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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).

FLEET MANAGEMENT FUND
PROPOSED BUDGET
Adopted Proposed Difference Percent
2005-06 2006-07 Change

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

Capital

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%




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.

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

positions.

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.

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.

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).




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:




Re-imbursement Policy (Employee Cost Per Pay Period Rate Chart)

50% Cost Recovery
Full Cost Public Safety (committee

Current Recovery Proposal* recommendation)

Police/Fire within City limits | $ - |8 14.80 | $ 25.00 | $ 9.25
All others within City limits $ 69215 14.80 | $ 25.00 | $ 9.25
Within 5 miles $ 25388 18.50 | $ 2919 | $ 9.25
Within 10 miles $  2769|9% 37.00 $ 31.84 $ 18.50
Within 15 miles $ 30.00|$ 55.50 | $ 3450 | $ 27.75
Within 20 miles $ 3231|$ 74.00 | $ 3716 | $ 37.00
Within 25 miles $ 3462|8% 9250 | $ 3981 ($ 46.25
Within 30 miles $ 3462|% 111.00 | $ 39.81 [ $ 55.50
Within 35 miles $ 3462|8% 12950 | $ 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 | $ - |8 358,162 | $ 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:

e “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)



e 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.



SALT LAKE CITY ORDINANCE
No._ - 0of2006
(City-Owned Motor Vehicles)
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHATER 2.547 OF THE ‘SA'IfI_‘ LAKE CITY

CODE, RELATING TO CITY-OWNED MOTOR. VEHICLES.

Be it ordained by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah:
* SECTION 1, That Chapter: 2.5;'4_/01" the Salt Ldl{(—: City Code, relating to city- .
ownéd moiof véhiclés be, and the sd'r'nc-}'hereby is, ameﬁdéd as follows:

2.54, 020 Dcmgmuon Of ()wnershlp -Insignia chulred

Al moter vehiclés owned and opcrated by the city shall, hiwe}aﬁgnﬁmmﬁdﬂn a
conspicuous place on both sides of the vehicle, display an identification mark designating -
the.vehicle as the DI‘OD@I ty of the city,, ihefee»f-desLgﬁa%mg—the—«e}%ys-ewaers}mp -i-the
£eile%m1g4ﬂﬁg&a P}epei{y—e}PSal{—lwalee—G}t@ﬂ'—under conditions and as required by
Section 41 14-407%}4:}641—(71mp1:ei4 of the Utah eCode-er-its-suecessor, 4-he—des&g&a&eﬁ
shali-be-in- le&@f&ﬂ@H@&Hh%&h%@@%d&e&{%%—%hagh&an&lmp&d@aﬂ%vmbM all
tres-n-full comp} mﬁee%thws%ﬁ%@daw—p}wm}ed«hewwem%ﬁNothmg in this chapter-
shall be construed to require such a display on any pe}teeher%f&depaﬂmenkvehm@
oxempt from such’ requlremcnts under state 1aw+e b&so_pam%ed

[ 254, 030 Use Policy And Rcstrlctlons. o

A. Nomotor vehicle owned by.the ¢ity’ mfty be takcn homc by any cuy employee
exoept under the’ iollowmg cir cumstcmceq :

_ 1. Authormatlon to regularly take home 8 city-owned vehwlc is grantud by the
. department dlrector and approved by the chief administrative ofﬁcer or his or her
o designée based on a demonstrated need for such vehicle to be taken home {o serve Lhc,
' pubhc interest; or

2. Due to an isolated incident of use when, bemuse of the lateness of the hour or other
pecuhar mrcumstances it is 1mpract1ml or 1mp0531ble to return such vehicle to city
custody at the end of a duty shift.

B.  Authorization to regularly take home a city-owned vehlcle may be granted fo a
full-time emplovee for a "demonstrated need" based on at lcast one of the following
‘criteria: S S :

i The employee has been dcsxgmted as the d1rector ofa mty departmem

2, The vehicle isiassigned to a sworm and cemﬁcd law enforcement officer of the Salt -
Lake City police department, pursuait to the department's take home carprogram - -
| requirements. Spec1ﬂca11y, off-duty use of the veh1cle is uarestricted to commuting (o amd




from the employee’s place of residencewhile-within-the-Salt-lake-County-boundarios, ;
ineluding-+Travel to and from appreved-secondary employment in a ¢ity vehicle is
mohibitcd unless thc suoondcuv emplovcl 1eimbumc«, balt I d.kC (;iw diiecﬂv [‘01 ih(,

W(}i“k

3. The ft-time-employee must respond to at least five (5) emergency situations or
callbacks to work per month;

4., '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.

