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SALT LAKE CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT 
 

BUDGET ANALYSIS – FISCAL YEAR 2006-07 

 
 
DATE: June 1, 2006 
 
BUDGET FOR: Amendments to the City’s Take-Home Vehicle Policy 
 
STAFF REPORT BY: Lehua Weaver 
 
cc: Rocky Fluhart, Sam Guevara, Chief Burbank, Chief Querry, Scott 

Atkinson, Jerry Burton, Rick Graham, Lamont Nelson, Steve Fawcett, 
Kay Christensen, Susi Kontgis, DJ Baxter, Gary Mumford, Sylvia 
Jones, Lehua Weaver, Jennifer Bruno 

The Administration is proposing to make changes to the practice and procedure 
regarding City take-home vehicles. The City’s take-home vehicle program is governed 
by City Code, and changes would be made in the form of an ordinance amendment. 
The need to review the existing ordinance and practice arose from questions about the 
cost of the program, primarily due to concerns about fuel, maintenance, and 
replacement costs for the vehicles. Currently, the cars are used for City business while 
the employees are at work or on-duty, for commuting, and within the County for 
unrestricted personal use.  

Changes would affect approximately 413 employees in the Police Department (not 
counting vacant positions), 21 in the Fire Department and up to 12 total employees in 
Public Services and Community Development.   

Council staff has outlined the current ordinance and the Administration’s proposal. In 
addition, staff has noted information from a proposal unofficially shared with Council 
staff by a representative of the Police Union.  

Council staff has also provided options, building upon the current program, 
Administrative proposal, union outline, and comments received. The policy concepts 
the staff uses as a foundation are:  

 The take-home car program provides significant value for City taxpayers due to 
enhance emergency response opportunities, efficient deployment of City 
personnel, and visibility of marked police cars within Salt Lake City. 

 The take-home car program is not designed as a benefit to employees; it is 
therefore not a negotiable item in terms of union contracts. 

 It is advantageous to City taxpayers to have marked police cars in City 
neighborhoods.  

 Salt Lake City has long sought to encourage and provide incentives for police 
officers to live within the City. 

 It is in the City’s interest to maximize the life of the cars as assets purchased by 
the taxpayers; it is the responsibility of and within the authority of the City 
Administration to manage auto mileage and vehicle use, including establishing 
guidelines and / or a cap on use. 

 All City employees are responsible to fund their own transportation to and from 
their employment. The City provides a transit pass for each employee in order 
to encourage the use of mass transit. One could argue that the City charges the 
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employees with take-home vehicles a portion of their commuting costs, rather 
than the full cost, due to the benefit the program provides to taxpayers. 

 The value of the take-home vehicle program for the City taxpayers is in direct 
proportion to the degree to which officers and others with take-home vehicles 
live within the City, or very close to the City.  The value of the program to City 
residents diminishes as the distance increases.  The greatest benefit to the 
take-home vehicle program to City neighborhoods is the presence of marked 
police vehicles in the neighborhoods. 

 

KEY ELEMENTS: 
The Council may wish to discuss the major policy premises for the take-home vehicle 
program. As established in previous Council discussions, current City ordinance, 
department policy documents, and in the transmittal by the Administration, the 
principal policy goal of the take-home vehicle program has been to provide City 
residents the maximum benefit for their tax dollars. Residents receive the greatest 
benefit through timely emergency response by law enforcement personnel in the event 
of a widespread emergency, and having the additional vehicles present and circulating 
throughout the City. This policy has been achieved by developing take-home vehicle 
program criteria, adopted by ordinance, such as commuting distance limits and terms 
of personal use. 

As a matter of policy, the Council has never viewed the take-home car as a benefit of 
City employment. As noted, the program is designed to benefit City taxpayers. 

The Administration’s proposal includes the following parts: 

a. Distance between the City and the employee’s residence.  
Current: The ordinance states, “Under no circumstances shall a city-owned 

vehicle be authorized for take-home use for an employee who 
resides farther than thirty five (35) miles from the corporate limits 
of Salt Lake City, regardless of the department in which the 
employee is employed.”  

Proposed: 1) Use one central location within the City from which to measure 
the distance to an employee’s home. According to the transmittal, 
the Administration proposes using the City & County building as 
the point from which to measure.   

 2) Shorten the allowable distance from 35 miles to 25 miles.  (The 
Administration used “Mapquest” driving directions to measure 
these distances.) 

 3) Allow current employees who exceed the 25-mile limit a 5-year 
grandfathering period. The Administration has included this in the 
ordinance amendment. 

