
 
 
 

Shared Services Study:  
Stafford County and Stafford County 

Public Schools 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Conducted By DecideSmart, LLC 
November 2014-February 2015  



 2 

Table of Contents 
 

 
Stafford County Board of Supervisors and Stafford County School Board . 3 
1. Executive Summary ............................................................................................ 4 
2. Joint Services Implementation Strategies .................................................. 11 
3. Finance and Accounting .................................................................................. 14 
4. Information Technology .................................................................................. 19 
5. Human Resources .............................................................................................. 25 
6. Operations and Maintenance of Grounds and Facilities .......................... 27 
7. Fleet Maintenance ............................................................................................. 30 
8. Legal Services ..................................................................................................... 32 
9. Construction Management .............................................................................. 33 
10. Energy Management ....................................................................................... 34 
11. Wellness Program ............................................................................................ 34 
12. School Nurses ................................................................................................... 35 
DecideSmart Team ................................................................................................... 37 
Appendix A: Sample Standards Included in Grounds Maintenance 
Agreement .................................................................................................................. 39 
Appendix B: Survey of Stafford County Government and Schools 
Benchmark Localities/Schools for Use of Joint Services ................................ 48 

  



 3 

Stafford County Board of Supervisors and 
Stafford County School Board 

 

Board of Supervisors 
Gary Snellings, Chairman 

Hartwood District 
Laura Sellers, Vice Chairman 

Garrisonville District 
Meg Bohmke 

Falmouth District 
Jack Cavalier 

Griffis-Widewater District 
Paul Milde III 
Aquia District 

Cord Sterling 
Rock Hill District 

Robert Thomas 
George Washington District 

Anthony Romanello 
County Administrator 

 

School Board 
Nanette A. Kidby, Chair 

Garrisonville District 
Holly H. Hazard, Vice Chair 

Hartwood District 
Irene M. Egan 
Aquia District 

C. Scott Hirons 
Falmouth District 

Dewayne McOsker, Jr. 
George Washington District 

Dana Reinbolt 
Griffis-Widewater District 

Patricia Healy 
Rock Hill District 

Dr. Bruce Benson 
Division Superintendent 

 
 

 
  



 4 

1. Executive Summary 

Established in 1664, historic Stafford County is celebrating its 350th anniversary. 
The County claims some of the most valuable history in the Commonwealth. 
Stafford was George Washington’s boyhood home. Pocahontas was kidnapped from 
Stafford’s Indian Point. At Government Island, stone was quarried and used in 
building the nation’s capitol and the White House. Now, Stafford County is one of 
the fastest growing counties in Virginia and has become home to over 137,000 
residents. In 2013, 27.1% of the population in Stafford County ranged from 0-18 
years old, indicating that the County hosts one of the highest school-aged 
populations in Virginia. In conjunction with overall population growth, this large 
school-age population is a good reason for initiating a joint services study. 

The Stafford County Board of Supervisors and School Board contracted 
DecideSmart, LLC to review existing joint services and potential new or expanded 
joint services through which resources might be used more effectively and 
efficiently. The Board of Supervisors, School Board, County Administrator, and 
Superintendent are commended for the initiation of this review. 

Interviews conducted by DecideSmart with board members, County and School 
leadership, department directors, constitutional offices, and others yielded both 
support and praise for County and School leadership and pride in the various roles 
they play in Stafford County. While there are some formal areas of collaboration 
between the County and School System, more efforts to expand collaboration to 
other government services have not been fully implemented. 

Purpose 

Members of the Board of Supervisors and School Board have all expressed a desire 
for more and expanded joint services. This support is very important to ensure that 
additional efforts to consolidate service areas are successful. The initiation, 
analysis, and implementation of the recommendations in this study will require 
building more relationships between County and School staff, and the boards’ 
support will greatly enhance those efforts. 

The County Administrator and School Superintendent have both set an expectation 
for staff that joint service development is a priority and that they support it 
wholeheartedly. That support is equally important for any joint service initiative to 
be successful. DecideSmart also commends County Administrator Romanello and 
Superintendent Benson for the example they have set for staff. 
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Outcomes 

There are three very important outcomes for conducting a study like this Joint 
Services Study and implementing as many of the recommendations as feasible.  

