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Meeting Agenda

416 N Franklin Street

Fort Bragg, CA  95437

Phone: (707) 961-2823   

Fax: (707) 961-2802

City Hall Conference Room, 416 N. Franklin 

Street

9:00 AMTuesday, May 3, 2016

Special Meeting

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

1.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Approve Minutes of April 6, 201616-1641A.

FACM2016-04-06Attachments:

2.  PUBLIC COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

3.  CONDUCT OF BUSINESS

Present Finalized Municipal Financial Health Diagnostic Tool16-1733A.

2016-05-03 Diagnostic Tool

The California Municipal Financial Health Diognostic - Final

Attachments:

Discuss Cost Allocation Plan Options for FY16-17 Budget16-1723B.

2016-05-03 Cost Allocation Plan

FY 16-17 Cost Allocation Plan

Non-Personnnel Allocation Options

Attachments:

Receive Oral Update from Staff on Departmental Activities16-1743C.

MATTERS FROM COMMITTEE / STAFF

ADJOURNMENT
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May 3, 2016Finance and Administration 

Committee

Meeting Agenda

STATE OF CALIFORNIA          )

                                                  )ss.

COUNTY OF MENDOCINO     )

I declare, under penalty of perjury, that I am employed by the City of Fort Bragg and that I 

caused this agenda to be posted in the City Hall notice case on April 29, 2016.

_______________________________________________

Brenda Jourdain, Administrative Assistant

NOTICE TO THE PUBLIC

DISTRIBUTION OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOLLOWING AGENDA PACKET 

DISTRIBUTION:

• Materials related to an item on this Agenda submitted to the Council/District/Agency after distribution of 

the agenda packet are available for public inspection in the lobby of City Hall at 416 N. Franklin Street during 

normal business hours.

• Such documents are also available on the City of Fort Bragg’s website at http://city.fortbragg.com subject 

to staff’s ability to post the documents before the meeting

ADA NOTICE AND HEARING IMPAIRED PROVISIONS:

It is the policy of the City of Fort Bragg to offer its public programs, services and meetings in a manner that is 

readily accessible to everyone, including those with disabilities.  Upon request, this agenda will be made 

available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with disabilities.

If you need assistance to ensure your full participation, please contact the City Clerk at (707) 961-2823.  

Notification 48 hours in advance of any need for assistance will enable the City to make reasonable 

arrangements to ensure accessibility.

This notice is in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (28 CFR, 35.102-35.104 ADA Title II).
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416 N Franklin Street

Fort Bragg, CA  95437

Phone: (707) 961-2823   

Fax: (707) 961-2802

City of Fort Bragg

Meeting Minutes

Finance and Administration Committee

3:00 PM City Hall Conference Room, 416 N. Franklin StreetWednesday, April 6, 2016

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER

The Committee Members were delayed and could not arrive at the Finance and Administration 

Committee meeting by the scheduled Call to Order time. A Notice of Adjournment was posted at 

the meeting location, announcing that the meeting would reconvene at 3:30 PM.

Chair Turner called the meeting to order at 3:31 PM.

ROLL CALL

Staff Present: Linda Ruffing, Victor Damiani and June Lemos.

Others in Attendance: Ginny Feth-Michel.

Doug Hammerstrom and Dave TurnerPresent: 2 - 

1.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Committee Member Hammerstrom requested two changes to the minutes of March 2, 2016: (1) 

Last sentence on page 1, change the word "where" to "were;" and (2) Last bullet point on page 2, 

delete all but the last sentence of the paragraph.

1A. 16-119 Approve Minutes of Meeting of March 2, 2016

A motion was made by Committee Member Hammerstrom, seconded by Chair 

Turner, that these Committee Minutes be approved as amended for Council 

review. The motion carried by a unanimous vote.

2.  PUBLIC COMMENTS ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

None.

3.  CONDUCT OF BUSINESS

3A. 16-116 Review Report of Contracts Under $25,000 for January 1 - March 31, 

2016

This Report was received and filed.

