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The City’s Fleet Management Internal Service Fund provides vehicles, fuel and vehicle 
maintenance for the City except for the Airport, which provides its own fleet services.  
General Fund departments and enterprise funds reimburse the Fleet Management 
Fund for these services (excluding actual vehicle borrowing).  Vehicle purchases for 
general fund departments are funded by a transfer from the Non-departmental budget.  
The operating budget for the Fleet Management Fund is proposed to increase by 
$912,828, which is a 12.5% increase.  Of this increase $628,820 is related to the 
increased cost of fuel (overall fuel costs increased by 44% over FY 2006).  
 

Adopted Proposed
2005-06 2006-07

Revenue & other sources
Maintenance fees  $     4,508,160  $   4,798,948  $   290,788 6.5%
Fuel fees         2,085,850       2,787,400       701,550 33.6%
Sale of vehicles            450,000          570,000       120,000 26.7%
General Fund transfer         5,135,381       5,360,381       225,000 4.4%
Other revenue              60,500            52,000          (8,500) -14.0%
Debt Proceeds - GE Capital         3,800,500       2,400,000   (1,400,500) -36.9%
Use of reserves            429,628       1,380,826       951,198 221.4%

Total revenue & other sources  $   16,470,019  $ 17,349,555  $   879,536 5.3%

Expenses & other uses
Personal services  $     2,571,722  $   2,689,299  $   117,577 4.6%
Parts and supplies         4,009,150       4,849,450       840,300 21.0%
Charges for services            740,798          695,749        (45,049) -6.1%
Debt and interest         3,419,088       3,728,057       308,969 9.0%
Capital Expenditures - GE 
Capital

        3,800,500       2,400,000   (1,400,500) -36.9%

Capital outlay         1,711,500       2,987,000    1,275,500 74.5%
Total expenses & other uses  $   16,252,758  $ 17,349,555  $1,096,797 6.7%

FLEET MANAGEMENT FUND
PROPOSED BUDGET

Difference Percent 
Change
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During Fiscal Year 2005, there was an accounting change requiring that the City 
reflect the cash flow with escrow accounts for installment purchases of vehicles. This 
has affected the Fleet Management budget accounting, and is reflected above in the 
line items “Debt Proceeds – GE Capital” and “Capital Expenditures – GE Capital” on 
the revenue and expense side, respectively.   
 
POTENTIAL MATTERS AT ISSUE 

The major changes and some of the issues relating to the proposed budget are as 
follows:  

A. Elimination of positions – The Division is not recommending the elimination of any 
positions.     

 
B. Addition of positions – The Division is not recommending the addition of any 

positions.   

C. Fuel Costs – Fuel costs to the fund are expected to increase at a greater rate that 
fuel fees charged.  Fuel costs are expected to increase by $628,820 (43.5%) in fiscal 
year 2007.   Fuel fees charged (source of revenue) are expected to increase by 
$701,550 (33.6%).  Overhead costs are built into the fuel fees charged (30 cents per 
gallon).  The Council may wish to ask whether enterprise funds in particular (golf, 
refuse, public utilities) are covering their full cost of fuel and services, and if there 
are more efficient ways to more accurately reflect costs. 

o The division’s proposed budget includes the purchase of 1.14 million gallons 
of fuel at the per gallon purchase price of $1.95 for unleaded and $2.28 for 
diesel.  At the time of budget preparation, the average price of fuel for FY 
2005-2006, was $1.80 per gallon for unleaded and $2.13 for diesel.  The 
Council may wish to clarify with the Administration if this amount of fuel 
would cover multiple years’ needs, or if this represents one year of total fleet 
fuel usage. 

D. Capital Outlay – The Capital outlay budget is proposed to increase by $1.3 million.  
This is due to a policy shift in the department, to purchase more of certain types of 
vehicles with cash instead of financing. 

E. Cash Reserve Draw – The Administration is recommending in the proposed budget 
that $1,380,826 be drawn from cash reserves to offset the proposed budget 
increases.  This number is artificially high due to the timing of accounting for 
receipt of a Fire Department apparatus, budgeted in FY 2006, but will be received 
in fiscal year 2007 (representing $850,000).  The true operational draw from cash 
reserves is approximately $550,000.  As of June 30, 2005, the Fleet Management 
Fund had a total of $4.2 million (unrestricted net assets).  The Council may wish to 
inquire about true cash available in the Fleet Management Fund at any given time.  
The Council may wish to have further discussion regarding this strategy as a short-
term budget fix. 

o Also at issue is the long-term status of the fleet fund balance in general.  
The Department Six Year Plan (see below) states that between $4.9 and $5.6 
million will be needed annually over the next five years to cover costs of fleet 
replacement (based on a life-cycle analysis).  In the FY 2006 budget year 
discussion, the division indicated that the current funding levels were not 
sufficient to complete ideal life-cycle replacement needs of vehicles.  The 
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Council may wish to ask the Administration if there are now strategies in 
place to begin doing so.   

