AGENDA
Blue Ribbon Commission Phase 11

September 24, 2009 Meeting
6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
Twenty Ninth Street Community Rooms

Food will be provided since several members of the Commission are coming from other
meetings or work.

Time Topic

6:00 to 6:10 | Public Participation

6:10 to 7:30 | General Fund Transfers
Cost of Services Report

7:30t0 8:00 | Review Chapters 1 & 2 Outline




Clt of Boulder — Overview of 2009 General Fund Transfers t to Other Funds
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=) ; F subsidize recreation to support lo support i the UHCD’s merged with Open
= Community Planning boundaries) is e ;
& L S, programs that do affordable affordable boundaries) is Space. Prior to the
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BUSINESS PLAN SUBMISSION

- FISCALLY CONSTRAINED PLAN
— 2008 BUDGET
- Essential Desirable Discretionary -
Pragram!
Service Program/
Amount Service Program/ Service
Provided by Amount Amount Funded by
Fund General Provided by Fees or Dedicated
Titla Program/Service Budget Fund (GF) | % |PW Transfer| % Taxes % Cost % Cost % Cosi Total
PADS ] : e
General Fund = -
Business License Zoning and Use
Verification 5,692 | 5,602 | 100% 0| 0% 0 0% 0 100% 5602 0% 5,602
Comprehensive Planning 512,754 512,754 | 100% Df 0% 0 50% 256,377  50% 258,377 0% 512,764
Capital Improvemants Program
Coordination 31,850 31,850 | 100% o] 0% 0 100% 31,850 0% 0 0% 31,860
Environmental and Zoning Enforcement 484,854 | 484,954 | 100% 0| 0% o 26% 121,238)  65% H5.220]  10% apa0s|il| 484054
Downlown Design Advisory Board i
(DDABR) G676 6,575 | 100% 0] 0% 1] () 0f  100% 6,575 0% 8,575
Environmental Plannsng 54,116 54,1156 | 100% 0 % 0 0% 0o 100% 64,115 %% | N 54,115
[ Title § Cade hMaintananca ] 2,307 22,397 | 100% 0] 0% 0 50% 11,109)  50% 11,998 0% ) ] 22,307
Hislose Presenvation Designation 4,818 48,819 | 100% 0] 0% 1] 0% 0] 100% 40,819 0% 46,818
Hestoric Presenation Design Reviaw 138,393 136,393 | 100% 0] 0% a o 0]  100% 138,303 0% 136,383
Intergovernmental Relations and Referrals) 71,817 71617 | 100% o] 0% 0 50% 3s7e0l  s0% 35,758 0% 71,517
|Landmarks Board 76,485 76,485 | 100% 0 ¥ ¥ 0% 0] 100% TEABS| 0% 78,485

CADocuments and Seflings\Reast1\Local SallitngmEn;;rylnlanm Fileg\Centent, Outlook\Y FOUDLHM2008 PDS Budge! - Total Budget - GF and Fee (3}
/



PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES (P&DS) =t
L BUSINESS PLAN SUBMISSION
FISCALLY CONSTRAINED PLAN
T = 2008 BUDGET = — S
Essential Desirable Discrationary
Program/
Service Program!
Amount Service Pragram/ Service
Provided by Amount Amount Funded by i
Fund General Provided by Fees or Dedicated
Title Program/Service Budget Fund {GF} | % [PW Transfer| % Taxes Cost % Cost Yo Cost & Total
Map Dala Malntenance &0,708 (B0,708 | 1004 0 0% | i) B0,70%) 0% % B0, 7089
i
Planning BoardiCity Council - Lang Range 70,470 70,470 | 100% 0| 0% 1] 35,235 650% 35235 0% ol 4l 70470
Residantial Permit ABocalion Sysiam 61 BE1 [ 100% o] 0% 0 0 0% 0] 100% BE1] aa1
Sales and Use Tax Procasses 38,151 35,151 | 100% 0] ¥ 0 0] 100% 36161 0% | ..'_;' 28,151
. |¥elland Management e 22582) 23302 | o WL Do ) 0% 22082| o% | offfl 22382
UL T General Fund Total (o7 ,880,224° 1,860,224 S g SR (ETTeTa,e67 TSN TawT sl .-_.1:5&.1551
Fund Transfers and Revenue Lo ]
Administative Revwew 168,423 62,211] 3% 32000 15% 84,212 A421 95% 160,002 i " 188,423
Board of Zoning and Building Appeals
(BOZA) 31,007 19,007 0% 0| 0% 12,000 0] 100% 31,007 0% 31,007
Land Use Review E _ B40RTS| 201610 3% 178,728 18% 4;u.§§;gl S0 235170) T5% | Toos08) 0% 940,678
Landmarks Board Demolilion Parmit
Raviaw 31,688 15,843 50% ol 0% 15,843 ol 100% 31686 0% 31,680
_ |Prairie Dog Penmits 3,070 1,635 50% _of o | 1,538 ; of _100% sor0f 0% 3,070
‘lje..npphf.aﬂun 668,087 40,974| 62% 25,113) 38% 1] ol 100% 688,087| 0% 66,087
Remtal Housang Licensing and
= __|Enflarcement 145,845 58,338) 40% 0] 0% a7,507) of  100% 145,845 0% 145,845
Technical Documant Review 347,603 G0,002] 16% 38,831) 10% 200,770 06.023] 75% 200,770 % : 387 683

CADocuments and Selfings'\Reas)\Local Setlings\Temparary Infesnat Files\Comlenl Oullook\YFDUDLHME2008 PDS Budge! - Total Budgel - GF and Fea (3)
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. FLMNNIYS _Hl'lu LW e T 1= 1_Jl—'ﬂi Bhriad | dsiaiod Lgth
BUSINESS PLAN SUBMISSION
B FISCALLY CONSTRAINED FLAN
) 2008 BUDGET .
Essential ol Desirabla Discretlonary
Program/
Service Program/
Amount Service Program/ Service
Provided by Amount Amount Funded by
Fund General Provided by Foes or Dedicated
Title Program/Service Budget Fund (GF) | % |PW Transfer| % Taxes Ve e Cost e Cost Ya Cost Total
Pianning BoardiCity Council- Land Use
| 89,360 27.704] 3% 16,980 10% 44 685| 50% 5% | 22842 7AW ﬁ?.ﬂ:”? 0%
E?‘laan ng Raviow 306076 | 0] 0% |eo7a[100%| 0] 0% 100% 396,076) 0% 3 0%
TH"IW‘% ind Transfer and Revenue Total | (1 000 12,250,934 7 * (BA7,315' 1 25% 685,728 130% 111 71,000,890 4% [B] 1a4% | 0 0750,002 | ee% | L -'i'-ﬂﬂ_ﬁqﬂ!{:i S A S T
Reimbursed Activilles = H=_tr ] .
Dangerows Bulding Abatarneni B,788 0f 0% 0f 0% B,788) 100% 100% 8788 0% o 0% . — oj]  s7ea
Environmenlal Enfarcement Abalement 18,402 o] 0% 0| o% 18,402] 100% 0% o 100% 18,402 0% 0 1a,:Fz|
0 Relmbursed Activities Total || niTarae0 e 0% WO T 1 27,100 11000 L) 3208 TER [6E% GABADZ CT0% O 2T 180
RevenueiFee Service Total
Bullding Permits and Inspections 3,831,220 0of 0% 0] 0% 3.831,220] 100% 0% 3,448,008 10% 83,122 0% 0 3,831,220
s Floodglain Parmils B 50,600 0| 0% 0| 0% 50.600| 100% (3] 100% 50,600 _— o 0% 1] 50,600
GIS Services ) 141,750 | o| 0% of 0% 141,750( 100% 0% o| 100% 141,750] 0% 0 m?ﬁu
Hislonc Presenvation Tax Cradi Review 5,368 o] 0% o] i% 5,308 100% [1] 0% 0| 100% 6.368) 0% 0 5,366
Revocable Processes 50,004 0| 0% 0] 0% Eﬂﬂud 1004 | 0% 0 100% B0 0% = o 60,004
Right-of-Way Permils, Inspections and
Enforcement 310,013 0 0% 0] 0% 319,013] 100% 100% 318,013 ¥ == 1] 0% Y] 318,013
Sign Code Pamils, Inspeclions and
Enforcement 62,474 o 0% o] 0% 52.474| 100% 0% o 100% 524T4] 0% oy 52474
Liility Parmits and Inspeclion I 189,127 o} 0% 100% 100% 180,427] 0% o 0% | o] 189127
Watland Parmits 21,063 0 0% 100% 0% o] 100% 21,063 0% 0 21,063
~ | 5ound Manitaring 14,448 0| 0% . 44| 100% 0% — 0] 100% Madd] 0% | 0 14,448
?:iif.iiﬂ.ﬁH'ﬁ.@inﬂ!.F.Eiﬂ:ﬂiwm-Tﬁuf_ut,_L. i bt X LT MR T UL ) e R bt 15 100% [ 86% . /4,008,838 T 44% [ 668,227 | 0% .. . 0 14,675,005
Other = z i

CADocwments and Seliings'Reas) 1\Local S.amngsﬂ.Tu?pj [iermel Flles\Content Oullook\ Y FOLDLHAMZ008 PDS Budgel - Total Budget - GF and Fea (3)
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES (P&DS)
BUSINESS PLAN SUBMISSION
FISCALLY CONSTRAINED PLAN
2008 BUDGET —
=1 [ Essantial Dosirable Discretionary
Program! '
Sorvice Program/ ki
Amount Service Program/ Service
Provided by Amaunt Amount Funded by
Fund Genaoral Provided by Fees or Dedicated |
Title Programi/Service Budget Fund (GF} | % |PW Transfer| % Taxes % “ Cost “w Cast " Cost Total
Operating Reserves ___ 25,000 0] 0% 0| 0% 26,000| 100% 0% 0 0% o 100% 2600018 25000
TOTALS & i RITRRRR X R 5 b~ T R T 1 Ty T R T % - PR P ;Mﬂr o AT 03,226,032 A% L TTAEE T B AT TS
Cuu-la“ncallon and admlnislﬂuun are Inr.ludtd in tha :bnve program costs | | | | | | |

CDocuments and Setfings\Reas/1Wocal SaglﬂgjiTmmmq Internet Files\Comlenl. Oullook\Y FOUDLHWM2008 POS Budget - Todal Budget - GF and Fee (3)



BUSINESS PLAN BUDGET SUBMISSION

FISCALLY CONSTRAMED PLAN
2008 BUDGET
Programl Service Programd Servica Essaniial Desirable Discret
Budgat funded by | o | budgel fundad by | o uira onary
user (ens General Fund {GF)
of Cross-
Subsidized by
ather Program
Revanui
Tatal 2000
und ramiService Budget FTE | Category Cost Catogory Cosl Category Cost
130 |Recreation Administration 5 B, 02 o) § (839, 702)| -100%]  7.00 T5% Bz, 77T 5% E 208,826
130 [Flatirons Golf Cowse § 1,378,378 3 1,607 884 | 117%] § TANATE | 17| 78D 20% § 275276 [ H 1,101,102
130 |Bouldar Reservok § 651822 3 B24,102 | 127%) § 174,200 | #T%| 3.6 209 130,364 20% [ K 381,063
130 |Marih Boulder Recrastion Cender § R4S BER 3 B04.824 | 118%) § 140,266 | 18%| 7.90 0% 169,131 B H 678,525
130 _|Eest Bouldor C: nity Cenler §  Tda4e 3 72,320 | 103%)| § w602 | 3% 585 20% 148,684 B [% 544, 734
130 |South Bawder Recreallon Cander § 368,508 § 337,031 | o1kl § (31477 9% 350 20% 73,702 [ FE4 B0
130 |Salberg Shalter H 13,997 3 0% § (13,957 ]{ -100% o | § 13,997
130 _|ils Sludio ] 6000 | |5 0% % {15,000 -100% 0ok | § 15,000
130_|Chid Case H BE.501 H 42307 | 48%| % [45,184)) -52%) 1.00 0% | § 88,501
130 |Dance § _ arsnit $ 396,480 | 106%( § 20,763 6%| 265 [ Ed ars, 717
130 |Fitness & First Aid §  imRiTi § BEOGT | 29%|§ (a1 24y T1%| 135 5% 5.509 25% § 49,543 fo% |5 136,720
130 |Gymnastics §  6B03dZ $ 732357 | 106%) § 2016 | A% 545 3 10o% | % 660,342
130 |Mind & Body § 419,008 $ 328,608 | TEW) 8 (90,313)| -za%k| 220 5 - 100% | § 419,008
130 lPﬂary_lﬂ_b $  dmred| |3 zro7et | axl s isroo3f 1| 320 5 - woow [§ 336,764
130 |Welght Training 3 262,858 ] AT B1%| % (49,1460 -19%| 2.10 ] -] oo |3 262856
: ] s
130 _|Aqualics §  BI2608 [] 278,149 | 31%[§ (G14,450)] -69%| 375 B 714,086 2% 3 178,622
130 | Scoft Carpanter Pool § BT 22 ] 115,084 | 131%] § 27402 | 3% 1003 B7 B2l
130 ruce Pool H 90,136 $ 144,852 | 181%) § 54816 [ B1% 100% |8 90,138
130 _|Sparls Programs & Operations §  msrosol |5 1,160,398 | 132%| § 252348 | 32| 525 w0 [§ A7 050




130 [Access & Inclision 5 755,877 5 111,844 | 15%| § (B44,033)} -85%] &.00 B5% 491,385 35% 3 384 592
130 lFI!ill Maintenance Opedations ¥ 477418 ] 201,008) 42%) % {2T6.410)) -5A%) 5.0 10% LEALFS T0% ] 334,193 ] 05, 4B4
TOTAL USES OF FUNDS § 10,396,652 § B5B85A5 | B3N § (1,807,667)] -17%| 75.92 2,502,401 § 2,968,252 § 4,795,834