3B. 16-117 Review Draft Cost Allocation Plan 

Finance Director Damiani explained the cost allocation spreadsheets. The following was noted 

during discussion of this item:

· Methods for ascertaining allocations for City Council were discussed.

· Adding explanations to the spreadsheets would provide more transparency.

· Auditors look for a reasonable, consistent basis for making estimates, so the City's methods of 
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allocation should be reasonable and consistent.

· The City's actuals are not far off from the estimates.

· Staffing allocations need to be considered further.

No action was taken on this agenda item.

3C. 16-118 Review Municipal Financial Health Diagnostic Tool, Preliminary Results 

for FY 2015/16 

Finance Director Damiani and Ginny Feth-Michel reviewed the information contained in the 

diagnostic tool with the Committee Members. Feth-Michel noted that FY 14/15 data is from the 

Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR), FY 15/16 is based on the mid-year report, and 

FY 16/17 and FY 17/18 are based on assumptions. The following was noted during discussion of 

this item:

· The diagnostic tool's warning signs show that the City is not in crisis.

· The City should be congnizant of its past history of reliance on grants.

· Regarding the General Fund:

· Item 1: The indicator on page 7 should be changed from red to yellow because this 

category does not show “persistent & increasing deficits over consecutive years.” The 

deficit is actually decreasing.

· Item 3: Because of the Coastal Trail, this category shows a persistent substantially negative 

trend. Feth-Michel will refine the estimate so that this big capital asset addition does not 

skew the result. This diagnostic tool may not be the best way to determine capital asset 

condition. Indicator on page 10 should be changed from red to either yellow or green.

· Item 5: Over 70% of the City's fixed costs are salary and benefit costs, which are 

constrained by the City's service level needs and agreements with employee organizations. 

The only way to reduce these percentages would be to reduce personnel, which would 

have an impact on services to constituents. The takeaway is that the City is still functioning 

in this situation and is doing pretty well.

· Item 6: This will be taken out, because the Noyo Center subsidy was a General Fund 

expenditure and watering playing fields is Water Enterprise.

· Item 8: The indicator on page 13 should be changed from green to yellow. The City has 

balanced the budget with reserves. Feth-Michel will assist in developing a comprehensive 

policy about making annual required contribution in the fiscal policies.

· Item 12: The indicator on page 14 should be changed from green to yellow based on the 

use of funds from the Redevelopment Successor Agency and grants. Long-range financial 

plans and policies should be a priority in the future.

· Item 13: The indicator on page 14 should be changed from green to yellow, as the CAFR 

was not timely filed due to special circumstances.

· Regarding the Water Fund: Transfers out are what is causing this category to be negative. The 

Finance Department will reanalyze, remove the capital items that skew the data, and revise the 

numbers.

· Regarding the Waste Water Fund: A similar analysis will be done for Waste Water Fund as for 

the Water Fund.

The bottom line is that this diagnostic tool will be reworked and revised, then brought forward at a 

budget workshop with draft policies for Council review to give everyone a bigger overview of the 

overall financial situation.

This Staff Report was referred to staff.

MATTERS FROM COMMITTEE / STAFF
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None.

ADJOURNMENT

Chair Turner adjourned the meeting at 5:37 PM.
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BUSINESS ITEM NO. _1

CITY OF FORT BRAGG
416 N. FRANKLIN,  FORT BRAGG, CA 95437
PHONE 707/961-2823   FAX 707/961-2802

FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

MEETING DATE: May 3, 2016

TO: Finance and Administration Committee

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Present Finalized Municipal Financial Health Diagnostic Tool

BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW:

The California Municipal Financial Health Diagnostic is a tool developed by Michael Coleman of 
CaliforniaCityFinance.com designed to assist in determining local government financial health.  
According to direction from the Committee, Finance staff with the assistance of outside 
consultant Ginny Feth-Michel, completed a draft of the diagnostic which was presented on April 
6, 2016.  The initial draft of the diagnostic was discussed in detail on April 6, 2016 resulting in 
further direction from the Committee.  The following revisions have been made to the diagnostic:

 Item 1: The Net True Operating Deficit indicator on page 7 was changed from red to 
yellow as directed by the Committee due to the lack of persistent and increasing deficits 
over consecutive years.