Council’s Options: 
i. Adopt the Administration’s recommendation of 25 miles from the City 

and County Building, or amend the ordinance to establish a new 
location(s) from which to measure, or leave the measurement point as 
the City limits. Council staff has received an alternate proposal to make 
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the central measurement point the geographic center of the City – at 
Redwood Road and I-80. 

ii. Adopt the Administration’s recommendation of 25 miles as  the 
maximum allowable distance from the measuring point to the employee’s 
residence, or leave the maximum as 35-miles.  

iii. Adopt the Administration’s recommendation to establish the 
grandfathering period for employees who exceed any new measurement 
methods; elect to grandfather only those employees who meet a specific 
interpretation of the ordinance and live within 35 road miles of the City 
limits, or do not address the grandfathering issue in City ordinance.  Not 
addressing grandfathering would eliminate use of City vehicles for 
employees who live a greater distance than is allowed by the ordinance 
ultimately adopted by the Council. 

iv. The Council may also wish to consider establishing by ordinance 
whether the measurement method should be driving distance or ‘as 
the crow flies’.  

Matters at Issue:  
a) Currently, there is a discrepancy between the City Ordinance and 

department policy manuals. The ordinance states, “Under no 
circumstances shall a city-owned vehicle be authorized for take-home 
use for an employee who resides farther than thirty five (35) miles from 
the corporate limits of Salt Lake City, regardless of the department in 
which the employee is employed.” (emphasis added) The Police Manual, 
states in section D33-02-00.00 A-2-b, “Employees who reside in 
locations beyond the 35 miles limit and who have received approval 
through a special agreement between the employee and the Chief of 
Police, may have take-home use of the police vehicle; however, they must 
meet any requirements concerning use and security of the vehicle.” And 
A-3 reads, “Any employee who chooses to change the location of their 
residence to anywhere outside the established 35 mile limit will forfeit 
participation in the Take Home Car program unless a special agreement 
is entered into between the employee and the Chief as provided in 
subparagraph 2 above.” (emphasis added) The Council may wish to ask 
the Attorney’s Office for advice on whether this special agreement is 
allowed under the ordinance or whether there is additional 
ordinance language that could clarify this intention. 

b) The Council may wish to ask whether the City & County Building is 
the most central point within the City, or whether there are some 
other alternatives. Alternatives could include:  1) continuing to use City 
limits, 2) using the employee’s reporting office (more work to 
administrate), 3) choosing a geographical center of the City from which to 
measure – Redwood Road and I-80 has been suggested, or 4) the center 
of the population base. Issues have been raised about whether employees 
are all departing from their shift from the downtown area. Also, questions 
have been raised about whether an emergency that employees would 
need to respond to would be downtown or anywhere throughout the City.  

 

 



Page 4 

Farthest Distance Comparisons 
  Distance from 

Residence 
C&C 

Building 

I-80 /  
Redwood 

Road 

Approx.  
City 
Limit 

Tooele 36.24 33.24 24.80 
Grantsville 37.47 34.47 26.03 

Pleasant Grove 35.32 36.76 32.61 
Lindon 36.57 38.01 33.85 

Orem 38.46 39.90 35.74 
Ogden 38.05 37.81 33.07 

Wanship 39.75 43.43 35.17 
Kamas 41.68 45.37 37.10 

Francis 42.28 45.96 37.70 
Oakley 44.46 48.14 39.88 

   (Using shortest distance on Mapquest) 
 

c) According to information provided by the Administration, using the 
proposed change of the City & County building as a measurement 
location and using “Mapquest” to estimate driving distances, there are: 

(i) 79 employees between 25 and 35 miles of the City and County 
building, and  

(ii) 21 additional employees beyond the 35-mile limit (between 36 and 
45 miles) of the City and County building. 

d) Administrative staffs in the Police Department, Management Services and 
Public Services are all involved with various aspects of the program – 
from collection of vehicle forms, payroll, vehicle maintenance, etc. To 
update information, confirm employee residences and distance from the 
City measuring point, and other related issues. For example, in the past 
there has been discussion about where the City limit is on different 
routes out of the City, but confusion about who should enforce the issue. 
The Council may wish to ask who would manage these aspects of 
the program in order to comply with the ordinance. 

e) The method of measuring distance from a city location to employee 
residences has caused some disagreement. One could use an internet-
based mapping program or other software to identify reasonably accurate 
driving miles, or, as the Police Department has been doing, one could set 
up a map with radius boundaries of the 5, 10, 15, plus miles from the 
City’s measuring point. Due to differing opinions on the matter, the 
Council may wish to consider establishing the measurement method 
by ordinance. 

f) As established in the ordinance and reiterated in the Administration’s 
transmittal, a primary purpose for the take-home car program is to 
provide sworn officers and law enforcement personnel the ability to 
immediately and quickly respond to emergency situations. In fact, the 
City Ordinance outlines four criteria, one of which must be met, for an 
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employee to be eligible for the take-home program. Two of the four 
criteria address either the need to respond to emergency call-back 
situations or “The nature of the employee’s work requires immediate 
response to emergency situations, regardless of frequency, that require 
the use of specific safety or emergency equipment that cannot be 
reasonably carried in the employee’s personal vehicle.” 