HOUSING AND HUMAN SERVICES

BUSINESS PLAN BUDGET SUBMISSION
FISCALLY CONSTRAINED PLAN
2008 BUDGET

1% Total = 64,148 (non-grant GF, ncluding GF subsldy o AHF ﬂllﬂd 114) + 15% sales tax Fund); grants have been excluded; a8 no reallocation s possible culsiche of e gean program or sendce g 1o grant raglrictions

15 lowest pelorily has not boan nobed for resiricted funds as no additional resources afe expected and all reallocation musi fake place within ihe funds dee 1o e restrictions of the funds.
Essential Desirable Diserathonary
PrograniSenvice ProgramiSendoe
Amount Frowided ProgramiSaryvice Amaimt Pravided
by Genersd Fund Arpound funded by by alher {inlerast,
Fund Title ___ProgramiService cash-in-Sau [12) %% aho.) W FTE b Cosi ] Cost % Cost
TR " DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING &' vl Tl : dggTaE I 2 T ;
_!ﬁ y EHTE MuMAN iy Wy ! o
v ] i YN :
: Hiy f ! B
Hawsing Project Funding {locad funds)
Wote: B1% of fund 114's funding wl
t?,NZ,AIJE 5319630 1% §2 882772 B a.0m 1% $326,084 2% 954,560 57%| $1.690,0
This program  |Affardabla Housing Fee Sibakdy
and
corraspondng
GF fransles has
been cul a8 of
2010 !m.ﬂ?ﬂ 96,370 100 0 L] L] 100% $948.370
Funding and Firance/Management &
B 108 460 $106 486 100% 125 5 0,697 I-‘I_i 545 TEG
% hép Pragrams. §207,5%9 §207,538 100% a.o7 [T F124, 524 A% 83,016
BA% E‘lﬂlﬁimd Developmanl Roviaw 03,571 £93,671 100% 1,00 13% $12.164 62% S58,014 26% £203,583
BI% [g-u Senvice/Cost Alocalion B $63,849 25% £191,000 5% | o000 100% $264,840
B9% Ti fot I MH'HILIMHFII‘HWN F101,000 510,000 100% 0,00 100% 501,000
SickMacBonus Liatdily & PPIT reserva
BE% 21,188 21,108 100% 0,00 100% 21,184
TOTALS: §3,863,405 £416,000 3,149,918 207 486 532 SBO 484 £1,338,558 $1.723,362
Sorvice Standards:
eommsl s minkman B lEble Sevice sendads
=uly bl el
duas il mesd mMinkmum accepiadle senios sandords
Page 1 of 1
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HOUSING AND HUMAN SERVICES

BUSINESS PLAN BUDGET SUBMISSION
FISCALLY CONSTRAINED PLAN
2009 BUDGET

1% Total = §84,148 (non-grant GF, including GF subsidy te AHF (fund 114) + .15% sales tax Fund); granis have been excluded, as no reallocation is possible cutside of the grant program or senvice due to grant restrictions
1% lowast priosity has not been noted for restricted funds as no additional resources are expected and all resllocation must lake place within the funds dus to the restrictions of the funds

Essential Desirable Discretlonary
ProgramiSenice ProgramiService
Program/Service Amounl Provided Amount Provided
Amound Provided oy Houssng Excise by ofher (ineress,
Fund Tiile ramiService by Property Tax o Tan atc. ) Ya Cost e Cost
LT n T 2 o = >-I'._. T N Er _I-_ _-..|. ; _.., ] 2] T = o
o Bivs Fh i Vol
i

LR } L ]
e Pl s i el W= R et i LR | v A S e ] it de3h AT R, i
CHAP 115 |Housing Project Funding ]WHM] §2 166,873 $051,873 44% §250,000 1% $B65,000 | 52‘053.52'9
Funding and FinanceMdanagement &
Reporing 40,667 14,667 30% $35,000 T0% 100 £48.667
|Homeownership Programs §142,722 §142,722 100% B0%% $85633 |  40% $57,068
Assal Managaman $60,265 §50,265 100% 100% $60.765
Planning and Development Review §74,040 374,040 100% 100% §ra,040
Cost Allocation £33,040 $33,040 100% 100% $33,040
Transfes bo Boulder Housing Pariners 74,930 §74,809 100% 100% §74,930
SickVac/Bonus Liability & PPZT reserve
$20 541 $29.641 100% 100% §29,541
TOTALS: $2,640,087 $1,390,087 $250,000 §1,000,000 5325823 52,314,264

macEeds minimum acceplatie serice slandands
meels act servioe s
dops nol moel minimum acooplable ssnece standans




BUSINESS PLAN BUDGET SUBMISSION

FISCALLY CONSTRAINED PLAN
= B 2010 BUDGET =
| I I
ol Essentfal Desirable Discretionary
Program/Sgrvice
Budget Funded by
ProgramdService Downtown
Budget Fundad by Commerelal District
Fund Pm!nmlﬂuw'lcn 2010 Budgat General Fund (GF) % Fund [CAGID) % Y Cosl % Cosl % Cosl
Dawntewn Gommercial Dystrict Eirid 2 CAGID L, LiE iDL st e S O sl e ] | (et o e L R e 0 S R S i L S e b
540 |CAGID Administration 428,170 123,200 | 20% 304871 | 1% | 85% do6,762 | 6% | 21,400
- 244719 [ - 244,710 | 100% | 95% 232483 5% 12,236 = =
B CAGID Rehmnds 16,000 : 16,000 | 100% 100% 16,000 |
| CAGID ather operations and adminisiration T8445 T8,445 | 100% 100% T8, 445
BID 23,530 41,815 41,815 | 100% — | roos 41,815
©n Mall and O Mall Newspapes bores 2,873 2,873 | 100% | [ 100% 2873
CAGID Civic Plaza 1,800 1,800 | 100% 100% 1,800
CAGID Ciher Events and Admin-8I0 i 38,060 20,060 | 100% 100% 38,060
) CAGID Commundy Improvemonts 10,500 10,500 | 100% | = 100 10,500 i =
CAGID Dowriown lmprovemen 100,000 100,000 | 100% 100% 100,000
CAGID Economic Vitality-BI0 - 13,500 13,800 | 100% £ 100% i3so0|
CAGID Transponation Demand Management  Taial 1.0 FTE — [
|{EcoPass T0,Race 25, TOM.05) 62,498 46,249 | T4% 16,249 | 28% | 0% 58,248 | 10% B,250 "
apo0| 1480 | 74% 520 | 26% | 00% 1,800 | 10% 200
CAGID Eco Pass ) 722,173 534,408 | T4% 187,766 | 26% | 100% 722173 !
70,000 70,000 | 100% 100% 70,000 _ 7
- CAGID major mainlanance 1,264,000 | 1,264,800 | 100% | 100% 1,264 800
CAGID Parking operstionsimaintensnce || 780,761 13,000 | 2% N TET,764 | 08% | 100% TBO,TE1
|Lot attendarts collectideposit Parking Fees 10.84 662,045 662,945 | 100% | 100% BG2, 046
|Riepalr and Maintenance of 5 faciifles 4.0 = =]
CAGID Cagital Replacement and Renovation 165,875 165,675 | 100% | 100% 165,675 [
CAGID Mab 82,484 82404 | 100% 100% B2 404

S/F|nBudgetiBlus Ribbon Cormsmission - Phase 122 - Septermber 24, 2009\0UHMD_Fiscally Constrained Flan_2010 BudgelBidurcated

()



Malnianance, collection end depositing of pkg fees 328,270 326,270 | 100% 1% 100% 328,270
CAGID Public Information 27,000 2,700 | 10% 24,300 | 80% 100% 27,000 =
CAGID Debt Senvice 057,760 957,780 | 100% | 100% 857,760
CAGID Operaling Transfers-Mall Loan 500,000 500,000 | 100% N 500,000
Sub Fund |CAGID Opesating Transfers-Cost Alocation 2261 50,843 [ 24% 161,318 | 7E% | 100% 212,261 —_—
10th and Watnut - TIF waterfal B78,713 676,713 | 100% | 100% B76,713
101k and Walrut - Debt 816,844 B16,844 | 100% | 100% 016,844
| Downtown Commercial District TOTAL 8,406,076 2,037,835 6,368,241 8,035,088 370,087 | =
[University HIll Commercial District Fund - UHGID | 2010 Essential Desirablo Discretionary
ProgramiSenvice T
F Amount Provided by
Pragram/Service Downtown
Amaunt Pravided by Commercial District
ProgramiService Budget Genaral Fund {GF k. Fund (CAGID) % % Cosl % Cost % Cosl
Univarsity Hill Commercial District - Administration 83,421 62,502 | 67T% 30620 | 33% | 05% aa7so| 6% 4,671
£ 10,400 26402 | 67% 13,004 | 33% | 065% a7A36| 6% 1,870
Unhversity H#l Commercial District_-othar opesations and administratly 8,718 5,840 | 67% 2876 | 33% 100% 8,718
= | 100% =
University HIll Commerclal District - Economic Vitality 10,000 10,000 | 100% - di 100% 10,000
_ |University Hill Comnencial District - afher TOM's 3,280 2,204 | 67% 1085 ) 3% 100% 3,280
Universily Hll Commercial Dislrict - Eco Pass 675 E= 875 | 100% 100% 675
University Hill Commarcial District - Parking OperationsiMalntenarnce 112,773 16,916 | 15% 95,857 | 85% | 100% 112,773
65,367 9,805 [ 15% | 55582 | B5% 100% 65,367
Univeraity Hll Commescis Distict - Melers 31,855 28,670 | 90% 3486 | 10% | 100% 31,855 =1
77,894 70,105 | 90% 7,780 [ 10% | 100% Traedl =
Uiniversily Hill Commercial District - Public Infarmation =
Uiniversity Hill Commercial District - Operating lranslers =15 43,738 47,495 | a0% 26243 | 60% | 100% 43,738
Universaity Hill Commercial District TOTAL ABT, 134 250,028 237,108 457,813 28,646 675

SAFimBudgeliBlise Ribbon Commission - Phase K22 - Seplamber 24, 200000UHMD_Fiscelly Constrained Flan_2010 BudgatBifurcated
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OPEN SPACE MOUNTAIN PARKS

BUSINESS PLAN BUDGET SUBMISSION

B - FISCALLY CONSTRAINED PLAN
= 2009 BUDGET = T
BRC Il - 9/24/2009
Ciffice of ihe Direcior Il I ] | [ I
Essential _ Desirable Discretionary
~ Funding by
Open Space
Fund: sales &
use tax; GF
transfer; ag GF
leases; Approp.
Fund interest; foas For Real Lottery
Title | Rev Program/Service Budget collected kA Estate % Fund % % Cosl % Cost Y% Cost Total
|Open Space Fund PSSR | | S 1. =)
05 |Office of the Director - R 270,000 $270,000 | 100% 100% $270,000 270,000
| 05 Cilice of the Director - P §188,340 $188,340 | 100% | CB2% | $154439] 18% §33,801 $168,340(
05 Support Services Group §360,526 §389,526 | 100% 3% “$132.438]  66% §267,087] | sasss26
05 DSBT supporl §78,268 578,268 | 100% 50% §38,134]  50% $30,134 §78,268
08 Fronl Desk Services $166,637 §156,537 | 100% 100% §156,537 $156,537
05 Transfers lo General Fund  $885,.465 §8A5,465 | 100% ' | oo §685,465| | $885.465
TOTALS - Open Space Fund_ $1,968,138 il $1,368,014 $600,123 $0| $1,968,136

SFIBudgetiiue Fibbon Commission - Phade 1022 - Seplembar 34, 200600pen Space_Fiscaly Consmined Plan_2008 Budget or BRC 1 8_24_S000 ()}

Office ol tha Direclor /I.j



OPEN SPACE MOUNTAIN PARKS

BUSINESS PLAN BUDGET SUBMISSION

= ~ FISCALLY CONSTRAINED PLAN
2009 BUDGET
== BRC Il - 9/24/2009
| Contral Services -
o B l A Essential ~ Desirable __ Discretionary
Funding by =
Open Space
Fund: salos &
uea tax; GF
transfer; ag GF
leases,; Approp.
Fund interest; foas For Real Lottery
Tille | Rov Program/Sarvice Budgat collectad U Estate Yo Fund Yo Y Cost % Cost Yo Cost Total
Open Space Fund __ .
08 CSD - Divisional Services §144,268 $144,268 | 100% [ | | | s0% | s34 50% $§72,134 rEw —§144,268|
05 | |Financial Management Services §137,891 §137.891 | 100% 5% §103,418] 25% $34,473) §137,801
oS Budget Preparation/Review | si25540 §125,540 | 100% 100% 5125,540| $125,540
05 Modia Sorvices £78,406 §78400 | 100% | 1 | son saa,zu:al' 50% sag203] 78,406
i |
05 Cullural Resources Program $107936 |  $107,936 | 100% 0% 100% §107,835 §107,936|
05 | [Fiest Services $634,041 $634,041 | 100% = (i o0% | §570637| 10% |  Se3404] —  §634,041
TOTALS - Open Space Fund $1,228,081 I = $810,931] §317,150| S=F $0| $1,228,081
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6 Real Estale Services
7 Essantlal Dasirable Oiscretlonary