 Item 3: The data supporting Item 3; Capital Asset Condition was updated to reflect 
budgeted assets and the related deprecation, which resulted in no change to the 
indicator.

 Item 6: The data supporting Item 6, General Fund Subsidy was updated to remove costs 
related to the Noyo Center. The indicator remains at Red.

 Item 8:  The Balancing the Budget with Temporary Funds indicator was changed to 
Yellow to reflect that the City has used reserves to balance the budget.

 Item 10: The response to the question regarding a policy on the payment of employee 
compensation was changed to Yes. This policy has been developed and added to the 
policy section in the FY 2016/17 budget.

 Item 11: The response to the question regarding a policy on favoring pay-as-you-go 
financing and a debt management policy has been changed to Yes. This policy has been 
developed and added to the policy section in the FY 2016/17 budget.

 Item 12: The Funding Operating costs with Non-Recurring Revenues indicator was 
changed to Yellow to reflect the use of Redevelopment Successor Agency funds and 
grants to support general fund operations. The response to the question related to a 
long-range financial plan remains No. This policy is still in the development stage.

 Item 13: The Timeliness and Accuracy of Financial Reports was changed to Yellow to 
reflect the late filing of the City’s financial statements in years past.



Page 2

 Water and Wastewater Funds: The Diagnostic Tool was updated by Michael Coleman 
for Enterprise Fund analysis. The updated tool is included in this presentation. The tool 
now reflects a streamlined data gathering and indicator page. There is still a formula 
error in Item 1C 2014-15 that will be fixed by Mr. Coleman once he returns from
vacation. Once the formula error is fixed the 2014-15 values will be:
 Water: -67.57%
 Wastewater: -26.52%

RECOMMENDATION:

Accept the diagnostic tool as presented, with the corrected values in the Water and Wastewater 
Fund Tools.

ALTERNATIVES:

Take no action and provide direction to staff regarding additional information or analysis to be 
undertaken.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Revised California Municipal Financial Health Diagnostic for the City of Fort Bragg.
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BUSINESS ITEM NO. 3B

CITY OF FORT BRAGG
416 N. FRANKLIN,  FORT BRAGG, CA 95437
PHONE 707/961-2823   FAX 707/961-2802

FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

MEETING DATE: May 3, 2016

TO: Finance and Administration Committee

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Discuss Cost Allocation Plan options for FY16/17 Budget

BACKGROUND AND OVERVIEW:

As part of the FY16/17 budget process, Finance Department staff, with the assistance of outside 
consultant Ginny Feth-Michel, undertook a detailed examination of the City’s Cost Allocation 
Plan.  The goals of the examination were threefold: (1) to help current staff understand the logic 
and methodology used by prior staff; (2) once understood, to better present the logic and 
methodology to Council, the public and all other stakeholders so as to provide better 
transparency; and (3) to determine if the logic and methodology are still relevant and 
appropriate or if revisions are necessary.

After an exhaustive examination of prior years’ allocations, the following has been determined:

 Allocations of Salary and Benefits costs are appropriate as currently calculated.  
Allocations of these costs from indirect departments to direct departments are made
according to the Personnel Staffing Allocation tables presented in each annual budget.  
The table represents a fair estimate of the amount of time each City employee spends 
servicing departments outside of their own.

 Allocations of non-personnel overhead costs, as currently calculated, are made 
according to the Personnel Staffing Allocation tables presented in each annual budget.  
The calculation has not included an allocation to the General Fund which results in a 
disproportionate share allocated to the Enterprise funds.