The policy paper provided by the Administration states, “Anything 
further than 25 miles would result in a response time that would not be 
a benefit to the city for first response capabilities.”  The Council may 
wish to weigh their decisions with regard to measuring method and 
distances in comparison to the goal of prompt emergency response. 

g) The Council may wish to consider the length of the grandfathering 
period. For employees deemed ineligible based on new measurement 
methods, the changes to the program may cause unintended hardships. 
The Administration proposes a 5-year grandfathering period to allow the 
employee to make any alternate arrangements.  

h) Approximately half of the take-home vehicles are not marked to identify 
City ownership or department. The Council may wish to consider 
whether unmarked vehicles may be treated differently, because 
their value to the residents (of having more police cars throughout 
the City) is diminished. 

 

b. Personal Use. (Secondary employment use is addressed in Section ‘c’ below.) 
Current: For sworn officers and law enforcement personnel, the ordinance 

states, “off-duty use of the vehicle is unrestricted while within the 
Salt Lake county boundaries.”  

Proposed: The Administration suggests that all personal use of the take-
home vehicles be prohibited. (Use for secondary employment is 
addressed below in Section ‘c’.)  

Council’s Options: 
i. Adopt the Administration’s recommendation to eliminate personal use, or 

amend the ordinance to restrict personal use of take-home vehicles 
based on a) city limits, b) number of maximum miles allowed (difficult to 
monitor and establish an amount), or c) maintain the status quo by 
continuing to allow unrestricted use within Salt Lake County, or the 
Council could consider eliminating personal use. 

ii. Amend the ordinance to clarify whether the personal use of vehicles is 
allowed only for those employees living within Salt Lake City / County 
boundaries, or for any officer while within Salt Lake City / County.  

Matters at Issue:  
a) The current policy allows unrestricted use within Salt Lake County, 

because of the benefit of increased presence of marked police cars and 
resulting safety perceptions and accessibility of police officers.  

b) Although there are benefits to the public for officers being allowed to use 
vehicles for personal use, there are some situations under which this 
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might significantly increase the number of miles put on a vehicle, even 
for officers living within the City limits. For example, according to the 
policy paper provided by the Administration, “46 police vehicles exceeded 
20,000 [total] miles in one year. 17 police vehicles exceeded 25,000 [total] 
miles in a year. Many of these high-mileage vehicles belong to employees 
who live within city limits and took advantage of the ‘unrestricted off-
duty use.’”  
According to the Administration, for vehicles that are assigned and used 
on a regular basis, the average number of miles per vehicle per year is 
16,000. However, as a maximum number of allowable miles, various 
numbers have been suggested. The Council may wish to ask whether 
the Administration would suggest a viable number. 

c) The Council may wish to ask whether a maximum number of miles 
per car would be feasible to monitor and enforce. 

d) Some vehicles are used by officers on regular patrol cycles, and some are 
used by employees who do not drive as frequently. 

e) The vehicles are on a 5-year replacement cycle. According to the 
Administration, in order to maximize resale value, the cars should have 
less than 100,000 miles at the end of the 5-year period (20,000 per year). 
While mileage is more heavily weighed, the condition of the car is also a 
factor in the resale value, and overall reports indicate that the cars are 
better taken care of when assigned to a specific employee. 

 

c. Secondary Employment.  
Current: Sworn officers and law enforcement officers are allowed to use 

vehicles to drive to and from secondary employment.  

Proposed: According to the policy paper, the Administration recommends 
that the secondary employer should reimburse “the City directly 
for the full cost of the vehicle while traveling to, from, and during 
secondary employment.” According to the proposed ordinance, use 
of a city vehicle would be prohibited unless a reimbursement 
method is established for the secondary employer to reimburse the 
City. 

Council’s Options: 
i. Adopt the Administration’s recommendation to allow use of take-home 

vehicles for secondary employment only if the employer reimburses Salt 
Lake City for all costs related to the employment, or amend the 
ordinance to identify other terms of allowable use for secondary 
employment. 

ii. Specify in the ordinance what method of reimbursement will be applied 
to secondary employers. (It is not proposed to clarify the reimbursement 
terms in the ordinance. However, the Council may wish to do so.)  
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Matters at Issue:  
a) According to the policy paper, the costs to be reimbursed would include 

any costs incurred during secondary employment – including driving the 
car and use of the car during employment duties. For example, at the 
Delta Center, the officers will use their cars when conducting traffic 
control following large events, or various employers that allow officers to 
take persons who have been arrested to jail during secondary 
employment hours. 

b) It could be considered a benefit to the City that these secondary 
employers are paying for these services, because on-duty officers may 
otherwise be called to fulfill the function.  

c) The Council may wish to ask if the Administration has a method to 
propose to collect all related vehicle costs from secondary employers and 
how this would be administered. 

d) According to information provided by the Administration if secondary 
employers were to pay $1.00 per hour worked per officer, this would yield 
approximately $100,000. However, the Council may wish to consider that 
this possible reimbursement schedule will cover less of the costs for 
employees who live farther away from the City. 

e) Generally, officers will find secondary employment in a security related 
field, and the presence of a police car is beneficial.  