Funding by

Open Space
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Fund Intarest; foes Lottery
& | Tite | Rav Program/Service Budgat collected & | GF Approp. 5% Fund % % Cost % Cost % Cost Tatal
a |Ganaral Fund .
GF |Reat Estale Services - Proparty Agents - $13840 §138,401 [ 100% 100 138 401 138,401

| 10| General Fund
11 A
12 |Open Space Fund " (- :
13| 05 Feal Estale Agquisiion 228,080 $228,085] 100% 100% £228,080 228,08
14| os Roal Estate Services 1o OSMP 5228,980 $228,588) 100% 100% $220,859 $228,980|
(15| o8 Conservation Easement Compliance $90,548 $00,548] 100% | 60% 45 27d]  s0% 545,274 [l $00,548
18
7] 05 | |Debi Service (BMPA) §2.541,112 52,541,112 100% N 100% £2.541,112 . §2,541,112]
18| os Debt Service (Non-BMPA) 58,181,162 £8,191,182] 100% 100% $8,191,182] $8,191,182
18
20| 08 |  |Acquisiion Propram §3.400,000]  $3,400,000] 100% | 1o0% $3,400, 53,400,000
21) oOs Water Rights Acquasition $200,000 §200,000] 100% 100% §200,000 z $200,000
| 22 035 Mineral Rights Acquisfion $100,000 $100,000) 100% 100%: §100,00 5100000
A5
36 - =
37 |TOTALS - Open Space Fund $14,080,820 L 514,535 548 45,274 $0| $14,8680,820
38 | TOTALS - General Fund $138,401 §138,401 $0 $138,401 $0| 138,401
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& Resource Systems = —
| 7 I [ R )| N Essential Desirahle Discretionary
o = Funding by = i "
Open Space
Fund: sales &
use tax; GF
transfer; ag
leases;
Fund interest; fees GF Lottery
A [ Title | Rev Program/Service Budget collected % | Approp. | % Fund ¥ ¥ Cost b Cost b Cost Total
9 | Open Space Fund L ) Y1 18 X . 2 = U] T s
0| os RSD - Divisional Services 119,460 £119,460| 100% 50% g50,730]  50% £59,730 §110,460
1"
[12] 08 | |VMP implementation - visitation study  §304,870] §304,670] 100% | 50% $197,336]  25% $08.667  25% $08,667]  $384.670
13
14| o8 | Grassland Ecosystem Pian §71,618 §71,618] 100% i - | s0% | s3seo8| s0% — 535,808] . i §71,618
15
16| Os8 Resowca Planning and Managament $303,125 $393,125( 100% _T5% 5204844  25% so8,281] | 3393125
17
i8] 05 |Ecological Systems ol §700,336 §700,333] 100% 50% $3o5.970] S0 5305170 §700,330
1“ - - ——— _— - — e e
05 Forest ecosystem management which 106,241 $106.241| 100% B0% $52, 6200 50% §62,620] $105,241
Includes thinning, brush removal and
20 waed managament,
5 — = == === | — e
05 Prairia dog management inchuding 50 50 0% so]  o% 0 0
mapping, wpdating the prairie dog
management plan and redocating tar 3
272 pralria dogs.
) - = —— : :
| 24| OF Wikdlifa/CWD, Waesl Nile, P. Dogs ~ 3P4508) $B4.508) 100% [ 0 1005 84,608 $84,598
25
26| 085 Fire District Annual Payments §78,030]  578,030) 100% | 1l 100% S78,0 578,030
| 27 | : |
28] 05 Rangoer Maluralist Services §1,109,751 51,180,751 100% | - R FAA9.BIG]  20% | 2308500 10 $110,975]  §1,190,751
M| 0s Wikdland Fire Services £12,000 §12,000( 100% 100% $12,000 $12,000
30
31| os Resource Information Services 5456505 $456,505] 100% i | sow | $28.298| a0% §182,638]  10% $45660]  §456,505
a2
33| os Communily Services $657,200 $657,208( 100% 5% 5164,324]  B5% sa27.244] 0% §656,730]  $657,208
35
a7 |TOTALS - Open Spacae Fund §4,362,724 $2,357,985) §1,674,707 $330,032| $4,362,724
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Fund interest; fees GF Lottery

& | Title | Rev ProgramiService Budget collected % | Approp. [ % Fund % k3 Cost % Cost % Cost Total

9 en Space Fund 5 = B T e R S e
10| oS Elfsﬁ'- Divisional Services §116376|  §115,376) 100% 0% $57,6880  BO% §57,680 $115,376

11 = [0 )

12] o8 Resource Operations Services §451,037 §461,037] 100% 5% §338,953  25% $112 084 §451,937

13 _

4] 05 Trails Consiruclion §512,030 §512,030]_100% 50% $256,015 50% |  $256,015 §512,030

15

16| Os Traliheads Construction §700,512 §700,512 100% 50% |  §350,256) 60% $350,266 $700,512)

17 : e

18| 0s Project Manageman Sves. Group $1,066,372 §1,086,372] 100% N 26% |  $271,583] 75% 56814,779 §1,086,372

19 - - - e mnn.

20] os Tralls and Tradhead Construction CIFP §450,000] $460,000] 100% 60% §2as5.000]  25% §1125000  25% $112,500)  $450,000

;; Loltery Capital Projects - OSMP §525,000 = §525,000( 100% |  80% $az0.000]  20% $105.000) = §525,000
23] ]

368 2] $112,500|  $3,316,227

- 316,227 §1,490,505 §1,704,22 : _
;; :S;LL:-E;E:I;:?:“"EL szim::nu $525,000 $420,000 $105,000] $525,000]
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a2 Wildland Fire - Dept 76 1 =1
| 7] i | . | I - [ ] | Essontial Dresirable Discretionary
Funding by
Open Space
Fund: sales &
use fax; GF
transfer; ag
leases;
Fund interast; fees GF Lottery
A1 Title ProgramiService Budna[ collected o, Approp. L Fund " w Cosl Cost % Cosl Total
] Wildland Fire (Open Spaca)
Fire Witdiand Fire {Opan Spaca) §78,780 £78,780 100% 100% £78,780 £78,780
10| Dapi.
a5 s = = ===
36
37 |TOTALS §78,780 = £78,780 $0 0| $78,780
38
| 39 [DEPARTMENTAL TOTALS - Open Space Fund (OSMF|__ 525,034,768 £21,150,761 54,241,475 $442, 532 $25934,768
40 |DEPARTMENTAL TOTALS - General Fund $138.404 50 $138.401 $0 $138,401
41 |DEPARTMENTAL TOTALS - Lottery Fund £525,000 §420,000] £105,000] £526,000
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April 1994 City of Boulder Comprehensive Fee Study Overview

1. Study purpose/background
a. The primary goal of the study was to identify City policies regarding the recovery of
costs related to services provided including:
i. Determining of which service a fee should be charged
ii. Establishing methods for costing service and setting fees
iil. Developing a process for routinely updating fees
b. An outside consultant [David M. Griffiths and Associates) was hired to complete the
study while the majority of the study was completed by the then current staff
c. Guidelines were developed to provide a framework for departments in establishing
reasonable, consistent, and equitable user fees or charges
d. Provide direction on moving current user fees in line with Citywide Pricing Policy
Guidelines
2. Fee study process
a. Department costing of services
i. Each department generated a list of services and presented a proposed pricing
option for each one by:
1. charging no fees for the service
2. charging a fee base on partial cost recovery
3, charging a fee based on full cost recovery
4. charging a fee based on the current market rate
ii. This listing was then used by staff as the basis for determining the full cost of
providing each service for a full year. Full costs included all direct costs
associated with the service (i.e. total compensation, materials/supplies),
building and equipment depreciation, division/department overhead and
citywide overhead
iii. Included in the costing of services that were multiple components performed in
maore than one department
b. Department listing of services and the then current pricing policies
i. Departments developed a listing of services for which a fee is charged and a
corresponding summary of the departments then current pricing policies with
proposed pricing options of full cost recovery, partial cost recovery, or market
rate (see attached Parks and Rec. Dept. example) including:
1. Anoverview of the departments overall approach to setting fees and
particular program or sets of services
2. The services listing included a service descriptor, the number of annual
service units generated and detailed costing information
3, The unit cost basis and included direct, department/citywide overhead
and total costs
ii. Services provided to the public with a “no fee" proposed pricing option (general
governance services) were not included in the study.



Citywide Pricing Guidelines were generated (see attached)
The process for implementation of the citywide guidelines would bring all user fees to a
reasonable level of consistency over a five year period and incorporated the defined User Fee
Review Process in the annual budget process
Mon-resident user fees
a. The majority of services utilized by non-residents were provided by the Parks and
Recreation Department
b. At the time of the study, non-residents paid a 20% premium over the stander service or
program fee with a recommendation to increase the premium charged to 25%
Subsidization of fees for programs and services
a. Subsides should be based on economic or financial need
b. The majority of subsidies were provided in:
i. Parks and Recreation
ii. Housing and Human Services
iii. The Housing Authority
iv. Finance Department (Food Tax Rebate Program)
c. The result was different criteria were used to determine eligibility by the different
departments
d. The recommendation was to form an interdepartmental work group to coordinate and
create consistency the subsidization of services.



1994 COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
PARKS AND RECREATION

DEPART T PRICING POLY

In general, the Parks and Recreation Department has a target of recovering 50% of their direct operating and program overhead costs
through user fees.

In 1993, the department recovered 46% of its operating costs, which does not include citywide overhead and debt service.

Recreation Classes/Programs:

All adult activities are priced to recover at least 100% of direct; youth and senior activities to recover 80% of direct costs.
If appropriate, adult, youth and senior activities are also adjusted to reflect the going market rate in the community for
comparable services.

Special programs such as Therapeutics and low-income are further subsidized (Therapeutics pay between 10-15% of direct
costs, i.e., the same fee as charged for non-disabled participants).

Low-income residents (Reduced Rate Program) pay 25% of direct costs.
Non-resident fees are 20% more than the resident fee for the service/program. Non-resident participants make up

approximately 21% of all classes/programs. Approximately 20% of soccer participants and softball participants are comprised
of non-residents.

Recreation Centers and Qutdoor Swimming Pools:

Recreation Center and outdoor swimming pool fees are based on resident adult fee usage. The subsidy is due to the discount
rate for low-income, children (ages 4-12), teens (ages 13-18) and seniors (ages 60+).

Group and individual multiple use discounts are also available, i.e., 20 punch cards and annual passes.

L7



= The first adult family member pays full price for an annual pass, all other family members pay 1/2 price.

L Non-resident fees are 20% more than the resident fee for the service/program. Non-Resident participants account for
approximately 50% of all drop-in activities at the Recreation Centers (Weight Room, Swim, Fitness, and Gym), 19% of 20
punch passes, and 15% of annual passes.

Reservoir:

° Fees for the Reservoir are structured to recover direct costs of all southshore and lake activity. This goal is often not met
because of under enrollment in classes/programs.

Golf Course:

L Flatirons Golf Course fees cover all departmental costs (including capital improvements).

Parks:

L There is currently no access fee for city park areas. Fees for facility in city park areas, such as shelters, have been set at
a low level.

Mountain Parks:

° The parking permit system in Mountain Parks is a new program and the fees have been set specifically to generate revenue
from non-residents. The fees for shelter rentals in the Mountain Parks system is the same as fees for facility rental in city
park areas.

wpi I \eesty\dpipol plr



FEE STUDY

LISTING OF SERVICES BY DEPARTMENTIDIVISION

WUMBER  TYPE DIRECT DEFT CITYWIDE TOTAL PERCERT
STAGE SERVICE OF oF PER CVERHEAD OVERMEAD CosT CURRENT TOTAL COST
(See key) HAME UNTS UnNIT UNIT PER UNIT PER UNIT FER UmIT FEE RECOVERY COMBENTS
PARKS AND RECREATION
RECAEATION CLASSESPAOGAAMS Fia/Timd sl oy
v 1 |Chimses Progrmms ™ Part, Monrs] 268 5135 035 £1e1 5254 | Cument fae is an avscags|
4 [Therapeutes 0,800 Part, Hoars| 5 518 1243 =2 =1 1. 15%] Eizy same &3 Nan-Disabled Parficpanis |
4 [Reducnd Fais Pmgmm 51840 $0.05 B2 .66 §1.28 3 Currert e s an avessge |
2 |Playgronnds 133,000 Part. Howrs| 5119 5023 $3.17 $1.53 £0.45 58, _ Currerd fee i an average |
] il Evants HTET Part EEfE] 50,80 5058 5.7 $3.85 | uua Curerd foe ks an aversgs|
v 2 |Leagues S ¥ 1] Part. Hi 13 $0.55 5056 E5ad B 2 Current fee is an average |
e T k] Ll
25,000 | H S5 051 $1.13 51059 2.4 =T Current fep b5 an aversge ]
S57.978 815 051 $0.84 A0 $1.31 .54 Cartant [ it an average |
5000 i $2.0n S0 .35 238 FE) 128 Carvent Iow 5 an avemge |
554 Pgﬂ 512065 51078 $i573 ST $150.00 108, Curvan f4= i an average |
0 £27.55 E=X1] BeEl  sam Siop! Cutrett fee &5 a0 avrage
135 | Specal E 5238 524 $489.50 24347 40.77% Curmont fes i an averade |
150 ﬁ $45E7T 450 B4t §1087 5301 an Cufrert fee i an avomga,
1 i 20171 =T EP6TE £350 15 18015 o] Current fee Is 30 avarage.
Fis'Total Lind Cosf)
i3] Lty S5 LIE 5202 E=rL] 247 141,38 Corrent fee 15 an averngs.|
135 Parficiparts| SEAB4 5503 5857 502 B1e % Current fes is anavesge,
B3,000 Participares| $1040 $055 GED 51208 548 [ 130,000 ravs (afsr) in P Parks Fund
5,114 1852 5150 25 £21.75 $13.20 CEr 0% materials mak-up:
200 % $1.23 .11 5016 $1.50 28 174,57) Cumert & 5 an average |
11,452 _Paiicipants| 5450 [ 62 578 . 154.35%] Cumint fes is 30 averag
MOURTAN PARKS o Toba! Uik ety
| 4 [Pubbe | 1 and Education (Mourtsin Parks) 25,000 | Conta 2 £0.20 | = | 5110 | Curtent foe ks an averaos.
[ 2 | Parking Permil Sysiem 50,878 Parmits :;'_mi 020 $az] A6 | el 7 A5%] Current e i an average.
OTHER FaTatal lick
1 [BOULDER CREEK FESTIVAL 1 E AT $1.850.00 $Ferna|  manm3c 4 £01.00 152 54%]
F] 4 $12434 5430 $15.48 514488 $85.00 58 Currani [ is an avarage.|
4 |SPECIAL EVENTS 15 $1.634.63 52213 £0rm 3154113 $16.00 a Carrnm {00 i an average |
2 | St Renad 1758 58073 $473 [ 557.68 Curtert f=e i an avemeos
4 [Maf mainlerance 4 T $2B4T50 §7.r53.05 ET2.601.50 £12,000.00 15.57% Cumert fe is an average
3 T.200 Pasi, LI L=l .18 51883 ] A% Current fog is 2n averace.
4 |Haad Sari Fogram 18 Fm.ﬁ Sz 511328 ST 52008 53R E7 (X Current e |5 an sveage.




COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
ANALYSIS OF GENERAL FUND SUBSIDIZATION

PARKS AND RECREATION
1991 1992 1883 1954
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGETED
% OF NET TOTAL COSTS SUBSIDIZED
HET OPERATING COSTS (Direct plus Dept Dverhead): -
Dperating Costs (1] 7588516  B04B490  9,897.453 10,858,838
Less: User Fas 4.087.790 4416054 4544842 4,581,060 0.5
Net Operating Costs 3,490,726  4,532.436 5,352,617 6,177,788
0.5
% of Net Operating Costs 46.00% 50.65% 54.08% 56.89% z
s g =
Subsidized by General Fund g 0.4
NET TOTAL COSTS (Operating plus Citywide Overhead): =
=03 —
Citywide Dverhead (2) 1,170,596 1,207,851  14B5225 1,754,236 B
Operating Costs 7588516  B,948490 9,897,459 10,858,838 T
Less: User Fees 4097790 4416054 4544842 4,681,050
Nat Total Costs 4,661,322 5,740,287 6,817,842 7,932,024 01 -
% of Total Dperating Costs 53.22% 56.52% B0.00% 62.89%
Subsidized by General Fund g ! L
1891 1992 1893 1894

NOTES:
(1) Dperating Cests exclude grants.
{2k Allacating citywide overhead began in 1332; citywide overhesd also includes debt serice.
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ATTACHMENT A

CITY OF BOULDER
CITYWIDE PRICING POLICY GUIDELINES

L. INTRODUCTION

The guidelines in this document represent the City of Boulder’s approach to establishing user fees.
The guidelines provide a framework for individual departments to use in identifying services which
should be fee-based and in determining the appropriate level for the fee.

In addition to the citywide guidelines, each department will have a written policy describing the
method for setting user fees within that area. As an individual department’s user fees come up for
a comprehensive review by Council, they will be evaluated in terms of the guidelines and, if
appropriate, a plan for aligning them more closely with the citywide guidelines will be implemented.

II. OVERVIEW

A. When establishing user fees, the following should be taken into consideration:

1. Whether the service benefits the community in general or only the individual or
group receiving the service.

2. Whether the individual or group receiving the service generated the need and
therefore the costs of providing the service.

3. Whether imposing the full cost fee would pose a hardship on specific service users
or other providers.

4. Whether community values sanction taxpayer subsidization of the cost of service for
certain special needs individuals (e.g. disabled or low-income).

8 Whether the level of the fee affects demand for the service:

a. Is it possible and desirable to manage demand for a service by changing the
level of the fee? (Increasing a fee may cause significant decline in demand
for the service and, correspondingly, decreasing a fee may create a significant
increase in demand.)

b. Are there competing providers of the service in the public or private sector?
(The existence of competition may determine a competitive "market rate" for
the service.)



GUIDEL

The general guidelines of the City of Boulder regarding user fees is based upon the following
considerations:

A. Full Cost Recovery:

1.

User fees should recover the full cost of services which benefit specific groups or
individuals. An example of this type of service is beach operations at the Boulder
Reservoir.

User fees should recover the full cost for those services provided to persons who
generate the need for those services. An example of this type of service is a special
event that requires Police presence.

The following criteria are used to determine if a service should be included in this
category, keeping in mind that a service does not have to meet every criteria;

a) The individual or group using the service is the primary beneficiary.

b) The level of service use attributed to a user is known.

c) Administrative costs of imposing and collecting the fee are not excessive.

d) Imposing a full cost fee would not place the City at a competitive
disadvantage.

e) The service is usually provided by the private sector, but may also be
provided by the public sector.

B. Partial Cost Recovery:

1.

User fees may recover less than full cost for those services for which the City desires

to manage demand. An example of this type of service is the Downtown Employees
Bus Pass Program.

User fees may recover only partial cost from those individuals who cannot pay full
cost due to economic hardship. An example of this type of service is the Reduced
Rate Program in the Parks and Recreation Department,

A user fee may not recover full cost if competitive market conditions make a full cost
fee undesirable. An example of this type of service is an aerobics class offered
through the Parks and Recreation Department.

The following criteria are used to determine if a service should be included in this
category, keeping in mind that a service does not have to meet every criteria:

a) Services benefit those who participate but the community at large also
benefits.

b) The level of service use attributed to a user is known.
¢) Administrative costs of imposing and collecting the fee are not excessive,

2



d) Imposing a full cost fee would place the City at a competitive disadvantage.
e) The service is usually provided by the public sector, but may also be provided
by the private sector.

C. No Cost Recovery:

Tax dollars should support essential City services that are available to and benefit
everyone in the community. An example of this type of service is City Clerk election
services.

2. The following criteria are used to determine if a service should be included in this

category, keeping in mind that a service does not have to meet every criteria:

a) The service is equally available to everyone in the community and should
benefit everyone. Leat by #nd: éum}(.:__.rar fa‘tﬁ{im
b)  Because the service is basic, it 18 difficult to‘determine benefits received by

one user.
c) The level of service attributable to a user is not known.
d) Administrative costs of imposing and collecting a fee exceed revenue expected
from the fee.
e) Imposing the fee would place the City at a serious competitive disadvantage,
f) The service is primarily provided by the public sector.
g) Charging a fee would result in undesirable behavior,

D. Enterprise Center:

Ii User fees could recover more than the full cost for a service in order to subsidize
other services provided to the community.

z The following criteria are used to determine if a service should be included in this
category, keeping in mind that a service does not have to meet every criteria:

a) Individuals or groups benefit from the service and there is little community
benefit.

b) The level of service use attributable to a user is known.

c) There is excess demand for the service; therefore, allocation of limited
services is required.

d) Administrative costs of imposing and collecting the fee are not excessive.

e) The service is provided at market price by the private sector.

E. Other Considerations:

1, Administrative costs of collecting fees should be small relative to the revenue
generated from the fee.



2. Non-residents do not pay the full level of City taxes. Therefore, non-residents will
pay a premium of ___ above the standard fee for the service. (The current pricing
policy guideline is 20% above the standard fee; would Council like to increase this
percentage?)

IV. DEFINITIONS

A. Costs

1. Direct Costs

Direct costs are all the specific, identifiable expenses associated with the actual provision of
a service.

2. Indirect Cos

a. Department Overhead

Department overhead includes the administrative costs of the Department and
earmarked operating reserve accounts, Fund debt service (when part of the cost of
providing a service), and contractual payments as appropriate.

b. Citywide Overhead

Citywide overhead includes the costs of all the City's general support services (e.g.
Finance, Human Resources...) as well as citywide equipment replacement costs. In

this costing of services, the 1994 Cost Allocation Plan identifies these costs, which
are then distributed to cost centers,

. Add-Ins/Take-Ou
When a service to the public is supported by activity budgeted in another cost center, fund

or department, the costs that activity are "taken out" of the cost center providing support and
“added in" to the cost center most directly providing the identified service to the public.

B. Fees

1. Ful ee

A fee that recovers the total cost of a service (the sum of direct and all indirect costs).

2. Partial Cost Fee

A fee that recovers something less than the full cost. This could be a percentage of direct
costs, all direct costs, direct plus a percentage of indirect, etc.



3. Market Rate Fee

Once the market is defined by identifying all providers of an identical service (i.e., private
sector providers, other municipalities, etc.), then a market rate fee can be set. A market rate
fee is based on demand for a service. The fee is set at the highest level the market will bear
for the service in question,

C. Sources of Funds

Funding sources for services provided directly to the public can include revenues generated
from taxes, grants, fees, or some combination of these three.

kimvwp3 I fee'feeguide



MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Members of City Council

FROM: Stephen T. Honey, City Manager
Benita Duran, Assistant to the City Manager
Kathleen Simson, Finance Director
Tom Hagerty, Budget Director
Ron Barracks, Parks & Recreation/Fee Study Work Group
Julya Bridgewater, Fire/Fee Study Work Group
Kathy McGuire, Budget/Fee Study Work Group
Phyllis Resnick, Fire/Fee Study Work Group
Shirley Sadecky, Parks & Recreation/Fee Study Work Group
Susan Simpson, Public Works/Fee Study Work Group
Mary Ann Weideman, Planning/Fee Study Work Group
Cathie Williamson, Public Works/Fee Study Work Group

DATE: April 15, 1994

SUBJECT: April 26, 1994 Study Session
Comprehensive Fee Study

APRIL 26 STUDY SESSION PURPOSE

The April 26 study session represents the final phase of the Comprehensive Fee Study
initiated by Council during the 1993 budget process. The purpose of this session is to
present study findings and to receive direction from Council on implementation of study
results. Specifically, Council is being asked to:

1) Support the implementation of Citywide Pricing Policy Guidelines (previously
referred to as the User Fee Policy). The guidelines were developed to provide a
framework for departments in establishing reasonable, consistent and equitable user
fees or charges. They provide parameters for the majority of issues inherent in

municipal user fees and will make development, implementation and updating of user
fees more routine and efficient.

2) Provide direction on moving current user fees in line with the Citywide Pricing
Policy Guidelines. This process of aligning current user fees is to take place
gradually over a five year period in order to alleviate confusion within the community
and to provide staff with ample time for implementation.



APRIL 26 STUDY SESSION OUTLINE

I Update on the Comprehensive Fee Study

1I. Direction on the Citywide Pricing Policy Guidelines

HI.  Direction on the process for aligning current user fees with the citywide guidelines
IV.  Direction on approach for reviewing user fees during the 1995 budget process

\Y% Direction on non-resident user fees

VI.  Direction on a citywide approach for subsidizing services based on economic need

QUESTIONS FOR CITY COUNCIL

1. Does Council support the Citywide Pricing Policy Guidelines included as Attachment A?

2. Does Council support the process for aligning current user fees with the citywide

guidelines, a process that will be completed over a five year period (see pages 7-8 of this
memorandum)?

3. Does Council agree with the proposed approach for soliciting Board/Commission input
and conducting an administrative hearing when significant modifications to a department’s
user fees are recommended (see Attachment C)? Please note that the process will need to be
modified for the 1995 budget process.

4. As part of the 1995 budget process, does Council support an increase in non-resident user
fees? -



5. Does Council agree that an interdepartmental work group should be established to increase
the consistency of service subsidization based on economic need (see page 9 of this
memorandum)?

6. Are there any other issues that Council would like to see addressed regarding the
Comprehensive Fee Study?

I. UPDATE ON THE COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY

Fee Study Background

During the 1993 budget hearings, Council requested staff to conduct a Comprehensive User
Fee Study in conjunction with the 1995 budget process. The primary goal of the study was
to identify City policies regarding the recovery of costs related to services provided
including:

® determining for which service a fee should be charged
® establishing methods for costing services and setting fees, and
® developing a process for routinely updating fees.

To accomplish this, it was determined that staff would work in conjunction with an outside
consultant to complete the study. An RFP was issued and a consulting firm, David M.
Griffith and Associates, was chosen to provide expertise and guidance to staff throughout the
process. In addition, an interdepartmental working group was established to provide an
overview function for the study to assure a consistent and comprehensive review of
fees/services across departments. The majority of the study was completed by current staff
working within the constraints of regular annual workloads.

As requested by Council, staff has provided updates regarding the status of the
Comprehensive Fee Study throughout the process. The first update was provided to Council
in their February 4, 1993 non-agenda packet and included a preliminary draft policy for user
fees. Comments/suggestions regarding the draft were requested to ensure staff was on the
right track. The feedback received from Council was incorporated into a revised version of
the document and circulated via Council’s March 25, 1993 non-agenda packet. Included in
this packet was a description of the overall fee study process, which was subsequently



discussed as part of the 1994 Budget Study Session.

In response to questions raised by Council at the 1994 Budget Study Session, a workshop
was held to receive direct input from Council on the fee study. The workshop was designed
to expand on fee study materials previously distributed to Council and to address specific
issues/questions that were raised in response to those materials. The Council members who
attended the June 17, 1993 workshop were Sally Martin, B.J. Miller, and Steve Pomerance.
A significant portion of the workshop was spent discussing the appropriate sequence of
review for the fee study. The Council members present felt strongly that two half study
sessions should be scheduled with Council later in the year.

The first study session was held on October 12, 1993 and focused on reviewing with Council
the citywide listing of services, which became the basis for costing services and clarifying
department pricing policies. In general, Council supported the direction staff was taking in
developing pricing policy and in completing the fee study.