 Fleet & Equipment Services are allocated according to the number of vehicles in each 
department.  Facilities Repair & Maintenance as well as Technology Maintenance & 
Replacement are allocated 50% to the General Fund, 25% to the Water Enterprise and 
25% to the Wastewater Enterprise in accordance with prior direction from Council. Staff 
proposes to re-visit the Facilities and Technology allocations in future years with the 
intention of proposing an improved methodology.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff has developed a plan to step up the allocation of non-personnel overhead to the General 
Fund over a three-year time period as follows; in year one 20% to be allocated, in year two 40% 
to be allocated and in year three and beyond 60% to be allocated. The plan will result in the 
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following estimated reductions to General Fund charges for service revenue: year one- $271k, 
year two- $547k, year three and beyond- $829k. Staff has currently developed the FY 2016/17
budget according to this plan and has balanced the budget despite the loss of $271k in General 
Fund revenue. Staff recommends presenting the budget in this manner at the Budget Workshop 
on May 25, 2016 unless an alternative recommendation is supported by the Finance and 
Administration Committee. 

ALTERNATIVES:

1. Fully increase the General Fund allocation of non-personnel overhead costs to 60% in 
the FY16/17 Budget. The resulting budget will show a General Fund deficit of 
approximately $540k. Although the General Fund has sufficient fund balance to 
withstand the deficit in FY16/17, it is imperative that both staff and Council work 
diligently to enhance General Fund revenue streams in the years to come.

2. Step up the allocation over a longer or shorter timeframe. 

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Cost Allocation Plan FY16/17
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INTRODUCTION

Purpose of the Plan
The purpose of the City’s Cost Allocation Plan is to identify the total costs of providing specific 
City services and to appropriately allocate these costs to the Departments and or Funds that
benefit from the identified services. Why is a separate cost accounting analysis required to do 
this?  Because in almost all organizations—whether in the private or the public sector—the cost 
of producing goods or delivering services can be classified into two basic categories: direct and 
indirect costs.  Programs that incur only direct costs benefit from the City’s administrative 
structure and therefore should be charged for that support.  

“Direct costs” by their nature are usually easy to identify and relate to a specific service.  
However, this is not the case for “indirect costs.”  As such, if we want to know the “total cost” 
of providing a specific service, then we need to develop an approach—a plan—for reasonably 
allocating indirect costs to direct cost programs.  

What Are Direct and Indirect Costs?  Direct costs are those that can be specifically identified 
with a particular cost objective, such as street maintenance, police protection and water 
service.  Indirect costs are not readily identifiable with a direct operating program, but rather, 
are incurred for a joint purpose that benefits more than one cost objective. Although indirect 
costs are generally not as readily identifiable as direct cost programs, their cost should be 
included if we want to know the total cost of delivering specific services.

Common examples of indirect costs provided by City departments include: the Finance 
Department provides accounting and utility billing services, the Administrative Services 
Department provides legal services and personnel administration, and the City’s Public Works 
department provides engineering and public facility and street maintenance.  

Budgeting and Accounting for Indirect Costs. Theoretically, all indirect costs could be 
directly charged to specific cost objectives; however, practical difficulties generally preclude 
such an approach for organizational and accounting reasons.  As such, almost all organizations 
separately budget and account for direct and indirect costs depending on their financial 
reporting needs and the complexity of their operations.

Distributing Indirect Costs. In order to determine the total cost of delivering specific services, 
a methodology for determining and distributing indirect costs must be developed, and that is 
the purpose of a Cost Allocation Plan: to identify indirect costs and to allocate them to 
benefiting direct cost programs in a logical, consistent and reasonable manner.

Plan Goal: Reasonable Allocation of Costs.  The goal of most Cost Allocation Plans is to 
provide a clear, consistent and reasonable basis for allocating indirect costs. It is important to 
stress that the goal of the Cost Allocation Plan is a “reasonable” allocation of indirect costs, not 
a “perfect” one.  By their very nature, indirect costs are difficult to link with direct costs.  As 
such, in developing an allocation approach, it is important to keep in mind that the goal is
balancing the cost and effort of complicated allocation methods with the likely benefits from 
the end results.
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City of Fort Bragg 
Internal Service Funds

 Facilities Repair and
Maintenance

 Technology Maintenance 
and Replacement

 Fleet and Equipment 
Services

INDIRECT COST ALLOCATION STRATEGIES 
There are several ways of allocating indirect costs, including:  

Internal Service Funds. Many cities allocate costs through formal internal service funds for 
services like facility maintenance, information technology and fleet maintenance.  Typically with 
this approach, the internal service fund provides services to the organization and charges back
departments based on their actual usage of the service at standard per unit billing rates, like a 
private company would (except the goal is to break even rather than earn a profit).  In this case, 
for the operating programs, indirect costs become direct costs, like they would if they 
contracted-out for the service.  