C. 1. Employees who have a demonstrated need as set forth in subsection B of this
section; may usé city-owned motor vehicles on a voluntary basis to travel to and from
their homes only with the knowledge and consent of the appropriate department head,
and only if such employees make payment to the city for such use according to a written
fee schedule adopted by the mayor or mayor's designee. Such fee schedule shall include a
policy favoring those employecs who live within the city. The fée required shall be no
“greater than the total actual costs incurred by the ¢city for such voluntary use, including
depreciation and capital costs.

2. The mayor shall, by written policy, set. fm'th'liability insurance coverage 10 such
employees, which coverage shall be not less than two hundred thousand doltars
($200,000.00) pet incident, shall cover bodily injury, death, and property damage and
shall be in addition to that requlred by Utah Codeé Aﬁﬂefédi-@d soctlons 3 lA 22- 304 and
63- 30d—80?2~9—5

D, Under no cucumstd,nccs shall a c1ty—owned vchlcle be author 1z,ed for takc—home :
use. for an employee who resides farther than twenty five (25) tirty-five-(35ymiles from
the City & County Building corporate-limits-of-Salt-Take-Gity, rogardloss of the
departrient in which the employee is employed._Employees qualifying for a take-home
vehicle as of May 1, 2006 will be grandfathered from this limitation for a period of five

(3) years beginning May 1, 2006, Such grandfdthcrc “use (which allows the employee to
talke home a vehicle to a rostdence up to thirty-five ive (35) miles from the corporate limits of

Salt Lake City) shall am)ly only as long as the employee resides in hig or her residence as
of May 1, 2006, If the employee thereafter changes residence, he or she must complv

“with the twenty-five (25) mile limitation.

. Under no cir cumstances shall a cny Vehlcle be used for any pu1 pose other than
city business, to promote a city interest, or for any usc ethesthes- authou/ed by the mayor
or the mayor s designee.

2.54.040 Mamtcnance ‘And Upkecp

A. Tt shall be the duty and responsibility of the drwer or operator ofa c1ty Vehlcle to
see that it is properly serviced, maintained, and cleaned. This includes, but is not limited
to, having the appropriate servicing performed on the vehiclesquipment at all designated
intervals as set forth by the department-of-administrative-servicesPublic Services
Dcpartment A st1okor W111 be afﬁxed to the vehicle in a conspicuous place mdlcatmg




B, Ifthe driver or operator of the city vehicle fails to have the vehicle properly
serviced or maintained as prescribed by the sdavnistrative-services-departimentPublic
Services Department within ten (10) working days or two hundred (200) miles of the
required service or maintenance time, #such failure may result in loss of use of the
vehicle to the user or department as well as possible disciplinary action.

2.54,050 Accident Tnvelvement Oy Damage-Reporting Requirements:

A. Inthe-eventIf a city vehicle is involved in an accident or is otherwise damaged,
the police depcu*tment and -ﬁdmj&H‘S{P&EW(%*S@W%&}Hief}dﬁﬂ'}@-l}lpUbHO Su vices Dom; tment

of such vehicle relating to the accident andfor damage on forms prescr 1bed by thc Eglghg
Services Departmentdizestor-ofadministrative-serviees, and forwarded to the
administrative-services-departmentPublic Services Department. Additional ooples shall
be made available to all departments requiring a copy of such report.

B. . If the driver or operator of the city vehicle fails to submit the report to the Public
‘Services Deparimentdirector-of administrative-serviees or-his-or-her-designee within a
reasonable period of time, the city department which has been assigned the vehicle may
lose the use of i it, and the driver or operator may be subject to disciplinary actwn

C.  Inthe went any person is injured in an accident involving the operation of a city
vehicle, the driver or operator of the vehicle must notify the city attorney and risk
manager mast-be-notifted.

2.54.060 Violation-Penalty:

Any violation of provisions of this chapter shall be grounds for suspension or d1smlssa1
from employment, but shaﬂ not be cons1dercd a criminal offense

SEC’I‘ION 2., That thts ordinance shall take effect immediateiy upon the date of -

~ its first publication.



-Passed by the City Council of Salt Lake City, Utah this _

2006,

- CHAIRPERSON

~ ATTEST:

CHIBF DEPUTY CITY RECORDER

Transmitted to __Mayt)f on .