 

d. Amount of employee reimbursement to the City.  
Current: The reimbursement schedule is not adopted by ordinance, rather 

the ordinance refers to the “written fee schedule adopted by the 
mayor or mayor’s designee. Such fee schedule shall include a 
policy favoring those employees who live within the city. The fee 
required shall be no greater than the total actual costs incurred by 
the city for such voluntary use, including depreciation and capital 
costs.” (The official “City Policy” section related to the take-home 
vehicle reimbursement schedule is outdated. The information 
provided here was otherwise provided by the Administration.) As 
outlined in the “Reimbursement Schedule” below, reimbursement 
rates vary based upon distance from the City limits.   

Proposed: The review committee evaluated several scenarios and is 
recommending a reimbursement schedule based on recovering 
50% of the cost for the employees commuting in city owned 
vehicles (estimated at $740,000). These proposed reimbursement 
rates would apply to every employee with a take-home vehicle, 
regardless of resident city. The Administration further proposes 
that these rates would be adjusted annually.  
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Reimbursement Schedule  
Bi-weekly rates (ea. Pay period) 

  Current 
Admin.  

Proposal 
Police Assoc. 

Proposal 
Measurement Point: City Limits City Bldg I-80/Rdwd 

Police/Fire w/in City  $             -     n/a*   $         8.00  
Others w/in City              6.92   n/a*              8.00  
Within 5 miles            25.38   $     9.25            23.50  
Within 10 miles            27.69        18.50            25.50  
Within 15 miles            30.00        27.75            27.50  
Within 20 miles            32.31        37.00            29.50  
Within 25 miles            34.62        46.25            31.50  
Within 30 miles            34.62        55.50            33.50  
Within 35 miles            34.62        64.75            35.50  
    

Estimated Annual  
Revenue:  

 $    295,181  $375,000   $    290,422  

 *Please Note: n/a indicates that in the Administration’s Proposal, charges would apply to all 
employees based on their distance from the City & County Building, and so distinguishing 
whether they are within City boundaries has no bearing on the reimbursement rate. 

 Secondary Note: All three versions assume roughly 445 employees participating. 

Council’s Options: 
i. Currently the specific reimbursement fees are not adopted by ordinance. 

The Council could consider including the fee schedule in the ordinance 
rather than by City policy.  

ii. The Council could specify whether the employees (or specifically officers) 
living within the City should pay any amount, or whether, as proposed, 
they should pay a reduced rate.   

Matters at Issue:  

  Budget Impact 
Current 

Admin.  
Proposal 

Police Assoc. 
Proposal 

Estimated Cost*  $   740,000   $     740,000   $   740,000  

Reimbursement  $   295,181   $     375,000   $   290,422  

Personal Use Elimination   $     150,000   

Secondary Employment  
reimbursement 

  unknown   $  100,000  

General Fund subsidy  $   444,819   $     215,000   $   349,578  
*Please Note: the estimated cost is based solely on the commuting miles 
information available. It does not account for the cost of miles driven in 
relation to personal use, secondary employment or on-duty use. 
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a) Historically, the fees for employees living within the City have been either 
significantly reduced or eliminated, because of the intention to encourage 
employees to live closer in order to be able to respond quickly to 
emergency events, and for additional police visibility throughout the City 
and in neighborhoods. The Council may wish to consider whether this 
policy is still a priority, and whether charging the City residents supports 
this previous policy. Perhaps the Council may wish to consider a fee 
schedule that charges City residents no fee or a lesser amount and 
more steeply increases the fee for employees who live farther away. 
This could be easily calculated to generate a revenue target once the 
Council identifies the distance limits and location from which to 
measure. 

b) The $740,000 cost for the program is calculated by estimating the 
number of commuting miles for each car in the program, averaging the 
number of shifts per employee, and using a “Cost per Mile” calculation 
taking into account fuel, maintenance, repair, insurance and claims. It is 
difficult to estimate the number of miles attributable to personal use, 
secondary employment, or on-duty use. 

c) The $150,000 savings from eliminating personal use in the 
Administration’s proposal is estimated based on a 10 percent reduction 
of the total miles put on the vehicles.   

i) If personal use were restricted, and the change resulted in a 20 
percent reduction in total miles, the savings would be $314,800.  

ii) And for a 40 percent reduction, the savings would be $629,600.  
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