While this approach can result in added accounting costs 
to develop internal billing rates and track actual usage, it 
has the advantage of encouraging more efficient use of 
internal services by allocating costs based on actual 
usage, setting aside funds for long-term capital 
replacement needs and helping measure performance.

As shown in the side bar, the City uses three internal 
service funds to allocate organization-wide support 
costs. 

Payroll Allocations.  Some organizations allocate percentages of key support staff to selected 
funds through direct payroll allocations, such as 15% of the City Manager to the Water Fund or 
20% of the Public Works Director to the Wastewater Fund, with direct cost distributions of non-
staffing costs via accounts payable where possible.

While this practice is not uncommon, it has some drawbacks, such as the basis for the 
percentage allocations.  Using this method requires a tracking of staff time by task, which 
requires a detailed method or program, which can be costly or time consuming. Furthermore 
some tasks are not directly attributable to one fund, further complicating a tracking 
methodology.

Direct Cost Allocations.  Even where internal service funds are used, Cost Allocation Plans are 
still often needed in allocating indirect costs to the internal service funds (so their costs reflect 
the full cost of providing services to the organization) and in allocating other indirect costs not 
typically recovered through internal service funds, such as city manager, city attorney, city 
clerk, human resources and accounting. In this case, direct costs are sometimes allocated to 
indirect cost departments based on a percentage of indirect costs or payroll costs and direct 
costs. 

Combination of the Three.  Some agencies use a combination of these three approaches as is 
the case with the City of Fort Bragg.   

DETERMINING DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS
The first step in preparing the City's Cost Allocation Plan is determining direct and indirect 
costs.  Program costs that primarily provide service to the public are identified as direct costs, 
whereas the cost of programs that primarily provide services to the organization are identified 
as indirect costs.
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In accordance with generally accepted accounting principles, only operating costs are 
considered in the determination of indirect costs.  As such, capital outlay, debt service, 
interfund transfers and “pass-through” costs are excluded from the calculations.

The City’s indirect costs departments are: City Council, Administrative Services, Finance, Public 
Works - Administration, Public Works – Corporation Yard and Non-Departmental.

Bases of Allocation
The City’s method of cost allocation is based primarily on the Personnel Staffing Allocation and 
therefore assumes that all indirect costs are incurred proportionately to the amount of time 
each staff member spends on direct cost program.  However, this may not be a reasonable 
assumption in all cases, as the benefit received from certain types of support service programs 
may be more closely related to another indicator of activity than cost.

For example, if a program service is primarily delivered through contract and does not have any 
City staffing directly associated with it, distributing human resources costs to it may result in an 
inequitable allocation of costs. Because of this, the City’s Cost Allocation Plan firsts allocates
indirect personnel costs and then bases the allocation of non-personnel costs on the 
relationship of total personnel costs (both direct and allocated) so that total personnel effort is 
reflected in the indirect costs allocations. 

Some of these costs lend themselves to an easily justified allocation method, other costs may 
not be as intuitive; however, the allocation of costs are consistent with generally accepted 
accounting principles and recognize the concept that the cost of developing the information 
necessary to perform the cost allocations should not exceed the benefits likely to be gained.      