1. The study identifies a number of areas that will improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the services currently being delivered by the County and 
School System. Improving efficiency and effectiveness will provide Stafford 
citizens with greater value for their tax dollars. 

2. The study identifies a number of areas where savings can be realized. In 
some instances, the savings will be immediate. In other cases, substantial 
savings will occur over time because the implementation of joint services will 
lower the cost trajectory that is associated with the County and School 
System continuing to administer a similar service separately.  

3. The study identifies ways that the County and School System can build the 
capacity and the culture to address the expectations that citizens in Stafford 
will have as the County continues to grow. In fact, this may be the most 
important reason for jointly performing services. Far more can be 
accomplished by one team working together than by two entities working 
separately. 

Critical Decision 

The DecideSmart team believes that a decision about the new Enterprise Resource 
Planning (ERP) system, currently being planned, is one of the most important 
decisions affecting joint services, especially in the financial services areas.  If the 
School System proceeds with procurement and implementation of an ERP system 
without the County as a partner in the process, then, in effect, a completely 
separate finance system will be created, which will make joint services in these 
areas highly improbable.  If the School System proceeds with an ERP system 
without the County’s input in the planning of the system, the County will lose the 
opportunity to tailor a system to its needs.  

DecideSmart does believe that the SunGard system, in its current configuration, 
will not meet the County and School System’s long-term needs.  While its 
functionality seems adequate with the County staff, it does not meet several of the 
needs identified by the School System.  Primarily, it does not seem to have the 
capability to provide cost accounting data at the individual school level. 

The Information Technology (IT) section of this report gives a more detailed 
overview of this issue.  DecideSmart is not promoting a new system, nor are we 
advocating the current system.  Our greatest concern is that the two entities need to 
be on the same system in order to make progress in joint services in the finance 
arena. 



 6 

Review Process 

DecideSmart personnel interviewed more than 60 individuals, including Board of 
Supervisor and School Board members, during the course of on-site visits. Several 
tours of facilities were conducted to observe the operations. DecideSmart reviewed 
documents requested from the County and School System staff and evaluated the 
following areas through the interviews and document review: 

Finance 

• General Ledger: Both organizations maintain separate general ledgers in the 
finance system. 

• Accounts Payable: Both organizations process accounts payable payments 
separately and on different schedules. 

• Accounts Receivable: Both organizations manage accounts receivable 
separately and collect amounts owed to the County under separate collection 
policies. 

• Audit-Financial Reporting: Both organizations prepare separate financial 
statements for external audit review purposes and hire auditors under 
separate contracts. The School System began conducting a separate audit in 
2007 and last year jointly selected the same audit firm to conduct the 
separate audits. 

• Fixed Asset Management: Both organizations separately manage the 
reporting and updating of the County’s fixed asset management system and 
have separate fixed asset policies. 

• Cash Management: The County Treasurer coordinates cash collection 
procedures, but both the County and School System have separate cash 
management procedures. 

• Budget: Both organizations prepare, submit, and execute budgets separately, 
although the School System’s budget is approved and appropriated by the 
Board of Supervisors. This is standard practice throughout Virginia. 

• Procurement: Procurement is one of the few services provided jointly. 

• Risk Management: Both organizations maintain independent risk 
management functions. 

• Payroll: Both organizations process payroll separately. 

• Staffing: Both the County and School System have separate staff dedicated to 
performing financial functions, with the exception of procurement. 
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• SunGard Automated Finance System: The SunGard system is managed by 
the County Information Technology Department and is used by both County 
and School System staff. 

Information Technology Services 

Information Technology (IT) services are provided separately, with the exception of 
the SunGard finance system and Geographic Information System (GIS). The School 
System uses both of these systems extensively. In addition to having a separate IT 
administrative function, the School System operates significant IT instructional 
programs. 

Human Resources 

Recruiting, employee benefits, and pay plan administrations are all managed 
separately by both organizations.  The County and School System’s Human 
Resources departments are beginning to benchmark non-instructional, non-public 
safety positions, which is a positive step toward joint pay plans. 

Grounds Maintenance 

The Department of Parks, Recreation, and Community Facilities provides grounds 
maintenance at County facilities. They also partially maintain some of the athletic 
fields and some of the grounds at selected schools. School System staff members 
maintain grounds in addition to those areas maintained by the Department of 
Parks, Recreation, and Community Facilities staff. 