F. Fleet Facility – The Administration is recommending that the City issue sales tax 
revenue bonds to secure approximately $36 Million in bonds, the majority of which 
would be used in order to construct a new Fleet Facility, at a site purchased during 
the current fiscal year.  This proposal is included in the CIP discussion, as there is 
a request for $209,692 for the first year of interest payments this fiscal year.  
Actual debt service for the bond would be roughly $490,000 (split between the 
General Fund - $320,000, The Refuse Fund - $63,050, and The Fleet Fund - 
$67,900).   

o New Facility – The City hired a consultant to do a needs/deficiencies 
analysis.  The consultant identified 38 deficiencies with the current Fleet 
site, 11 of which could not be addressed regardless of the funding scenario – 
mostly due to space.  On the new site and with new construction however, 
the consultant has indicated that all 38 deficiencies could be met for an 
approximate construction cost of $19.4 million (not including land 
acquisition, based on an estimate prepared in 2005).  It is estimated that 
selling the current fleet facility would yield approximately $3 to 5 million, for 
a net cost of $14.4 - $16.4 million.  

 In the current sales tax bond proposal, $24.3 million of the $36 
million is proposed to be for the Fleet Facility project.  The land costs 
that can be reimbursed to the surplus land account are $3.1 million.  
It is likely that the increase in project costs, to $21.2 million, are due 
to increased costs of materials.  The Council may wish to clarify the 
most recent appraised value of the current fleet site, considering that 
this money could be used to offset the costs of construction. 

 The first year of debt service for this project only would be 
approximately $686,000.  However, continuing debt service, assuming 
a 20 year bond, would be closer to $1.8 million per year (not including 
any other proposed projects included in the sales tax bond proposal).  
The Fleet Fund and Refuse Fund would be both be eligible to 
contribute to debt service payments on this bond, and are planned to 
do so, according to the CIP 10 Year plan.  The Fleet Fund portion 
would be approximately $235,000. 

 Currently traffic enforcement motorcycle storage is at the 
international center.  The Council may wish to ask the Administration 
whether it would be more efficient to include this at the fleet facility.  
There is currently not sufficient space at the current facility to 
accommodate these vehicles, even with the renovation. 

G. Take-home vehicle policy – A take-home vehicle committee was established to study 
the City’s policies regarding take-home vehicles.  The Committee analyzed the costs 
and benefits, and came up with a series of recommendation aimed at reducing  the 
burden on the general fund while at the same time encouraging the public safety 
aspect of having convenient “call-back” for off-duty officers in case of an 
emergency.  For further detail on the Committee’s study and findings, see the 
attached document transmitted from the Administration, titled “Take-Home Vehicle 
Policy Review).   
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o The following summarizes the committees findings: 

 The current number of take-home vehicles is 446 (Police – 413, 
Fire – 21, Other City Departments – 12).  Of these 104 belong to 
employees living within the City limits. 

 The total expense for take-home vehicles is $736,162 per year, of 
which $295,181 is reimbursed by employees.  The remaining 
$440,981 is absorbed by the general fund. 

 In 2005, 10,000 of 233,000 calls for police were responded to by 
off-duty staff (4.3%). 

o The following summarizes the committee’s recommendations 

 Establish the City and County Building as the standard point of 
reference in establishing the “commute distance.” 

 Non-commuting personal use of City vehicles should be 
prohibited. 

 Secondary employment commuting and use prohibited unless the 
secondary business reimburses the City directly for vehicle costs. 

 No take-home vehicle allowed if the employee lives farther than 25 
miles from the City and County Building (existing non-complying 
employees grandfathered for a period of 5 years). 

 Employees reimburse the City for commuting mileage at 50% of 
the vehicle operational costs – adjust these rates annually (see 
rate chart below).  The City would still be subsidizing this 
program, but at a lower rate.  The Committee recognized that as a 
policy the City should support a mechanism for these off-duty 
employees to respond in case of an emergency situation, in a 
timely manner. 

o The following summarizes other options that were investigated by the 
committee: 

 Status quo – the committee recognized that costs being born by 
the general fund are increasing each year, and as a policy, the City 
does not benefit by subsidizing the pool completely. 