Indirect Cost Allocations
Historically, the City has estimated the percentage of time each staff member spends in each of 
the direct costs areas and this estimate is presented in the City’s budget.  Personnel costs are 
allocated based on these allocations. The personnel staffing allocations reflect the City’s 
estimate of the percentage of time each staff member spends working in areas that benefit 
each of the City’s costs centers that receive an allocation from indirect cost departments. These 
estimates have been determined by the department director based on staffing, anticipated 
work load and departmental project plans. In future years, the City’s project management 
system in conjunction with the payroll system will help to provide actual time spent on various 
activities and projects and will be the basis for determining estimates of time spent in direct 
cost areas.

Non-personnel costs, such as professional fees, supplies and repairs and maintenance are 
allocated based on the department’s personnel cost percentage applied to the total non-
personnel costs to be allocated.

A summary of the indirect cost allocations is presented on the last page of this Plan.

SIMPLE METHOD OF ALLOCATING COSTS
With a sophisticated cost allocation system, the cost of one indirect program would be 
allocated to the other indirect costs programs and iterative allocations then made to direct cost 
programs until all indirect costs are distributed.  However, this process is extremely time 
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consuming and places a higher level of reliance on the underlying significance of the allocation 
bases than may be appropriate.

The City has opted to use a “simple method” of cost allocation. In performing the cost 
allocations, all indirect personnel costs have been allocated first to direct cost programs
including the City’s internal service funds. Then a secondary allocation is performed to allocate 
non-personnel costs to direct cost programs. This method is simpler than the multiple iterations 
employed in a complex system.  For example, Administrative Services personnel costs are 
allocated solely to direct cost programs based on the Personnel Staffing Allocations presented 
in the budget.  However, as Administrative Services also benefits other indirect cost programs 
such as Finance and Public Works Administration, the cost allocations could appear to be 
distorted since no allocations are made to them.

Although there are some conceptual difficulties with the simple approach, it has been 
determined that the cost of preparation, review and audit for a more complex allocation plan is 
significantly higher than the City’s approach and outweighs the corresponding increase in 
benefit. Again, as noted above, the plan’s goal is a reasonable allocation of indirect costs, not a 
“perfect” one.

USES OF THE COST ALLOCATION PLAN
By identifying total program costs, the Cost Allocation Plan can be used as an analytical tool in 
many financial decision-making situations, including:

 Reimbursement of Cost Transfers.  The Cost Allocation Plan identifies the costs incurred by 
the General Fund in providing administrative support services to the City's other funds such 
as enterprise operations and special revenue funds.  For example, although the City's 
administrative, legal services, human resources and accounting funds are budgeted and 
accounted for in the General Fund, these programs provide support services to other City 
funds.  The Cost Allocation Plan provides a clear methodology for determining this level of 
support and a basis for reimbursing these costs.

 General Fund User Charges.  Similar to ensuring that enterprise fund revenues fully recover 
their costs, the Cost Allocation Plan can also be used in determining appropriate user fees 
for General Fund services, such as planning applications, building permits and police
activities, in ensuring that the full cost of services are considered in setting rates.

PLAN PREPARATION
In a true cost accounting system, indirect costs would be computed and allocated on an 
ongoing basis throughout the fiscal year based on actual costs.  However, frequent updating in 
municipal finance would not serve any specific purpose—such as unit price control in a 
manufacturing company—and it would consume significant accounting resources.  As such, the 
City’s Cost Allocation Plan is prepared annually based on the current year’s budgeted costs.

This approach works well when significant variances are not expected between budgeted and 
actual costs.  However, where large variances are possible, at end of the fiscal year, a “true-up” 
should be calculated based on actual costs.  Any variances (either over or under the Cost 
Allocation Plan amounts) can then be recorded in the current operating costs.
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At the end of each year, the City will assess whether there were any significant variances 
between budget and actual, and prepare a “true-up” adjustment to reflect such variances.  