Mayor's Action: ____»'___*_Approvezd.'.' L ;Vctoe'd.

‘MAYOR

CHIEF DEPUTY CITY RECORDER

(SEAL)

Bill No. __of 2006.
Published:

I\Ordinance 06\Amending 2.54 city-owned motor vehicies 4.25-06.doc



Salt Lake City
Take-Home Vehicle Policy
: Review

- April 25, 2006

Take home use of oity -owned motor vehtcles is governed by City Ordinance
2.54, The ordinance identifies four cntena that allow employees to take- home a
city vehicle. on a regular basis:

1. Department Director. -

2. Sworn and certified law enforcement officer.

3. Five emergency . situations or callbacks are reeponded to per month
4

. The nature of an employee's work requires immediate response to

- emergency situations, regardless of frequency, and requires the use of
specific safety or emergency equipment that cannot be reasonably carried
in.the employee 8 pereonal vehtcle

Accompanymg these crlterra are. soma reetrlot|ons

~Underno circumstances shall.a city-owned vehlole be- authorrzed for take~
- _home use for an employeé who resides farther than thirty five (35).miles.

from the corporate limits of Salt lake City, regardleee of the department m ;

which the employee is employed. ‘ _

2, For all but swom officers, under no circumstances shall a crty vehrcle be
" usedfor any purpose other than city business, to promote-a city mterest
or for any use other than authorlzed by the mayor or the’ mayors '

desrgnee , :

'3, For.swom officere and oertrfred law enforcement officers, off- duty use-of
“the vehicle is unrestricted while within the Salt Lake County boundaries,
-+ including travel to and from gpproved secondary employment; and .
- approved for use outside of the county limits while going to and from work.

" Employees who are authorized 16 take-home city-owned vehicles are then
assessed the following fees adopted by the I\/layor but not spelled out in the
- ordinance: -

Currcnt Reimbursement I’ollcv
B1 Weeklv Rate (,hart

Pohoe/Fnrc W1th1n city 11m1ts -
All others within city limits. . 6,92 -

Within 3 miles - 2538 -
| Within 10 miles . 27.69
Within 15 miles .~ 30.00°
Within 20 niiles ©~ 32,31
| Within 25 miles 3462
Within 30 miles - 34.62

Within 35 miles. . - 34,62




Srnce the adoptron of the ordmance in FY 2000-01 there has been dn increased
emphasis on reducing the number of vehicles to eliminate additional costs and to
lessen the use of fossil fuels. In'addition gas prices are at all-time highs which
have made the costs of the take-home vehicle program increase dramatically.
Fuel prices are not predicted to decrease in the foreseeable future.

- For these reasons.the ordinance and policies have been reviewed by a crty team
to look at more cost- effectlve alternatives and opportunities to the current
program while werghrng in the beneflte and efficiency of response fime from off-
duty staff. . :

Current number of vehicles taken home by olty staff:

o Polrce Department L 418
e Firg Department -~ - - 21 .-
¢ OtherCly Departments: =~ 12
Note: Since the police department has the vas tmajorrty of take- horne
vehicles, much of the data that follows voncerns them.

2. Ofthese take home- vehlclee, 104 belonq to polrce employees Ilving wuthrn the
- city ||m|te o

3, Average oost of pereonal use and commuttng for the take home tleet is
$.26/mile. .

4._",F’olrce Department take home vehrcles accumulate 14 380 rounds trrp miles
per day eommuting o and from home.

Total take-home vehicle expense is $736 162 per year Ot that total
- $295,181 is reimbursed to the city by employeee The remarnlng $440 981 is
: absorbed by the General F~und

8. In 2005,Police Officers responded to 233 000 cails Thre doee not mctude
traffic stops and issues they respond to that are not glven a case nurnber '
10,000 of these were responses by off-duty staff,

7. Non otty public-safety agency. take-homie vehicle: polrores :

Salt l,_,_._ake County Sheriff’s Office
- Nocostto employee
- Must live within the County to have take home
~ Can be used for personal reasons, rnctudrng 2”‘J ob
- Famlly members can. rrde in. vehlcte '
Davis County Sheriif’s Office -
- No cost to the employee et
~  Must live within 10 miles of County Irm:ts but polrcy isn't enforced
- Otflc:ers can use the vehlcle for ?nd jOb |

g}'!