 Elimination of all take-home vehicles – The committee recognized 
the cost savings in terms of vehicle operation, but they also noted 
that the City would need to construct a parking lot to house all of 
the vehicles currently being housed at employee’s homes (800 
cars, $1,200 per stall for a total of $960,000).  This is a rough 
engineering estimate and does not include increased costs if the 
parking were in a structure or under ground.  The committee also 
noted the national trend that other Cities have communicated, 
that employees generally maintain their vehicles better if there is a 
small sense of ownership.  The committee also recognized the 
safety concerns by the delays that this could cause in terms of off-
duty officer response. 

 Various levels of commuting cost reimbursements – the following 
chart shows the various levels of reimbursements that the 
committee looked at, and the savings that each of these options 
would result in: 
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Re-imbursement Policy (Employee Cost Per Pay Period Rate Chart)

Current
Full Cost 
Recovery

Public Safety 
Proposal*

50% Cost Recovery 
(committee 

recommendation)
Police/Fire within City limits -$           14.80$                  25.00$                       9.25$                         
All others within City limits 6.92$          14.80$                  25.00$                       9.25$                         
Within 5 miles 25.38$        18.50$                  29.19$                       9.25$                         
Within 10 miles 27.69$        37.00$                  31.84$                       18.50$                       
Within 15 miles 30.00$        55.50$                  34.50$                       27.75$                       
Within 20 miles 32.31$        74.00$                  37.16$                       37.00$                       
Within 25 miles 34.62$        92.50$                  39.81$                       46.25$                       
Within 30 miles 34.62$        111.00$                39.81$                       55.50$                       
Within 35 miles 34.62$        129.50$                39.81$                       64.75$                       

Total Cost 736,162$   736,162$              736,162$                   736,162$                   
Employee Reimbursement 295,181$    736,162$              378,000$                   375,000$                   
Eliminating Personal Use n.a. n.a. n.a. 150,000$                   

City Subsidy 440,981$    -$                      358,162$                   211,162$                   
*note: This proposal was presented by Public Safety Staff - it proposes not to restrict personal use of vehicles or the 
limits which one can live outside of the City.  
 
H. Police Vehicles – The Administration is proposing adding police officers.  Should the 

Council approve this recommendation, additional police vehicles would be needed.  
There are currently 39 vehicles that are considered “spare” allocated to the police 
department.  The “spare” vehicles are used as loaners when other police vehicles 
are in the shop for maintenance or repair.  Because there are multiple computer 
systems and mounts in the vehicles, more spare vehicles are needed than would be 
necessary if there was a single computer system vehicle mount.  Fleet management 
and the Police Department are currently working to resolve this issue.  Fleet has 
indicated that they have a need to maintain between 24 and 30 vehicles to use as 
loaners in the case of repairs (currently approximately 8-10 cars per day are 
brought in for repairs, minor and major).  Therefore, approximately 10 vehicles 
could be considered truly “spare” and may be available for use with new officers 
(assuming that existing injured officers assigned to “light duty” do not need these 
cars).  Each additional police vehicle costs $32,500. 

 
LEGISLATIVE INTENT STATEMENTS 

A. In the Fiscal Year 2005-06 budget process, the Council adopted the following 
legislative intent statement with regard to the Fleet Management Fund: 

• “It is the intent of the City Council that the Administration analyze the 
age of City-owned vehicles and maintenance costs associated with 
vehicles to determine the optimal replacement cycle.  Options for 
adequately funding optimal replacement should be forwarded to the City 
Council for a joint discussion.” (Intent #A2, response discussed as part of 
Mayor’s proposed budget) 
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• Administration’s Response: The Fleet Division has performed an analysis 
of this issue, taking into account the various factors with regard to fleet 
maintenance.  The Division will provide information to the Council for 
this budget briefing for a joint discussion. 

B. During the briefing on the proposed budget, the Council may wish to identify 
legislative intents relating to the Fleet Management Fund. 

 
SIX YEAR BUSINESS PLAN 

The following has been identified as specific and likely future changes to budget 
and/or staffing of the Fleet Management Division, as outlined in the Six Year 
Business Plan: 
o Based on fleet “life-cycle” analysis, approximately $4.9 to $5.6 million will be 

needed annually over the next five years, for fleet replacement.  The level of 
replacement will contribute an average of 2% to the Fleet fund balance, from 
which the Fund will draw heavily in FY 06-07 and 07-08.  This life-cycle 
replacement reduces the overall cost of fleet operation.  The Council may wish 
to clarify with the Administration whether this will be met. 

o There will be a possible proposal for a new Fleet Management Facility in the 
FY 06 budget.  
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