SUMMARY
The Cost Allocation Plan helps make determining total program costs possible by establishing a 
reasonable methodology for identifying and allocating indirect costs to direct cost programs.  
Because of this, the Cost Allocation Plan is a valuable analytical tool in a number of situations, 
including establishing fees designed for full cost recovery and reimbursing support service costs 
provided by the General Fund to other funds. The allocation of costs is summarized on the 
following page. Indirect costs represent 28% of General Fund appropriations in FY 2016/17. 
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T C

Table 1 – Personnel Staffing Allocations

Number

of General Fleet IT Facilities Storm Water Sewer

Description Employees Fund Services ISF ISF Streets Drains Enterprise Enterprise TOTAL

CITY COUNCIL

Councilmembers  (5) 50.0% 5.0% 0.0% 20.0% 25.0% 100%

CITY MANAGER

City Manager 1 60.0% 20.0% 20.0% 100%

Administrative Services Director 1 65.0% 15.0% 10.0% 10.0% 100%

Human Resources Technician 1 70.0% 15.0% 15.0% 100%

City Clerk 1 70.0% 15.0% 15.0% 100%

Administrative Assistant 1 80.0% 10.0% 10.0% 100%

IT Technician 1 0.0% 100.0% 100%

TOTAL 6

FINANCE

Finance Director/City Treasurer 1 36.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 2.0% 25.0% 25.0% 100%

Senior Government Account 1 36.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 2.0% 25.0% 25.0% 100%

Government Accountant I 1 36.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 2.0% 25.0% 25.0% 100%

Finance Technician I 1 15.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 40.0% 40.0% 100%

TOTAL 4

POLICE

Police Chief 1 100.0% 100%

Lieutenant 1 100.0% 100%

Administrative Coordinator 1 100.0% 100%

Police Sergeant 3 100.0% 100%

Police Officer 11 100.0% 100%

Community Service Officers  3 100.0% 100%

Police Service Technician 2 100.0% 100%

Parking Enforcement (Seasonal) Hourly 100.0% 100%

TOTAL 22

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Community Development Director 1 90.0% 5.0% 5.0% 100%

Assistant Planner 1 90.0% 5.0% 5.0% 100%

Special Projects Manager 1 100.0% 100%

Grants Assistant 0.5 100.0% 100%

Administrative Assistant 1 100.0% 100%

TOTAL 4.5

FY 2016/17 PERSONNEL STAFFING ALLOCATIONS   
   - - - Percent of Time Allocated By Fund - - -  



-  7 -

Number

of General Fleet IT Facilities Storm Water Sewer

Description Employees Fund Services ISF ISF Streets Drains Enterprise Enterprise TOTAL

PUBLIC WORKS

Public Works Director 1 10.0% 5.0% 15.0% 20.0% 5.0% 20.0% 25.0% 100%

Engineering Technician 1 25.0% 20.0% 35.0% 20.0% 100%

Public Works Project Analyst 1 40.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 100%

Water Project Coordinator 0.8 10.0% 50.0% 25.0% 15.0% 100%

Assistant Director of Public Works 1 15.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 5.0% 20.0% 30.0% 100%

Lead Maintenance Worker 1 30.0% 10.0% 15.0% 5.0% 20.0% 20.0% 100%

Maintenance Worker III 1 30.0% 10.0% 5.0% 25.0% 30.0% 100%

Maintenance Worker II 1 30.0% 10.0% 5.0% 25.0% 30.0% 100%

Maintenance Worker II 1 40.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 100%

Maintenance Worker II 1 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 100%

Maintenance Worker I 1 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 100%

Maintenance Worker I 1 20.0% 40.0% 40.0% 100%

Mechanic 1 100.0% 100%

Seasonal Worker (2) Hourly 85.0% 15.0% 100%

TOTAL 12.8

WATER & WASTEWATER TREATMENT
Lead Treatment Operator-WCD 1 85.0% 15.0% 100%

Lead Treatment Operator-WW 1 5.0% 95.0% 100%

Treatment Plant Operator II 1 5.0% 95.0% 100%

Treatment Plant Operator II 1 25.0% 75.0% 100%

Treatment Plant Operator II 1 25.0% 75.0% 100%

Treatment Plant Operator II /Electrician 1 25.0% 75.0% 100%

Env. Compliance Coordinator 1 5.0% 95.0% 100%

OIT 1 5.0% 95.0% 100%

Seasonal Worker (1) Hourly 10.0% 90.0% 100%

TOTAL 8

TOTAL APPROVED POSITIONS 57.30

FY 2016/17 PERSONNEL STAFFING ALLOCATIONS   
   - - - Percent of Time Allocated By Fund - - -  
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Table 2 – Basis of Non-Personnel Indirect Cost Allocations