Fee Study Process

The following information is provided to update Council on fee study activities completed
since the study session held on October 12, 1993.

Department Costing of Services

As described in the October 12, 1993 study session packet, each department generated a list
of services and presented a proposed pricing option for each one. The options included
charging no fee for the service, charging a fee based on partial cost recovery, a fee based on
full cost recovery or one based on a current market rate. The citywide service listing, with

corresponding proposed pricing options, was reviewed by Council on October 12 and no
changes were recommended to the original list.

This listing was then used by staff as the basis for determining the full cost of providing each
service for a year. Full costs include all direct costs associated with the service (i.e., total
compensation and materials/supplies), building and equipment depreciation,
division/department overhead and citywide overhead (as reflected in Cost Allocation). To

determine the cost for providing one unit of service, the total costs for a service were divided
by the total number of service units provided in a year.

Through the costing process, staff also coordinated the costing of services that have
components performed in more than one department. For instance, the Development Review
Process incorporates services performed in Planning, Public Works, Fire, etc. These
departments worked to identify related service costs and combined them to develop the total
cost of providing this service. This is one of the City’s first attempts at identifying the total
costs of providing a program which crosses departmental lines.



Once the departments had completed the costing of services, their analyses were submitted to
the Fee Study Working Group and the consultants (DMG) for review. The working group
reviewed the cost information to verify that (1) all direct costs for the department were
distributed, (2) department overhead was appropriately allocated, (3) citywide overhead was
appropriately allocated and (4) interdepartmental services were appropriately identified and
distributed. The cost analyses were also reviewed by our consultants to verify that the type
of service units used and the resulting costs per unit were reasonable and consistent with
other departments and other municipalities.

Department Listing of Services and Current Pricing Policies

Based on the review of their costing analyses and the proposed pricing options presented at
the October 12 study session, departments developed a listing of services for which a fee is
charged and a corresponding summary of the department’s current pricing policies. The
department service listings are based on those services that were categorized as services
provided directly to the public and had a proposed pricing option of full cost recovery,
partial cost recovery or market rate.

The department service listings and current pricing policies are displayed in Attachment B of
this packet. The service listings include a service descriptor, the number of annual service
units generated and detailed costing information. The costing information is presented on a
unit cost basis and includes direct, department/citywide overhead and total costs (the
summation of the direct and overhead components).

In addition, the service listing includes the current fee for the service as well as the current
rate of total cost recovery for each service. The recovery rate is calculated by either

dividing the current fee by the total unit cost or by dividing the total (annual) revenues by the
total (annual) costs. For instance, the average current fee for a class/program in Parks and
Recreation ($2.64) was divided by the average total cost per unit ($3.41) to determine the
current level of total cost recovery (77.42%). In Housing/Human Services, the total cost
recovery rate for senior services classes (15.74%) was calculated by dividing the total
revenues for the service ($25,000) by the total service costs ($158,838). For quick review
purposes, the first column on the listing indicates the current stage of cost recovery for the
service.

Prior to each service listing, is a summary page describing the current pricing policies for
each department/division. Each pricing policy page provides an overview of the
department’s current overall approach to setting fees as well as more specific explanations
for particular programs or sets of services. As an example, Parks and Recreation has an
overall target of recovering 50% of their direct operating and program overhead costs
through the establishment of user fees. In terms of specific programs, however, the cost
recovery rate varies. For instance, fees at Flatirons Gold Course are set to recover all
departmental costs (including capital improvements).



For General Fund departments, an historical analysis of subsidization by the General Fund
has also been included after the service listing. The analysis shows the percent of

subsidization for (1) direct plus department overhead costs and (2) full costs from 1991
through 1994.

It is important to note that the services categorized as a service to the public with a "no fee"
proposed pricing option (referred to as a general governance service) are not presented since
they are outside the scope of this study. It was necessary to cost all services, however, and

a copy of the detailed costing spreadsheets by department can be obtained by contacting
Kathy McGuire in the Budget Office.

I1. CITYWIDE PRICING POLICY GUIDELINES

The primary goal of the Comprehensive Fee Study was to identify City policies regarding
the recovery of costs related to services provided. As the study progressed, however, it
became evident that the diversity of services provided and the uniqueness of current
department pricing policies made immediate implementation of very specific citywide pricing
policies difficult at best. For instance, immediately requiring Parks and Recreation to set all
fees based on 100% of total cost recovery would not be feasible given existing fee levels for
the department and the market for these services within the community.

As an alternative, staff is recommending that Council support the development of Citywide
Pricing Policy Guidelines and a corresponding approach for moving user fees gradually in
line with these guidelines. The proposed guidelines provide departments with a framework
for establishing reasonable, consistent and equitable user fees without requiring an immediate
and drastic change in current pricing practices. By implementing the citywide guidelines,
and the corresponding plan for aligning current user fees, the development, implementation
and updating of user fees will gradually become more routine and efficient.

The proposed Citywide Pricing Policy Guidelines are reflected in Attachment A of this
packet. They were derived in part from the most recent draft of the User Fee Policy
distributed to Council as part of the October 12, 1993 study session materials. The following

provides a brief description and/or explanation for each of the four sections included in the
guidelines document:

® The first and second sections provide a context for the guidelines and an overview
of the issues to address when considering a user fee.

® The next and most important section of the document lists the general guidelines
to be considered when establishing user fees. For example, the first segment on
full cost recovery indicates that a user fee should be set to recover the full cost of
the service if it benefits specific groups or individuals. This would be the starting
point for setting a fee. If, however, the goal of the fee is to encourage utilization



of the service, the fee may be set to recover only a partial cost of the service, as
reflected in the second segment on partial cost recovery.

® The last section provides definitions for terms most commonly used in the process
of establishing fees.

III. PROCESS FOR ALIGNING CURRENT USER FEES WITH THE CITYWIDE
GUIDELINES

If Council supports the proposed Citywide Pricing Policy Guidelines, staff recommends
moving forward with a process for gradually aligning current user fees with the citywide
guidelines. The goal of the process would be to bring all user fees to a reasonable level of
consistency with the Citywide Pricing Policy Guidelines over a five year period.

The process would include the following steps and would be incorporated into the annual
budget process.

USER FEE REVIEW PROCESS

® Specific departments and/or programs August
chosen for comprehensive review as
part of annual budget retreat with
City Council. (Other departments
11 recommend fee changes as
they consider appropriate.)

® Staff prepares recommended September-December
modifications to fees based
on citywide guidelines.

® Finance/budget, in conjunction January
with appropriate department
staff, oversee the process for
incorporating Board/Commission
input on recommended fee
modifications.

® Finance/budget, in conjunction February
with appropriate department
staff, oversee process for
taking recommended fee
modifications through public
administration hearing.



® Recommended fee modifications April-May
incorporated into City Manager’s
recommended budget.

® Proposed budget document produced. June-July

® Recommended fee modifications August
reviewed by Council during
budget retreat; also, user fees
chosen for comprehensive review
as part of next budget process.

The "alignment" process would be dynamic and would allow for a "phasing in" of fee
modifications over a specified period. In addition, even though a process for aligning all
user fees over a five year process would be in place, it does not preclude departments from

modifying fees annually in the usual manner, i.e. increased by the Consumer Price Index
(CPI).

IV. APPROACH FOR REVIEWING USER FEES DURING THE 1995 BUDGET
PROCESS

If Council supports the Citywide Pricing Policy Guidelines, departments will begin, as part
of the 1995 budget process, to identify user fees that need to be brought into alignment with
the guidelines. In subsequent years, the User Fee Review Process described above will be
followed to accomplish the identification of user fees to be aligned in the current budget
cycle. However, given the current timeframes for the 1995 budget, the review process will
need to be modified in the following manner. N gz‘“"w 5w

PR

During the upcoming 1995 budget overview session with Council, staff will raise specific
options for adjusting user fees in the context of the overall 1995 budget. In addition,
Council will be asked to identify key issues related to specific user fees or categories of fees
that should be taken into consideration throughout the alignment process.

Based on options identified by staff and corresponding input from Council, identified user
fees will be analyzed and proposed adjustments developed. Final recommendations for
adjusting user fees will be brought to Council at the 1995 budget retreat.

It is important to note that the process for incorporating Board/Commission and public input
will also need to be modified for the 1995 budget process.



V. NON-RESIDENT USER FEES

Since non-residents do not pay the full level of City taxes, it has been city policy to charge
these individuals a higher rate for fee-based services. Currently, non-residents pay 20%
more than the standard fee for the service or program.

The majority of services utilized by non-residents are provided by the Parks and Recreation
Department. In terms of recreation classes and programs, non-residents comprise
approximately 21% of the total participants. In addition, non-residents account for
approximately 50% of all drop-in activity at the Recreation Centers and represent 19% of all
punch pass users and 15% of all annual pass users.

Based on the continued tax subsidization levels inherent in the current fee structure, staff is
recommending that the premium charged to non-residents be increased to 25% as part of the
1995 budget process.

V1. CITYWIDE APPROACH FOR SUBSIDIZING SERVICES BASED ON
ECONOMIC NEED

At the October 12, 1993 study session, Council discussed the subsidization of various user
fees. There was general agreement that subsidies should be based primarily on economic or
financial need. Given this, staff began compiling information on current citywide programs
for subsidizing user fees to determine if a citywide approach based on economic need only is
feasible.

The majority of subsidized programs and services are provided in Parks and Recreation,
Housing/Human Services and by the Housing Authority. In addition, the annual Food Tax
Rebate Program, which provides sales tax rebates to low income individuals, is managed by
the Finance Department. Currently, all four areas serve a special set of needs and focus on
slightly different client groups. As a result, they have used different criteria to determine
eligibility and, correspondingly, access to subsidized programs and services.

If Council agrees, an interdepartmental work group will be formed to explore the possibility
of coordinating citywide services which are subsidized. The goal of the group would be to
increase the consistency of service subsidization based on economic need while maintaining a
sufficient level of flexibility to meet the needs of each program’s unique client base. If
Council supports this approach, the initial findings of the group would be brought forward as
part of the 1995 budget process.
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Boulder City Council

April 26, 1994

Study Session:

Comprehensive Fee Study, Part II
7:00 pm to 8:30 pm

ADDENDUM

City Council Chambers

Public Written Comment due by Mon. April 25, to City
Council, 1777 Broadway, Second floor, or FAX 441-4478,
Attn: Benita Duran.



MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor and Members of City Council
FROM: Kathy McGuire, Budget/Fee Study Work Group
DATE: April 21, 1994

SUBJECT: April 26, 1994 Study Session
Comprehensive Fee Study
Addendum to Original Packet

Attached are revised pages to the Comprehensive Fee Study packet which was distributed to
Council on April 15. Please replace the corresponding pages in Attachment B from the
original packet with the corrected pages included in this addendum.

Also, when reviewing the historical analyses for departments (pages 5, 11, 17, 23, 29, 35
and 41 in Attachment B), please note that the scale of the graph varies by department and is
dependent on the percentage range of subsidization by the General Fund. If you have any
questions regarding the interpretation of the analyses or corresponding graphics, please
contact me in the Budget Office at 441-3007.
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COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
ANALYSIS OF GENERAL FUND SUBSIDIZATION

LIBRARY
1991 1992 1993 1994
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGETED
NET OPERATING COSTS (Direct plus Dept Overhead):
Operating Costs (1) 3,562,478 3,884,820 4,054,194 4,283,927
Less: Revenues (2) 402,862 404,213 423,682 445,162
Net Operating Costs 3,159,616 3,480,607 3,630,512 3,838,765
% of Net Operating Costs 88.69% 89.60% 89.55% 89.61%
Subsidized by General Fund
NET TOTAL COSTS (Operating plus Citywide Overhead):
Citywide Overhead (3) 19,303 156,209 338,559 489,395
Operating Costs 3,562,478 3,884,820 4,054,194 4,283,927
Less: Revenues 402,862 404,213 423,682 445,162
Net Total Costs 3,178,919 3,636,816 3,969,071 4,328,160
% of Total Operating Costs 88.75% 90.00% 90.35% 90.67%

NOTES:

Subsidized by General Fund

(1) Operating Costs exclude grants.

(2) Revenues include user fees, property tax earmarked for the Library, and other miscellaneous Library Fund revenues.
{2) Allocating citywide overhead began in 1992; citywide overhead also includes debt service.
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COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
ANALYSIS OF GENERAL FUND SUBSIDIZATION
HOUSING/HUMAN SERVICES

% OF NET OPERATING COSTS SUBSIDIZED

% OF NET TOTAL COSTS SUBSIDIZED

1992 1993
YEAR

1991 1992 1993 1994
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL  BUDGETED
NET OPERATING COSTS (Direct plus Dept Overhead):
098 -
Operating Costs (1) 2,489,151 2,953,659 3,070,690 3,131,662
Less: User Fees 286,993 277,637 243,783 83,864 0.96
Net Operating Costs 2212158 2,676,022 2,826,907 3,047,798 0.94
% of Net Operating Costs 88.52% 90.60% 92.06% 97.32% =
Subsidized by General Fund £ 082
5
NET TOTAL COSTS (Operating plus Citywide Overhead): § 0.9
o
[
Citywide Overhead (2) 2,044 257,540 535,292 599,513 g 0.88
Operating Costs 2,499,151 2953659 3,070,690 3,131,662 a
Less: User Fees 286,993 277,637 243,783 83,864
0.86 J
Net Total Costs 2,214,202 2933562 3,362,199 3,647,311 .
0.84 4
% of Total Operating Costs 88.53% 91.35% 93.24% 97.75%
Subsidized by General Fund 0.82
1991
NOTES:

(1) Operating Costs exclude grants.
{2) Allocating citywide overhead began in 1992; citywide overhead also includes debt service.