Utah County Sheriff’s Office
= No cost o employee
~ Must live within the county to have take- home vehlcle
-~ No personal, social or unofficial use
~  No family or friends
Sandy City
- No cost to-employee
-Must live within Salt Lake Gounty or not more than 20 miles south
= Take home vehicle can only be used for commutlng except if living
- in Sandy City: Ilmlts ' _
Murray City ‘
: - No cost to e‘mployee _
- Must live withirSalt Lake County.. -
-~ No.personaluse .
Provo City_ _ -
No cost to employee P ' SRIEE
- Off-duty use allowed WIthm Utah County for on- cail employees
Layton City : : e e :
- Nocostto employee SR
Must live within 15 miles of Layton City limlts : .
_ ~Family members may rlde in the vehloles in. C|ty llmlts
Ogden City ‘

- No cost to employee if they ||ve wuthin the cuty or ho further than 13
~ miles from the Public Safety building TEICIE S

- Standard IRS rate is applied if outside limits
- Off- -duty use allowed within Ogden City limits
L 'Part time use allowed if benefits to Ogden City are valtdated
L= _Vehlcles cannot exceed 18,000 miles per year
- - No family or friends allowed to ride in vehicle
. West Vallev City . : :
- - 'No cost fo employees l|V|ng Withln West Valley City limits
- Outside city limlts employees are chatged $1.00/mile one way -
-~ No personal Use outside West Valley City limits.
- No family or friends allowed to rlde in vehlcle

1. The current City ordinance dictates thatpé'rs’c?)nal. .o_ommuting mileage for .
“relmbursement purposes is calculated by measuring fromthe city boundary:.
This Is difficult to calculate-and-enforce because there:is no standard point to
.calculate from nor: can technology be used to-automate the: process

5. Vehicle manufacturmg costs continue to skyrocket and vehicle replacement
7 funds allocated for replacement are not increasing at the same rate. '



3. Fuel costs have increased 83% over the last three years and they are .
expected to continue to rise.

4. The average take-home vehicle accumulates 35 miles/day in take-home
mileage, or 6,475 miles per year. - There are many take-home vehicles that
exceed 60 miles/day in off-duty miles, :

5. The rising cost of vehicles, fuel, oil and malntenance items have caused our
vehicle cost-per-mile (CPM) to rise from $.18/mile to the current $.26/mile.

6. 46 police vehicles exceeded 20,000 miles in one year, 17 police vehicles
exceeded 26,000 miles in a-year. Many of these high-mileage vehicles
belong to employees who tive within ¢ity limits and took advantage of the
“unrestricted off-duty use.” This will result in vehicles needing replacement
sooner than the budgeted 6 year replacement cycle. '

7. The city absorbs the $440,981 non-reimbursed cost of take-home vehicles.

8. Vehicle life is extended by having a car per officer prograr because the
vehicle is not being used 24/7 as would be the case if officers used a “shared
pool” concept of vehicle assignment. Most agencies that do not have a take-
home program utilize the “shared pool” concept.

9. Vehicle condition is shown to be better when employees feel ownershlp by
being assigned to them. p

10. Parking space can remain at minfmum Ieve'ls wlth a take-home car per officer
program since officers drive their vehicles home. Otherwise, sufficient
parking would have 1o be constructed to accommodate the influx of pérsonal
vehlcles as-well as police pool. vehlcles TR

Status Quo . .

After analyzing the costs, con5|der|ng the pollmes of other municipal agencies,
and evaluatmg possible options, the committee does not recommend that the city
accept a status quo option with take-homie vehicles. Status guo would result in
the city continuing to subsidize take-home vehicles out of the General Fund in

" the amount of $440,981 and increasing each year. Employees would continue to
use vehicles in the current manner which would require earlier replacement and
increased costs in future years as the vehicles wear out. The committee does
not believe that the benefit of take-home vehicles by off-duty employees is cost-
effective for the City to subsldtze fully.,