OST PROGRAM BASIS OF ALLOCATION

Direct Cost Department

Fund Personnel 
Expenditures

Personnel Costs 
Allocated

Total Personnel 
Costs Including 

Salary and Benefit 
Allocations

% of 
Allocated 

Costs

Non-Personnel 
Costs Allocated

Total 
Allocations

Streets 133,998$         133,998$              5.67% 60,865$         194,863$    
Facilities  Repair & Maint ISF 105,762           105,762                4.47% 48,039           153,801      
Technology Maint & Replacement ISF 141,464$           31,251             172,715                7.31% 78,451           109,702      
Fleet & Equipment Services ISF 91,712              24,475             116,187                4.92% 52,775           77,250       
Water Enterprise 509,282           509,282                21.55% 231,326         740,608      
Wastewater Enterprise 798,526            526,954           1,325,481             56.08% 602,059         1,129,014   

1,031,702$        1,331,724$      2,363,426$           100.00% 1,073,514$     2,405,238$ 

City Council 19,600$            .
Adminis trative Services 59,978              
City Attorney 120,000            
Finance 33,903              
Public Works Adminis tration 11,760              
Public Works Corp Yard 11,400              

Non-Departmental * 826,873            
1,083,514          

Less Allocation to C.V. Starr Enterprise 10,000              
1,073,514$        

* General fund personnel expenses (including public safety) after allocations are $5M

* *Excludes Transfers, Allocations, Caspar and Community Support

Indirect Non Personnel General Fund Cost to be 
Allocated
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Table 3 – Internal Service Fund Allocations

Facilities Repair 
and Maintenance

Technology 
Maintenance 

And 
Replacement

General Fund - 50% 179,327$              175,074$         
Water - 25% 89,663                   87,537              
Wastewater - 25% 89,663                   87,537              
Total 358,653$              350,148$         

Fleet and 
Equipment 

Services
Police Department 98,640$                
Public Works: Admin 2,801                     
Public Works: Parks 25,948                   
Public Works: Streets 6,679                     
Public Works: Storm Drains 7,110                     
Public Works: Corp Yard 8,618                     
Public Works: Traffic Safety 2,155                     
Water 50,573                   
Wastewater 52,356                   

254,880$              

Allocated To

Allocated To



$$ %

     General Fund 4,221,952$  64%

      Wastewater Enterprise 1,325,481       20%

     Water Enterprise 509,282        8%

      Technology Internal Service 172,715          3%

     Streets Capital Project 133,998          2%

      Fleet Internal Service 116,187          2%

      Facilities Internal Service 105,762          2%

Total Salary/Benefits 6,585,378$     100%

Non-Personnel Costs Allocated

Current 

System

W/Full 

Allocation to 

GF in 16/17

Proposed 16/17 

@20% GF

Proposed 17/18 

@ 40%

Proposed 18/19 

@60% 

General Fund -$                861,904$      270,878$              543,175$            822,970$              

Wastewater 631,570          211,839        504,316                382,759              257,743                

Water 412,103          162,725        329,070                249,753              168,179                

IT 98,246            35,260          78,451                  59,542                40,095                  

Streets - Capital Project 76,223            27,356          60,865                  46,195                31,106                  

Fleet 66,091            23,719          52,775                  40,054                26,971                  

Facilities 60,161            21,591          48,039                  36,460                24,552                  

CVSC 10,000            10,000          10,000                  10,000                10,000                  

1,354,394$     1,354,394$   1,354,394$           1,367,937$         1,381,617$           

Note: FY17/18 and 17/19 assume a 1% increase Year over Year

Total Salary & Benefits After Allocations
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