7/
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19-Apr-94

COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
LISTING OF SERVICES BY DEPARTMENT/DIVISION

Recovery Stage Key
1 75% to 100% (or greater) Recovery
50% to 75% Recovery
25% 1o 50% Recovery
0% to 25% Recovery
RECOVERY NUMBER TYPE DIRECT DEPT CITYWIDE TOTAL PERCENT
STAGE SERVICE OF OF PER OVERHEAD OVERHEAD COST CURRENT PROPOSED TOTAL COST
See key) NAME UNITS UNIT UNIT PER UNIT PER UNIT PER UNIT FEE FEE RECOVERY COMMENTS
PUBLIC WORKS DIS :
(Total Revs/Total Costs)
3 [Bandshell Concert Sound Monitoring 35 Hour $45.09 $3.80 $5.31 $54.20 $20.00 $35/hr 36.90%|
1 |Bldg-Related Fees (bld insp, pemit, licensing, plan chk) 1 Year| $1,165,829.00 $101,130.00 $137,231.00 |  $1,404,190.00 $1,418,500.00 $1,404,190 101.02%)| Project Break Even by 1996
1 |Book/Code/Flood Sign Sales 1 Year| $6,772.00 $237.00 $442.00 $7,451.00 $8,000.00 $7,500 107.37%)|
1 | Dangerous Building Abatement 1 Year| $7,579.00 $154.00 $267.00 $8,000.00 $8,000.00 $8,000 100.00%)
3 [Housing Code Licensing Program 1 Year|  $335,414.00 $22,135.00 $34,465.00 $392,014.00 $157,000.00 $201,248 40.05%|
3 |Sign Code Permits and Licensing Program 1 Year| $29,696.00 $2,601.00 $3,293.00 $35,590.00 $12,000.00 $14,848 33.72%|
4 |Mapping and Records Assistance and Information 1 Year| $67,667.00 $4,403.00 $8,741.00 $80,811.00 $4,000.00 $7,661 4.95%|
4 |Misc Boulder Map Sales 1 Year| $4,470.00 $301.00 $521.00 $5,292.00 $1,000.00 $686 18.90%)
Design Criteria & Standard Specifications Book Sales 1 Year $6,787.00 $302.00 $52.00 $7,141.00 NA $3,250 New Book Available end of May 1994
3 |Right-of-Way Permits and Licensing Program 1 Year| $373,563.00 $23,703.00 $41,459.00 $438,725.00 $175,000.00 $438,725 39.89%
77
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COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
ANALYSIS OF GENERAL FUND SUBSIDIZATION
PUBLIC WORKS - DEVELOPMENT AND INSPECTION SERVICES

1991 1992 1993 1994
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGETED

NET OPERATING COSTS (Direct plus Dept Overhead):

03 +
Operating Costs (1) 1,617,131 2,377,517 2,561,097 3,026,582
Less: Revenues (2) 1,403,428 2,295,938 2,299,787 2,324,397 0.25
Net Operating Costs 213,703 81579 261,310 702,185 % OF NET TOTAL COSTS SUBSIDIZED
. = 02
% of Net Operating Costs 13.21% 343% 10.20% 23.20% 2
Subsidized by General Fund S
NET TOTAL COSTS (Operating plus Citywide Overhead): ‘ "? '
-
i
(X
Citywide Overhead (3) 0 147,924 261,744 185,674 & 01 4
Operating Costs 1,617,131 2,377,511 2,561,097 3,026,582 ’
Less: Revenues 1,403,428 2,295,938 2,299,787 2,324,397
Net Total Costs 213,703 229,503 523,054 887,859 % OF NET OPERATING COSTS SUBSIDIZED
% of Total Operating Costs 13.21% 9.09% 18.53% 27.64% 0 : ; |
Subsidized by General Fund
1991 1992 1993 1994

YEAR

NOTES:
(1) Operating Costs exclude grants. The following changes occurred in DIS:
1992 - The Development Support Fund was eliminated and expendituresfrevenues for these services were moved to the General Fund.
1993 - 1 FTE was added in zoning/environmental enforcement; 1 FTE custodian was added for the Atrium Bidg and Municipal Service Center.
1994 - Added an increased level of building maintenance services; one-time monies were added for the Housing Program; the budget was also reduced by 1%.
(2) Revenues include user fees, interagency charges to non-General Fund departments and costs recovered through the citywide cost allocation program. 1992 was a peak year for building acitivity.
(3) Allocating citywide nverhead began in 1992; citywide overhead also includes debt service.

7/
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ATTACHMENT A

CITY OF BOULDER
CITYWIDE PRICING POLICY GUIDELINES

L. INTRODUCTION

The guidelines in this document represent the City of Boulder’s approach to establishing user fees.
The guidelines provide a framework for individual departments to use in identifying services which
should be fee-based and in determining the appropriate level for the fee.

In addition to the citywide guidelines, each department will have a written policy describing the
method for setting user fees within that area. As an individual department’s user fees come up for
a comprehensive review by Council, they will be evaluated in terms of the guidelines and, if
appropriate, a plan for aligning them more closely with the citywide guidelines will be implemented.

II. OVERVIEW

A. When establishing user fees, the following should be taken into consideration:

1. Whether the service benefits the community in general or only the individual or
group receiving the service.

2. Whether the individual or group receiving the service generated the need and
therefore the costs of providing the service.

3. Whether imposing the full cost fee would pose a hardship on specific service users
or other providers.

4. Whether community values sanction taxpayer subsidization of the cost of service for
certain special needs individuals (e.g. disabled or low-income).

5. Whether the level of the fee affects demand for the service:

a. Is it possible and desirable to manage demand for a service by changing the
level of the fee? (Increasing a fee may cause significant decline in demand
for the service and, correspondingly, decreasing a fee may create a significant
increase in demand.)

b. Are there competing providers of the service in the public or private sector?
(The existence of competition may determine a competitive "market rate" for
the service.)



HI. PRICING POLICY GUIDELINES

The general guidelines of the City of Boulder regarding user fees is based upon the following
considerations:

A. Full Cost Recovery:

1.

User fees should recover the full cost of services which benefit specific groups or

individuals. An example of this type of service is beach operations at the Boulder
Reservoir.

User fees should recover the full cost for those services provided to persons who

generate the need for those services. An example of this type of service is a special
event that requires Police presence.

The following criteria are used to determine if a service should be included in this
category, keeping in mind that a service does not have to meet every criteria:

a) The individual or group using the service is the primary beneficiary.

b) The level of service use attributed to a user is known.

) Administrative costs of imposing and collecting the fee are not excessive.

d) Imposing a full cost fee would not place the City at a competitive
disadvantage.

e) The service is usually provided by the private sector, but may also be

provided by the public sector.

B. Partial Cost Recovery:

1.

User fees may recover less than full cost for those services for which the City desires

to manage demand. An example of this type of service is the Downtown Employees
Bus Pass Program.

User fees may recover only partial cost from those individuals who cannot pay full
cost due to economic hardship. An example of this type of service is the Reduced
Rate Program in the Parks and Recreation Department.

A user fee may not recover full cost if competitive market conditions make a full cost

fee undesirable. An example of this type of service is an aerobics class offered
through the Parks and Recreation Department.

The following criteria are used to determine if a service should be included in this
category, keeping in mind that a service does not have to meet every criteria:

a) Services benefit those who participate but the community at large also
benefits.

b) The level of service use attributed to a user is known.

c) Administrative costs of imposing and collecting the fee are not excessive.
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d)
€)

Imposing a full cost fee would place the City at a competitive disadvantage.
The service is usually provided by the public sector, but may also be provided
by the private sector.

C. No Cost Recovery:

1. Tax dollars should support essential City services that are available to and benefit
everyone in the community. An example of this type of service is City Clerk election
services.

2. The following criteria are used to determine if a service should be included in this

category, keeping in mind that a service does not have to meet every criteria:

a)

b)

c)
d)

€)
f)
g

benefit everyone.  prst by ety fuiife s ALC

Because the service is basic, it is difficult todetermine benefits received by
one user.

The level of service attributable to a user is not known.

Administrative costs of imposing and collecting a fee exceed revenue expected
from the fee.

Imposing the fee would place the City at a serious competitive disadvantage.
The service is primarily provided by the public sector.

Charging a fee would result in undesirable behavior.

The service is equally available to everyone in the co?\um'ty and should

D. Enterprise Center:

1. User fees could recover more than the full cost for a service in order to subsidize
other services provided to the community.

2. The following criteria are used to determine if a service should be included in this
category, keeping in mind that a service does not have to meet every criteria:

a)

b)
)

d)
€)

Individuals or groups benefit from the service and there is little community
benefit.

The level of service use attributable to a user is known.

There is excess demand for the service; therefore, allocation of limited
services is required.

Administrative costs of imposing and collecting the fee are not excessive.
The service is provided at market price by the private sector.

E. Other Considerations:

1. Administrative costs of collecting fees should be small relative to the revenue
generated from the fee.



2. Non-residents do not pay the full level of City taxes. Therefore, non-residents will
pay a premium of ___ above the standard fee for the service. (The current pricing
policy guideline is 20% above the standard fee; would Council like to increase this
percentage?)

IV. DEFINITIONS

A. Costs
1. Direct Costs

Direct costs are all the specific, identifiable expenses associated with the actual provision of
a service.

2. Indirect Costs

a. Department Overhead

Department overhead includes the administrative costs of the Department and
earmarked operating reserve accounts, Fund debt service (when part of the cost of
providing a service), and contractual payments as appropriate.

b. Citywide Overhead

Citywide overhead includes the costs of all the City’s general support services (e.g.
Finance, Human Resources...) as well as citywide equipment replacement costs. In
this costing of services, the 1994 Cost Allocation Plan identifies these costs, which
are then distributed to cost centers.

3. Add-Ins/Take-Outs

When a service to the public is supported by activity budgeted in another cost center, fund
or department, the costs that activity are "taken out" of the cost center providing support and
"added in" to the cost center most directly providing the identified service to the public.

B. Fees
1. Full Cost Fee

A fee that recovers the total cost of a service (the sum of direct and all indirect costs).

2. Partial Cost Fee

A fee that recovers something less than the full cost. This could be a percentage of direct
costs, all direct costs, direct plus a percentage of indirect, etc.



3. Market Rate Fee

Once the market is defined by identifying all providers of an identical service (i.e., private
sector providers, other municipalities, etc.), then a market rate fee can be set. A market rate
fee is based on demand for a service. The fee is set at the highest level the market will bear
for the service in question.

C. Sources of Funds

Funding sources for services provided directly to the public can include revenues generated
from taxes, grants, fees, or some combination of these three.
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1994 COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
FIRE

CURRENT DEPARTMENT PRICING POLICIES

The majority of the services provided by the Fire Department fall into the broad category of "protecting the public welfare and
safety.” As such, it is the Fire Department’s policy to not charge a fee for service for the majority of services provided. The
exceptions, and the associated pricing policies are listed below.

Hazardous Material Clean-up

® In accordance with State law, the Fire Department recovers from responsible parties the partial cost of cleaning up a hazardous
release.

Contractor Certification Program

L As a result of the Fee Study, the Department has decided to consider a change to the Contractor Certification Program. Under
the current system, the contractors are certified for life after the successful completion of a certification exam. The
contractors are charged a one time fee for this certification exam and then charged an annual charge as they renew their
licenses with the Building Department. The Fire and Building Departments are beginning a study to consider alternatives to
this system. As such, there is not yet a proposal for a new pricing guideline for the Contractor Certification Program.

Permits
L The costs associated with issuing permits appear in the costing spreadsheets for the Fire Department. However, it is

Department policy to use the permitting process as a code compliance mechanism rather than as a revenue enhancer. As such,
permit fees are not directly tied to cost.

4 INHWHODVLLV



Corporate Training Programs

® It is Fire Department policy to work with local businesses, particularly those involving higher hazards, through periodic
training sessions. These sessions provide benefits to both the business and the Fire Department. By teaching training classes,
fire personnel learn the physical layout as well as the location and composition of hazards at many of these sites, and the local
businesses receive the training necessary to keep them in compliance with State and Federal laws. Since the local businesses
are required to provide these training sessions to their employees, and this is an area in which the Fire Department competes
with the private sector, the Department recommends charging a fee for this service. The Department proposal is to perform
a market study to determine the appropriate fee for this service, and then to set fees competitively.

wpSI\feesty\dptpol.fir
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13-Apr-04

Recovery Stage Key
1 75% to 100% (or greater) Recovery
2 50% to 75% Recovery

COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY

LISTING OF SERVICES BY DEPARTMENT/DIVISION

25% to 50% Recovery
0% to 25% Recovery
RECOVERY NUMBER TYPE DIRECT DEPT CITYWIDE TOTAL PERCENT
STAGE SERVICE OF OF PER OVERHEAD OVERHEAD COST CURRENT TOTAL COST
See key) NAME UNITS UNIT UNIT PER UNIT PER UNIT PER UNIT FEE RECOVERY COMMENTS
FIRE
(Unit Fee/Total Unit Cost)
1 {Hazardous materials cleanup 616 Hrs/Eng Col $158.38 $20.03 $7.71 $186.12 $150.00 80.59%| Cost Recovery per State Statute
4 |Contractor testing 50 Tests| $161.74 $8.88 $8.98 $179.60 $20.00 11.14% Program currently under study
4 |Service Station Permit 35 Pemit| $117.31 $6.43 $6.51 $130.26 $10.00 7.68%
Corporate training 110 Hours| $168.78 $9.25 $9.37 $187.41 $0.00 Department undertaking market study
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FIRE
1991 1992 1993 1994
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGETED

NET OPERATING COSTS (Direct plus Dept Overhead): ,
Operating Costs (1) 4872429 5375599 5,770,920 6,230,062
Less: User Fees 8,003 450 3,158 0
Net Operating Costs 4,864,426 5,375,149 5,767,762 6,230,062
% of Net Operating Costs 99.84% 99.99% 99.95% 100.00% §
Subsidized by General Fund 3 0.999 4

3
NET TOTAL COSTS (Operating plus Citywide Overhead): A
itywi 09985 /-
Citywide Overhead (2) 73432 317,624 697,572 608,616 & p
Operating Costs 4,872,429 5375599 5,770,920 6,230,062
Less: User Fees 8,003 450 3,158 0
0.998 +
Net Total Costs 4,937,858 5,692,773 6465334 6,838,678
% of Total Operating Costs 99.84% 99.99% 99.95% 100.00% 0.9975
Subsidized by General Fund )
1991

NOTES:

COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
ANALYSIS OF GENERAL FUND SUBSIDIZATION

(1) Operating Costs exclude grants.