Elimination of All Take-Home Vehicles

The committee does recognize that some benefit is.gained by public safety
employees taking a vehicle home within certain limitations, . The main reason for
this is response time to-emergency situations for first responders, This benefit
diminishes the further away from the city an.employee lives. Additionaliy if the
ordinance eliminated all take-home. vehicles there would be operational and cost
concerns. The City. would need t0 prowde parkmg for the City. vehle!ee which



would require a parking lot to be constructed at an estimated cost of $960,000.
The only location currently available to the City that would accommodate the
number of cars in the take-home program would be adjacent to the parks facility.
The rough engineering estimate is that the parking lot would needto
accommodate 800 cars which would require 5 acres. Parking lot costs are

estimated at $1,200 per stall, This does not include security of other operational
- changes if the Clty were to implement a “shared pool” concept with vehicles.
Further extensive research would be needed o evaluate: if this would be
beneficial operationally or financially. The benefits of reducing fossil fuel use .
would be negated or worse under this condition since employees would need to
drive their personal vehicles to work and home and in many cases this parking -
facility would require a longer commute. Eliminating personal use would
potentially be more beneﬂmat to the ehvwonment than ehmmatmg take home
vehicles.

It must be recogmzed that data does mdicate there is a trend among Iarge
metropolitan agencies across the country to eliminate take-home vehicle
programs and operate fleet needs through the use of “shared pool” programs.

- Employees are on their own to commute and are assigned a pool vehicle upon
reporting to work. Police department representatives from-San Diego, Las Vegas
and- Fteno‘ gave the following reasons-foret’imihating thelr take-home programs:

» Ability to reduce the number of floet vehicles as much as50%. To do this

~ those agencies operattonally changed to 12 hour shifts. This would be a
major change to. Salt Lake City's operation and more extensive research
and analysis would bé needed 1o evaluate thts before it were .
imptemented

¢ __Increased vehicle contrcl since they would be located ata City facmty
- during off-duty time."

» Decreased vehicle expense due to the elimination of personal use.

While this program has the benefits indicated above, the cutles also pomted out.
there are some drawbacks and COsts. asoomated with th|s type of program as .
follows:

> Vehlcies do not iast as long and are usually kept in a much worse
condition due to employees not assuming ownership of them:- With good
policies and monitoring in place this usually becomes a shortterm
situation that improves over time.

e« Vehicles under the “shared pool” concept would hdve to be replaced at 3-
~ year rather than 5- year intervals,

° Adequate parklng is needed to accommodate the vehicles as well as
‘employees vehicles. This would have to be a secure facility to prevent
“vandalism and theft,

* Lockers would need to be constructed at facilities to aocommodate
~overnight storage of weapons and specialized equipment.



s The responses made by off-duty omployees would need to be absorbed
- by on-duty employees.

» Employees called baok from off- duty would not be able to respond as
quickly.

» |fa“shared pool" con(,ept were rmplemented the total number of vehicles
that could respond in an emergency situation would be reduced..

s Decrease in employee morale,
Standard Point of Reference '

The committee believes that adoptlng a standard point of reference that will not
change over time will allow a take-home vehicle program to be more easily
“administered and mplemented The recommendation is o use the City &
County Building as that standard measuring point. The City can then use ,
automated programs that will calculate the residence of employees and provide
the mileage from that standard point to their home. This will allow the City to
calculate and charge employees the approprlate fee for take- home use and can
easily be verified and audited when necessary :

Personai Use Revtnctlons

The committee recommends that there shou]d be further restrfctrons in persona! '
use of city vehicies. Currently the ordinance altows unrestricted personal use of
its vehicles in Sélt Lake County for sworn officers and certified law enforcement
officers. ‘This includes travel to approved secondary employment. The current
ordinance also prohibits. employees from taking a veh|c|e home if they I|ve 35
miles from the corporate limits, - .

The commiitee recommends that all personal use of city vehrcies be prohlblted
This would in¢lude prohibiting travel to and from secondary employment unless
the secondary employer reimburses the City directly for the full cost of the vehicle
while traveling to, from, and dunng secondary empioyment

The commrttee also recommends that the City prohibit any employee from taking
a City vehicle home if they live further than 25 miles from the standard point of

. reference; the City & County Building. Since we are changing both the mileage

- restriction and the point of reference for calculating commuter miles, it is:
recommended that all employees currently authorized: to take -home vehicles be
grandfathered from their current residence if they exceed the 25 mile limit. No
additional employees, current or new, would be allowed to take home a vehicle if
they lived outside of this restriction. The 25 mile limit was derived from.
calculatnng response time to the city. Anything further than-25 miles would rec;ult
in a response time that would not be a benefit to the ¢ity for first response
capablliities. Data is not kept on ‘personal mileage so the savings of these two
recommendations can only be estimated to be approximately $150 000 a year

Reimbursement for Commuting Costs.

