate of 36 cents  

 The Board recommends the Option #2 – Mileage Reimbursement language be revised to 

adopt and reflect the Internal Revenue Service Standard Mileage Rates for Business, Medical 

and Moving as the standard for determining the mileage reimbursement annually.  

Option #3 - Take Home Vehicles 

 Research has proven that regionally and nationally, the trend of public officials being 

provided government owned take home vehicles has steadily decreased.  Additionally, a large 

majority of Prince George’s constituents have commented on this issue and have expressed their 

displeasure with what they consider public officials misuse of this benefit or perk.  Lastly, none 

of the neighboring jurisdictions offer government take-home vehicle for public officials (See 

Exhibit A).   

 However, we feel that it is in the best interest of the operations of government and to 

protect the health, safety and welfare of the County, that the following exemptions be made: 1) 
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Police Department; 2) Sheriff Department; 3) Fire and EMS Department; Chief Administrative 

Officer; 4) State’s Attorney’s Office; 5) Department of Corrections; 6) Department of Homeland 

Security; and 7) Department of Public Works and Transportation. 

 Therefore, it is recommended that Administrative Procedure 610 be revised to repeal the 

language referencing elected officials and read, in pertinent part, as follows: 

 “This category is intended for select appointed County officials, public safety 

employees with arrest powers, K-9 officers and certain other public safety personnel.” 

Option #4 – Automobile Allowance 

 According to Administrative Procedure 610, the allowance is equivalent to the average 

cost of providing a County vehicle to an employee. Research has proven that regionally and 

nationally the trend of public officials being provided automobile allowances for personal 

vehicle use is becoming obsolete.  All of our neighboring jurisdictions (Montgomery County, 

Howard County, Fairfax County, Anne Arundel County, Baltimore City and the District of 

Columbia) use a mileage reimbursement policy in lieu of an allowance (See Exhibit A).  

Currently, the policy allows for a $10,315 annual allowance for the use of personal vehicle based 

upon an anticipated 12,000 mile average annual usage.  (A point of note, if the $.36 

reimbursement value was used on a 12,000 mile annual average, the cost would be $4,320.  At 

the IRS rate of $.535 it would equate to $6,420.).   

 Therefore, it is recommended that Administrative Procedure 610 be revised to remove 

Option #4 – Automobile Allowance and all associated references in its entirety. 

 



6 
 

County Officials with Security Detail 

 It is further recommended that the County Officials that are escorted or driven by a 

security detail be provided with a vehicle(s) from the Public Safety Division and be bound by 

Public Safety vehicle use policies and procedures.  Effectively removing escorted County 

Officials from Administrative Procedure 610 in its entirety.  

2. Administrative Procedure 621 – Red Flag 

 After thoroughly reviewing Administrative Procedure 621, it appears that safeguards are 

in place to protect the County against negligence relative to the misuse of County owned 

vehicles.  Therefore, no language changes are recommended for Administrative Procedure 621.   

 However, it is recommended that re-training on a periodic basis (perhaps annual) be 

incorporated in each the various departments to effectively enforce the existing procedure.  
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