Fleet Maintenance 

The School System provides fleet maintenance services for both itself and the 
County.  It operates as an enterprise operation within the School System and 
charges both School and County departments for services provided. 

Legal Services 

The County’s legal services are performed by the County Attorney and, on occasion, 
contracted services. The School System contracts all legal services to outside 
sources. 

Construction Management 

The County and the School System conduct Construction Management activities 
separately. 

Energy Management 

The School System has an in-depth energy management program that has received 
national recognition. The county while taking a different approach has made 
significant advances in energy management addressing individual components of 
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energy consumption.  Both County and Schools have made significant 
improvements while using different strategies.   

Operation and Maintenance of Facilities 

The School System and the County provide Operations and Maintenance services 
separately. For the School System, on-site personnel are maintained at middle and 
high schools, with central staff providing services to elementary schools.  

Wellness Program 

There is a current wellness program in the County.   There are many opportunities 
with the schools on a joint wellness program. 

School Nurses 

The School System employs pubic school nurses to serve the needs of the School 
System.  In some systems, the local Health Department manages those services. 

Other Current Shared Services 

There are a number of shared services that are not otherwise disclosed in this 
report. DecideSmart would like to recognize some of those to acknowledge that 
there is cooperation taking place in areas beyond those that we have analyzed in 
the later sections. 

• Public Day School. Although DecideSmart does not have recommendations 
regarding this effort, we want to especially recognize it. This is one example 
that demonstrates how the County and School System do work together when 
there is a common benefit in doing so. Our team heard very positive 
comments from both board members and staff about this effort. 

• Public Radio.  The School System shares the use of their public radio 
system for use by the County.  

• Emergency Management.  Stafford County Public Safety and the School 
System have made great strides in this critical area. Safety and security of 
the children, young adults, and staff as well as the general public is an 
important area of concern. We commend the County and School System 
administration and the Sheriff’s Office, Fire and Rescue, and all other 
involved departments and agencies for this effort. 

o All hazards joint planning includes both traditional and non-
traditional responders including school staff and other county staff 

o Severe weather alert and notification system 
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o Emergency Management provides preparedness training to school staff 
upon request. 

o The School System is formally included in the County Emergency 
Operation Plan as a transportation provider or relocator in the event of 
an evacuation 

o Several schools are identified and equipped as shelters and 
warming/cooling centers as needed 

• Public Safety Radio System:  The public safety radio system provides 
significant support to the School System in addition to the traditional uses.  
School principals at middle and high schools are subscribers on the system.  
School bus radio communication has been moved to the public safety radio 
system taking advantage of county-wide coverage and quick access in case of 
an emergency 

 
 
Documents Requested 

DecideSmart reviewed many documents during the project-planning phase. County 
and School System staff created a website to deposit those documents for 
DecideSmart to review online. This process saved a significant amount of time and 
made the review process paperless and more efficient. The following were just some 
of the documents provided for the review: 

• Budget Documents 
• Benefit Schedules 
• Organizational Structure 
• Existing Joint and 

Collaborative Arrangements 
• Departmental 

Accomplishments—County 

• Division Accomplishments—
School System 

• Information Technology 
Strategic Plan—County  

• Information Technology 
Strategic Plan—School System 

Review Activities 

DecideSmart conducted a number of interviews, reviewed provided documentation, 
and toured County and School System facilities in order to assess existing joint 
service activities and the potential to expand joint services into other service areas. 
Activities included: 
 

• Interviewed elected board members, appointed officials, department 
directors, and other staff in order to understand current structure of service 
delivery and potential opportunity for additional joint services 

• Reviewed provided documentation as stated above 
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• Conducted two forums to gain information and opinions regarding joint 
services from staff of both the County and School System  

• Benchmarked several issues with other localities and school systems 
• Held several meetings among DecideSmart staff to review findings, 

documentation, and feedback received from interviews and other review 
strategies 

Benchmark Survey With Other School Systems 

DecideSmart conducted a survey with other school systems that the Stafford School 
System consider benchmark localities (results included at Appendix B). The 
majority of those systems have significant joint service efforts with the city or 
county in which they reside. Those benchmark systems include: 

• Albemarle 
• Chesapeake 
• Chesterfield 
• Fauquier 
• Hanover  

• Henrico 
• Loudoun 
• Prince William 
• Spotsylvania 

Themes 

Three themes emerged as DecideSmart reviewed documentation, interviewed leaders and 
staff, and analyzed data and information acquired in the study effort: 

• Resources. In many cases, staff feel there will be difficulty in taking on the task of 
developing new joint service initiatives in the face of difficult economic times, 
workload, and reductions in resources. 