Employees currently reimburse the city for commuting anywhere from $0 to
$34.83 per pay period based on their mileage from their home to the corporate




llmits This same fee structure is not stated in the City Ordlnance but required to
be adopted by the Mayor or dessgnee and to favor employees I|ving wﬂhm the -
_ clty ‘

The Clty could adopt the polloy that all commutmg costs be recovered from
employees taking vehicles home.  To:implement this. policy the Gity would be
saying.that.there is no benefit to the taxpayer for quick and convenient response
from off-duty employees therefore all commuting.costs-would be reimbursed.
There would: be a different reimbursement schedule for a 4-day work week and a
B-day but for purposes of illustration, the 4-day work Week pollcy change would

~ be as follows: * o

© U Fuoll Cost Recovery
Bi-Wu,klv Rate (,hart

: Pohce/l*ue wnhm city 11m11s 14 80
| All others within city 111’1’11tS 14.80
- Within'§-miles ~  ~ 18,50

Within 10 miles - 37.00-
Within 15 miles 55.50
|| Within 20 miles - - 74,00
Within 25 miles .~ 9250
Within 30 miles C 11100

| Within 35 miles: . 129.50.

This reimbursement policy would collect the fdll‘ $74O OOIO; cost of eommuting in
. city vehicles and would double to quadruple the b1~weekly costs to the
. employees.

Public Safety Staff involved In this discussion reviewed the|r policies and have
proposed a reimbursement sohedu!e that charges those |n the city limits 5!)25 and
then adds 15% to the other exusting rates. :

- Public Saféfv"I’l’epdssi'l
Bi- W’ceklv Rate Chart

' Police/Fire within city limits 25.00
All others within ity Timits 23,00

Within 5 miles 29,19
Within 10 miles 31.84

| Within.1S miles. .~ 34,50

| Within 20 miles 37.16

“Within 25 miles 3981
Within 30 miles - - 39,81
Withini 35 miles - - -39.81 .




This proposal would collect approximately $378,000 of the $740,000 cost of
commuting in city vehicles, This i is approximately 50% of the cost of commuting
and is an' increase. of $83,000 over the ‘current reimbursement schedule.” This
proposal does not make changes to the personal use of vehicles orin the miles
out:ofthe city one can commute with a city vehicle. The ordinance requires a foe
schedule "favoring those employeds who live within-the city.”. This proposal does
charge less for those who live In the ¢ity but one could argue thatwith only a $15
difference per pay period between those who live in the city'and one Who lives 35 -
miles out is not very favorable.

The commitlee recommends that the city recognize there are benefits to quick
and.convenient response from off-duty employees-who live within 25 miles of the
City & County Building and that with-the restrictions recommended above, the
City should share 50% in the cost of the take-home program. Additionally the
commiitee felt that those living within the city should reimburse a minimal but stili
favorable amount for the use of the vehicle to commute to-and from their
residence. The reimbursement schedule for a 4~ day work week with a 50%
participation would be as follows

"5()% Cost Recovery -~ °
- Bi-Weekly Rate Chart

Police/Fire within city limits 9.25
All others within city limits - 9.25 -

Within 5 miles _ 9.25
| Within 10miles © ~ 7 . 1850
4 Within 15 miles - 2775
Within 20 miles - 37.00
o) Within 25 miles . 4625
4 Within 30 miles - .. -+ 55.50...
- Within 35 miles - 64,75,

This reimbursement policy would collect approximately $375,000 of the $740,000
cost of commuting in city vehicles but would only increase the bl-weekly costs o
the employees anywhere from $9 if you live in the city to double the current
reimbursement for those that live at the maximum distance.. If eliminating
personal use results in a savings of $150,000, the (.aeneral Fund subetdy for
take- home vehfcles would be $225 000. .

The take-home vehlcle comm;ttee recommendatlons are as follows

1. Establish the City & County Bundlng as the etandard pount of reference to
calculate the commuter distance to employees homes

2. Non~commuhng pereone,l use of crty vehlolee prohlbited



t

. Secondary employment commuting and use prohibited uniess business
reimburses City directly for vehicle costs.

. No take-home vehicle allowed if employee lives farther than 25 miles from
the City & County Building. (Existing employees not complying would be
grandfathered for their currént residence for a period of 6 years.)

. Employees reimburse the city for commuting mileage at 50% of the
vehicle operational costs. Adjust these costs annually. '

. Employees with an automobile allowance can be reimbursed for mileage
on business trips in excess of 100 miles each way.
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