(2} Allocating citywide overhead began in 1992; citywide overhead also includes debt service.

09995 + oo

% OF NET OPERATING COSTS SUBSIDIZED

1992

1993 1994
YEAR
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1994 COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
HOUSING AND HUMAN SERVICES

CURRENT DEPARTMENT PRICING POLICIES

In general, fees for the Department of Housing and Human Services are set to recover 100% of direct costs (materials/supplies and
personnel directly consumed by the participant). If appropriate, fees are adjusted to reflect the market rate charged in the community
for comparable services, which allows the department to recover a portion of its overhead costs. In Senior Services, where the
majority of revenues from fees are generated from social and recreation activities, 57% of the Social Recreation budget is recovered
through fees when costs for the activity programmer’s time and non-personnel expenses are included. Since the goal of Senior
Services is to keep seniors active, self-sufficient, and independent, encouraging senior participation in these programs, particularly
those with limited resources, is a way to achieve this goal.

Additional Fees Collected by Private Providers

Several services offered by the Department of Housing and Human Services are provided through contracts with private
providers which charge fees to program participants. The providers set and collect the fees associated with their programs.
Services provided by the department through private contractors that charge fees include: the Senior Services Nutrition
Programs, the Senior Services Employment Program, the Family Resource Schools Child Care Program, and the Family
Resource Schools Counseling Program. In addition, Housing and Human Services contracts with 30 to 40 providers of human
services through the Human Relations Commission. The majority of these agencies charge a fee for service.

Grant Funding

Several of the services provided by the Department of Housing and Human Services are funded totally or partially by grants,
which supplement the fees charged by the department to produce funding for the services provided. These services include:
Child Care Resource and Referral Services; the Child Care Food Program; Child Care Provider Recruitment and Training;
Multi-cultural Peer Leadership Classes for Youth; Intervention Programs for Youth around drug, alcohol, suicide, mental
health, and counseling; the Boulder Valley School District’s contribution to the Family Resource Schools Project; the
Community Development Block Grant Program; and the HOME grant program which funds housing projects. Several of these
grants stipulate that the City cannot charge fees for the services funded by the grant so that these services can be offered as
a free community service. In addition, the Community Housing Assistance Program is funded by property and dvipmnt taxes.



Senior Services Programs:

° For all of the Senior Services activities, non-residents are charged 20% more than the advertised resident fee for the activity.
Low-income residents are charged half of the advertised resident price.

Child Care Publications:

® Fees are typically charged for the Child Care Center Directory and businesses are charged for the Choosing Child Care
Brochure. The majority of publications provided to the public are related to the Child Care Resource and Referral Program
and are offered free of charge for education and prevention purposes. These publications are paid for from grant funding
sources.

Family Resource Schools Family Education & Support Programs:

° Fees for the services listed in the attached spreadsheet are adjusted on a sliding fee scale for low-income participants.

Fees for Facility Rental

L Facility rental fees are not listed in the attached spreadsheet since these fees fall under the Administrative Pricing Procedures

for facility rental and copies. Fees for the use of Housing and Human Services facilities are based on market rate surveys
of comparable facilities. These fees generate approximately $23,000 per year.

wp51\feesty\dptpol.hhs



13-Apr-94

Recovery Stage Key

1 75% 1o 100% (or greater) Recovery
2 50% to 75% Recovery

3 25% to 50% Recovery

COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY

LISTING OF SERVICES BY DEPARTMENT/DIVISION

0% to 25% Recovery
RECOVERY NUMBER TYPE DIRECT DEPT CITYWIDE TOTAL PERCENT
STAGE SERVICE OF OF PER OVERHEAD OVERHEAD COST CURRENT TOTAL COST
See key) NAME UNITS UNIT UNIT PER UNIT PER UNIT PER UNIT FEE RECOVERY COMMENTS
HOUSING AND HUMAN SERVICES
(Total Revs/Total Costs)

4 | Senior Services Classes 893 Participants| $55.99 $87.75 $34.13 $177.87 $4 to $81 15.74%| $25,000 Revenues

3 | Senior Services Day Trips 1,481 Participants| $20.11 $31.51 $12.26 $63.87 $3 to $60 26.43% $25,000 Revenues

4 |Senior Craft Fair Participation 75 Participants| $30.53 $47.86 $18.62 $97.01 $12.00 13.74% $1000 Revenues

4 | Special Events/Toumaments (Seniors) 1,400 Participants| $10.59 $16.60 $6.46 $33.65 $0to $10 5.31%)| $2500 Revenues

3 |Senior Sports 198 Participants $23.14 $36.26 $14.10 $73.50 $35.00 27.77% $4000 Revenues; Per Softball Season
Senior Sports $2.00 Per Volleyball Session
Senior Sports $10.00 Per Sports Club

4 |Child Care Publications 36,048 Publications $0.32 $0.03 $0.03 $0.38 $0to $6 7.30% $1000 Revenues,

4 |FRS: Family Education & Support 130 Contacts $927.90 $65.82 $60.30 $1,054.02 $1.50 3.65%| $5000 Revs; Per hour/after school enrich
FRS: Family Education & Support $3.00 Per dance class
FRS: Family Education & Support $60.00 Per 8 week Summer Leaming Program
FRS: Family Education & Support $3 10 $5 Per field trip
FRS: Family Education & Support $15.00 Per parent workshop.
FRS: Family Education & Support $2.00 Per week/breakfast club,
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COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
ANALYSIS OF GENERAL FUND SUBSIDIZATION
HOUSING/HUMAN SERVICES

1991 1992 1993 1994
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGETED

NET OPERATING COSTS (Direct plus Dept Overhead): 097

Operating Costs (1) 2,499,151 3,953,659 3,070,690 3,131,662 %

Less: User Fees 83,864 243,783 277,637 286,993 0.

Net Operating Costs 2,415,287 3,709,876 2,793,053 2,844,669 0.95

% of Net Operating Costs 96.64% 93.83% 90.96% 90.84% =

Subsidized by General Fund g 0.93

=
NET TOTAL COSTS (Operating plus Citywide Overhead): g 0.92
P

Citywide Overhead {2) 2,044 235,548 469,056 599,513 E 0.91

Uperating Costs 2,499,151 3,953,659 3,070,690 3,131,662 a % OF NET OPERATING COSTS SUBSIDIZED

Less: User Fees 83,864 243,783 271,637 286,993 09

Net Total Costs 2417,331 3945424 3,262,109 3,444,182 083 -

% of Total Operating Costs 96.65%  94.18%  92.16%  9231% 088

Subsidized by General Fund 0.87 i P |

1991 1992 1993 1994
YEAR

NOTES: L ) - i )

(1) Operating Costs exclude grants.

(2) Allocating citywide overhead began in 1992; citywide overhead also includes debt service.
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1994 COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
LIBRARY

RENT DEPARTMENT PRICING POLICIES

= e A AT L A AL RN T VLA AND

In general, the Library’s policy is to provide for the community’s informational needs, whether through print or non-print media,
without imposing user fees.

Basic Library Services:

The pricing policy for library services is based on the theory that assuring free public access to information is a legitimate
function of government, and provides an overall community benefit. It is the intent of the Library Commission to avoid
creating any economic or psychological barriers to library use through the institution of user fees.

The philosophy of free public libraries is supported by state law, CRS 24-90-102, which states that..."it is the policy of the
state, as part of its provision for public education, to promote the establishment and development of all types of publicly-
supported free library service through the state to ensure equal access to information without regard to age, physical or mental
health, place of residence, or economic status...". Compliance with this law is a condition of Federal funding passed though
the state, and also a condition of the State Payment-for-Lending Program (CCR 301-23-2490-R-101.00) which supports the
interlibrary loan service.

Other Library Fee-Based Services: Extended Use of Materials, Personal Copies, Facility Rental

No spreadsheet for library fees is attached, since most library fee-based services fall under the Administrative Pricing Procedures
for facility rental and copies. The remaining fee which does not fall under this policy is inter-library loan charges. Boulder Public
Library does not normally charge for this service, unless a fee is imposed by the lending library. In this case, the fee is passed on
to the patron.

Fees are charged for all personal copies made from computer printers, photocopy machines, microfilm/fiche printers, the
Braille printer, and for copies of historic photographs.

/3



o Fees for the use of the Main Library auditorium are based on a market rate survey. Additional fees beyond the basic rental
are charged for time involved in staff instruction or operation of auditorium equipment, set-up assistance, etc.

o While there is some difference of opinion in whether to categorize the library overdue fees as fines or fees, the library’s view
of this charge is that it is a fee for the privilege of extended use of materials. When materials remain in use for extended

periods of time, it puts pressure on the library to provide additional materials, hence the overdue charge. Fees currently
parallel those of other Colorado libraries, with $.10/day for printed materials, and $1.00/day for videotapes.

wp5 I\feesty\dptpol.lib
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NO SPREADSHEET PROVIDED FOR THE LIBRARY
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COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
ANALYSIS OF GENERAL FUND SUBSIDIZATION

LIBRARY
1891 1992 1993 1994
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGETED
NET OPERATING COSTS (Direct plus Dept Overhead): 0.93
Operating Costs {1) 3,562,478 3,884,820 4,054,194 4,283,927 _/,,//° M
Less: User Fees 402,862 404,213 423,682 445,162 092 + //”
4r“/
Net Operating Costs 3,159,616 3,480,607 3,630,512 3,838,765
N

% of Net Operating Costs 88.69% 89.60% 89.55% 89.61% 8 N % OF NET TOTAL COSTS SUBSIDIZED
Subsidized by General Fund S g9l T

=0

z o . s - 0

NET TOTAL COSTS (Operating plus Citywide Overhead): H /
Citywide Overhead (2) 1,191,353 1,327,199 1,653,168 1,703,135 %
Operating Costs 3,562,478 3,884,820 4,054,194 4,283,927 0.88
Less: User Fees 402,862 404,213 423,682 445,162 '
% OF NET OPERATING COSTS SUBSIDIZED
Net Total Costs 4,350,969 4,807,806 5,283,680 5,541,900 0.87 + -
% of Total Operating Costs 91.53% 92.24% 92.58% 92.56% 0.86 ) ) B
Subsidized by General Fund . ' ' '
1991 1992 1993 1994
YEAR

NOTES:
(1) Operating Costs exclude grants.
{2) Allocating citywide overhead began in 1992; citywide overhead also includes debt service.
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1994 COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
PARKS AND RECREATION

URRENT DEPARTMENT PRICING POLICIES

In general, the Parks and Recreation Department has a target of recovering 50% of their direct operating and program overhead costs
through user fees.

In 1993, the department recovered 46% of its operating costs, which does not include citywide overhead and debt service.

Recreation Classes/Programs:

All adult activities are priced to recover at least 100% of direct; youth and senior activities to recover 80% of direct costs.
If appropriate, adult, youth and senior activities are also adjusted to reflect the going market rate in the community for
comparable services.

Special programs such as Therapeutics and low-income are further subsidized (Therapeutics pay between 10-15% of direct
costs, i.e., the same fee as charged for non-disabled participants).

Low-income residents (Reduced Rate Program) pay 25% of direct costs.
Non-resident fees are 20% more than the resident fee for the service/program. Non-resident participants make up

approximately 21 % of all classes/programs. Approximately 20% of soccer participants and softball participants are comprised
of non-residents.

Recreation Centers and Qutdoor Swimming Pools:

Recreation Center and outdoor swimming pool fees are based on resident adult fee usage. The subsidy is due to the discount
rate for low-income, children (ages 4-12), teens (ages 13-18) and seniors (ages 60+).

Group and individual multiple use discounts are also available, i.e., 20 punch cards and annual passes.

/7



L The first adult family member pays full price for an annual pass, all other family members pay 1/2 price.

] Non-resident fees are 20% more than the resident fee for the service/program. Non-Resident participants account for
approximately 50% of all drop-in activities at the Recreation Centers (Weight Room, Swim, Fitness, and Gym), 19% of 20
punch passes, and 15% of annual passes.

Reservoir:

° Fees for the Reservoir are structured to recover direct costs of all southshore and lake activity. This goal is often not met
because of under enrollment in classes/programs.

Golf Course:

o Flatirons Golf Course fees cover all departmental costs (including capital improvements).

Parks:

L There is currently no access fee for city park areas. Fees for facility in city park areas, such as shelters, have been set at
a low level.

Mountain Parks:

® The parking permit system in Mountain Parks is a new program and the fees have been set specifically to generate revenue
from non-residents. The fees for shelter rentals in the Mountain Parks system is the same as fees for facility rental in city
park areas.

wpS1\feesty\dptpol.p&r



13-Apr-94

COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY

LISTING OF SERVICES BY DEPARTMENT/DIVISION

Recovery Stage Key
1 75% to 100% (or greater) Recovery
2 50% to 75% Recovery
3 25% to 50% Recovery
4 0% to 25% Recovery
NUMBER TYPE DIRECT DEPT CITYWIDE TOTAL PERCENT
SERVICE OF OF PER OVERHEAD OVERHEAD CcosT CURRENT TOTAL COST
NAME UNITS UNIT UNIT PER UNIT PER UNIT PER UNIT FEE RECOVERY COMMENTS
PARKS AND RECREATION
RECREATION CLASSES/PROGRAMS {Unit Fee/Total Unit Cost)
v 1 |Classes/Programs 368,730 Part. Hours| $2.68 $0.36 $0.36 $3.41 $2.64 77.42% Current fee is an average.
4 | Therapeutics 20,800 Part. Hours| $18.69 $1.65 $2.43 $22.77 $2.54 11.15% Stay same as Non-Disabled Participants.
4 [Reduced Rate Program 2,500 Participants| $18.40 $0.05 $2.21 $20.66 $1.28 6.20%| Current fee is an average.
2 |Playgrounds 133,000 Pat. Hours] $1.19 $0.23 $0.17 $1.59 $0.95 59.68% Current fee is an average.
2 | Special Events 11,767 Part. Hours| $5.03 $0.40 $0.55 $5.97 $3.85 64.44% Current fee is an average.
Ve 2 |Leagues 175,819 Part. Hours| $4.13 $0.55 $0.56 $5.24 $3.27 62.43% Current fee is an average.
RECREATION CENTERS/OUTDOOR POOLS/RESERVOIR (Unit Fee/Total Unit Cost)
4 {Facility rentals (Recreation) 25,000 Hours] $8.85 $0.61 $1.13 $10.59 $2.48 23.42% Current fee is an average.
//L - 3 | Drop-in Programs/Activities (Recreation/Qutdoor Pools) 567,978 Participants| $3.15 $0.51 $0.44 $4.10 $1.31 31.94% Current fee is an average.
L= 1 [Beach operations (Reservoir) 85,000 Participants| $2.08 $0.04 $0.25 $2.38 $2.59 108.89% Current fee is an average.
1 {Boating operations (Reservoir) 564 Permits] $120.65 $10.76 $15.73 $147.14 $160.00 108.74%)| Current fee is an average.
3 [Marina operations (Reservoir) 1,904 Hours| $27.55 $2.11 $3.55 $33.22 $10.24 30.83% Current fee is an average.
3 [SPECIAL EVENTS (Reservoir) 125 [  Special Events| $404.86 $32.39 $52.34 $489.60 $243.47 49.73% Current fee is an average.
3 [Sailing classes (Reservoir) 150 Patticipants] $145.87 $24.69 $20.41 $190.97 $93.33 48.87% Current fee is an average.
2 | Boat mooring {Reservoir) 136 Moorings] $201.71 $21.71 $26.74 $250.16 $180.15 72.01%| Current fee is an average.
GOLF COURSE (Unit Fee/Total Unit Cost)
1 |Golf lessons 760 Lesson| $23.24 $1.1 $2.98 $27.92 $39.47 141.35% Current fee is an average.
2 }Junior golf program 196 Participants] $65.64 $6.03 $8.57 $80.24 $51.02 63.58% Current fee is an average.
2 |Course operations 63,000 Participants| $10.40 $0.55 $1.31 $12.26 $8.45 68.92% $130,000 revs (also) in Perm Parks Fund.
1 [Merchandise sales 9,114 Purchases| $18.92 $0.50 $2.32 $21.75 $19.20 88.29% 20% materials mark-up.
1 |Driving range 42,000 Participants| $1.23 $0.11 $0.16 $1.50 $2.62 174.53% Current fee is an average.
1 |Rentals 11,492 Participants| $4.98 $0.18 $0.62 $5.78 $8.92 154.35% Current fee is an average.
MOUNTAIN PARKS (Uit Fee/Tolal Uni Cost)
4 |Public Information and Education (Mountain Parks) 25,000 Contactsl $2.81 $0.20 $0.36 $3.37 $0.10 2.97% Current fee is an average.
2 |Parking Pemnit System 50,875 Permits| $2.00 $0.20 $0.26 $2.46 $1.67 67.86% Current fee is an average.
OTHER {Unit Fee/Total Unit Cost)
1 |BOULDER CREEK FESTIVAL 1 Event] $71,487.00 $1,959.00 $7,407.00 $80,853.00 $84,601.00 104.64%
2 |Wood recovery 47 Cordsl $124.94 $4.30 $15.45 $144.68 $85.00 58.75% Current fee is an average.
4 ISPECIAL EVENTS 16 Events] $1,634.69 $39.13 $207.31 $1,941.13 $16.00 0.82%, Current fee is an average.
2 | Shelter Rental 1,756 Hours| $80.73 $4.73 $10.22 $95.68 $57.95 60.57%| Current fee is an average.
4 {Mall maintenance 4 Acre| $62,000.75 $2,847.50 $7,753.25 $72,601.50 $12,000.00 16.53%| Current fee is an average.
3 |Babysitting 7,200 Part. Hours] $11.76 $3.09 $1.78 $16.63 $4.81 28.92% Current fee is an average.
4 |Head Start Program 18 Part. Hours| $613.22 $119.28 $87.56 $820.06 $66.67 8.13% Current fee is an average.
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COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
ANALYSIS OF GENERAL FUND SUBSIDIZATION

PARKS AND RECREATION
1991 1992 1993 1994
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGETED
NET OPERATING COSTS (Direct plus Dept Overhead):
Operating Costs (1) 7588516 8,948,490 9,897,459 10,858,838
Less: User Fees 4,097,790 4,416,054 4544842 4,681,050
Net Operating Costs 3490,726 4532436 5352617 6,177,788
% of Net Operating Costs 46.00% 50.65% 54.08% 56.89% s
Subsidized by General Fund S oa 4
E B
&
NET TOTAL COSTS (Operating plus Citywide Overhead): a
= 03 +
Citywide Overhead (2) 1,170,586 1,207,851 1,465,225 1,754,236 E
Operating Costs 7,588,516  8948,490 9,897,459 10,858,838 02 L.
Less: User Fees 4,087,790 4,416,054 4,544,842 4,681,050 |
Net Total Costs 4,661,322 5,740,287 6,817,842 7,932,024 0.1 -
% of Total Operating Costs 53.22% 56.52% 60.00% 62.89% 0
Subsidized by General Fund
1991

NOTES:
(1) Operating Costs exclude grants.

% OF NET TOTAL COSTS SUBSIDIZED

1992

1993 1994
YEAR

(2) Allocating citywide overhead began in 1992; citywide overhead also includes debt service.
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1994 COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
PLANNING

CURRENT DEPARTMENT PRICING POLICIES

In general, the Planning Department has a target of recovering 60% of the combined direct costs of processing development review
applications.

Development Review:

The current fees are based on the following: 1) Council’s policy direction of achieving a 60% rate of cost recovery for the
combined direct costs of processing development review applications, 2) Consistency with fees charged by other jurisdictions
for similar services, 3) Providing for an equitable fee schedule, and 4) Incorporating the revisions to the Land Use
Regulations.

The goal is for development review services to be priced to recover 100% of the full cost of each individual application
submitted. The fee schedule would be designed to include a base fee plus a graduated hourly rate schedule. The base fee
would be in place to primarily recover the City-controlled costs during the first three weeks of the application process. A
graduated full-cost hourly rate schedule would be applied when the full-costs of the application begin to exceed the base fee.
At this time, it is projected that the full-cost hourly rates could range up to $69.00 an hour.

Due to a lack of reliable data, it is recommended that the current fee schedule be used as the base fee schedule in 1995. In
addition to the base fee schedule, a graduated, full-cost hourly rate schedule would be developed using the information
stemming from the costing study.

In 1996, it is anticipated that the base fees and graduated hourly rate structure would be adjusted to reflect more accurate costs
as a result of improved budget and time-keeping information.

Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan (BVCP) Changes:

It is recommended that the fees for Major Land Use & Road Designation Changes and Boulder Valley Planning Area Changes
be priced to match Boulder County.

A5



° It is recommended that the fees for Area IIb to Ila Changes and Minor Land Use & Road Designation Changes be priced to
reflect a lower level of required analysis and review and to encourage public involvement in the BVCP change process.

Historic Preservation:

° The fees for historic preservation designations are currently priced to encourage applications for individual landmarks or
historic district designations.

wpS I\feesty\dptpol.pin
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13-Apr-94

Recovery Stage Key
1 75% to 100% (or greater) Recovery
2 50% to 75% Recovery

COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY
LISTING OF SERVICES BY DEPARTMENT/DIVISION

25% to 50% Recovery
0% to 25% Recovery
RECOVERY NUMBER TYPE DIRECT DEPT CITYWIDE TOTAL PERCENT
STAGE SERVICE OF PER OVERHEAD OVERHEAD COST CURRENT TOTAL COST
See key) NAME UNITS UNIT UNIT PER UNIT PER UNIT PER UNIT FEE RECOVERY COMMENTS
PLANNING (1) @ @3
(Unit Fee/Tolal Unit Cost)

4 |Solar Access Permit Application 128 Hours| $42.38 $11.36 $15.28 $69.02 $200.00 7.00%| 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs;

2 [Accessory Dwelling Unit Application 255 Hours $27.39 $11.40 $15.34 $54.13 $500.00 53.00% 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs

3 [Site Review Application 2169 Hours| $34.71 $11.39 $15.33 $61.43 1000/1250+100/ac 48.00% 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs

1 | Subdivision Application 766 Hours $34.95 $11.39 $15.32 $61.65 750+100/ac 88.00%| 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs

1 |Variance Application Review 128 Hours $36.29 $11.36 $15.28 $62.93 $200.00 100.00%| 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs
Administrative Variance Review 102 Hours $35.65 $11.40 $15.33 $62.38 $0.00 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs

4 |Vacation/Easement Application 383 Hours| $38.66 $11.39 $15.32 $65.36 $200.00 8.00% 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs

1 | Vacation - Street/Alley Application 64 Hours $34.31 $11.36 $15.28 $60.95 $750.00 100.00% 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs
Outside City Utility Permit/Res. Application 38 Hours $32.82 $11.47 $15.45 $59.74 $0.00 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs
Temp. Connection Permit/Non-Res. Application 0 Hours $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs
Temp. Connection Permit/Residential Application 0 Hours $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs
OQutside City Utility Pemmit/Non-Res. Application 0 Hours $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs
Blue Line Amendment Application 38 Hours $30.63 $11.47 $15.45 $57.55 $0.00 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs

4 | Annexation & Initial Zoning Application 893 Hours| $33.98 $11.40 $15.33 $60.71 $200.00 5.00%, 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs,

4 |Lot Line Adjustment Application 638 Hours] $32.19 $11.39 $15.33 $58.91 $200.00 8.00% 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs

4 |Lot Line Elimination Application 128 Hours| $37.49 $11.36 $15.28 $64.13 $200.00 10.00%; 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs

4 |Wetlands Pemmit Application 447 Hours| $29.18 $11.38 $15.31 $55.87 $200.00 6.00%)| 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs

1 | Rezoning Application 51 Hours} $34.47 $11.39 $15.33 $61.20 $1,500.00 100.00% 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs

4 |Use Review Application 2297 Hours| $33.45 $11.39 $15.32 $60.16 1000/1250 18.00% 60% Cost Recovery for Combined Direct Costs
Major Land Use & Road Desig. Changes 204 Hours| $46.83 $12.11 $16.29 $75.24 $0.00 Match Boulder County
Boulder Valley Planning Area Changes 153 Hours} $44.67 $12.11 $16.29 $73.07 $0.00 Match Boulder County:
Area |IB to lIA Changes 102 Hours| $53.39 $12.11 $16.29 $81.79 $0.00 Lower Lvi Rev/Encourage Citizen Involvement
Minor Land Use & Road Desig. Changes 102 Hours] $46.83 $12.11 $16.29 $75.24 $0.00 Lower Lvl Rev/Encourage Citizen involvement

4 |Ind. Landmark Designations 158 Hours] $41.34 $13.03 $17.53 $71.90 $25.00 3.00%] City Encourages Historic Designations
Historic District Designations 53 Hours| $41.08 $12.94 $17.42 $71.43 $75.00 City Encourages Historic Designations
Planning Photocopies i

(1) The current fees are based on the following: a) Council's policy direction of achieving a 60% rate of cost recovery for the combined direct processing costs of development review,

b} Consistency with fees charged by other jurisdictions for similar services, ¢) Providing an equitable and moderate resolution, and d) Incorporating the revisions to the Land Use Regulations

(2) Percent total cost recovery is an approximation only. For purposes of this column, the current fee was recalculated into an hourly rate using 1991 application activity data and the unit of measure information from the costing project.
These calculations were necessary to derive an estimated percentage of cost recovery and should not be construed as being completely factual due to a lack of reliable data.

(3) The current fees established a 60% level of cost recovery for the combined direct costs associated with the development review process within the Current Planning Division.
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COMPREHENSIVE FEE STUDY

ANALYSIS OF GENERAL FUND SUBSIDIZATION
PLANNING

1991 1992 1993 1994
ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL BUDGETED
NET OPERATING COSTS (Direct plus Dept Overhead):
Operating Costs (1) 1,088576 1,220,395 1,444,580 1,916,532
Less: User Fees 21,500 27,063 21,060 150,000
Net Operating Costs 1,067,076 1,193,332 1,423,520 1,766,532
% of Net Operating Costs 98.02% 97.78% 98.54% 92.17%
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