• Limited Contact Between Staffs. With the exception of a few areas, staff of the 
County and staff of School System have very limited established working 
relationships with one another. 

• Professionals. Staff in both the County and School System operations is very 
professional and committed to their areas of responsibility. There are many 
examples of this cited throughout the report. 
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2. Joint Services Implementation Strategies 

DecideSmart recommends that Stafford County and Stafford County Public Schools 
approach implementation of any recommendation that may be chosen in a very deliberate 
and structured way in order to achieve success. DecideSmart personnel have experience 
and success in implementing joint services and strongly support a structured path for this 
process. The implementation of joint services is a long-term process and all 
recommendations cannot be implemented at one time. DecideSmart recommends the 
following plan of action for consideration as it will help the organizations accept change, 
give staff an opportunity to provide their knowledge and expertise in the process, and 
contribute greatly to the success of the effort. It will also document the process and can be 
used in creating agreements about how the joint service will work. Furthermore, this plan 
will be a very good training tool for new staff over time and provide a good record of the 
process flow should automation of processes or changes to current automated processes 
occur. 

Order of Implementation 

School and County leadership should appoint an overall implementation team to 
recommend an order for joint services that are chosen for implementation. Leadership 
should make the final decision and give the direction to proceed after this team makes 
recommendations. It is important to develop criteria for deciding the order in which to 
proceed. Considerations for the order of implementation might include the following: 

1. Ease of implementation 

2. Greatest rate of return in cost or staff time 

3. Resources needed for implementation 

4. Greatest opportunity for success so it can serve as an example for those joint 
service processes that may follow 

Choose a Team For the Joint Service 

School and County leadership should appoint a team of knowledgeable staff members who 
are involved in the operation of the service. Some of the resources needed for the team will 
be as follows: 

• Team Leader: Choose a team leader who is as impartial as possible related to the 
service area. 

• Major Processes: Define the major processes involved with the service being joined. 

• Flow Charts: Have the team flow chart the processes currently used by each 
organization. 
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• Customers: Identify the customer or customers, both internal and external, of the 
service. 

• Team Charter: A team charter should be developed for implementation of the joint 
service. A charter is a definition of the process to be used by the team. It defines the 
product it will deliver and sets parameters within which the team should operate. 
The charter should be approved by leadership and should have the following 
components: 

o Charter Sponsor: This should be someone in a leadership position related to 
the service being implemented. 

o Team Advisor: This person should not be involved in the details of the process 
being developed but should guide the team in the charter provisions and 
teamwork strategies. 

o Team Leader: This person is responsible for ensuring that meetings occur, 
attendance is kept, and progress is being made. This person is responsible to 
report progress to the charter sponsor. 

o Team Members: These individuals should be staff from the County and 
School System’s most knowledgeable of the service being joined. 

o Timeline: The charter should include a timeline for the work to be 
accomplished. 

o Final Product: The charter should define the final product expected of the 
team based on the charter definition. That most likely would be a written and 
flow charted definition of a new jointly operated service. 

o Boundaries of Charter: The charter should define the boundaries within 
which the team is to work and report. If a team does not clearly understand 
the boundaries of its work, it can wander into areas that may not be desired 
and waste time on work that is not within their purview. 

• Final Product: Ideally, the team will produce a complete definition of the existing 
separate processes and a new joint process. It should include:  

o Staffing of the new process. 

o If not already determined, which organization, County or School System, will 
be responsible for the new process (NOTE: If leadership is in agreement 
about which side will operate the new service, that should be included in the 
charter so the team doesn’t waste time debating that issue) 

o A new definition of the process (flow charts work well) 

o Determination of how the side performing the new service will be 
compensated for the service 

o An implementation schedule 
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o Recommended components of a service contract or Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) 

• Implementation Team: An implementation team including members of the analysis 
team should be assigned to implement the service. 

Training for Team Members  

Training should be provided to team members that may be called on to perform the actions 
described above. There are techniques applicable to flow-charting and team dynamics that 
will be very beneficial to the efforts described above. DecideSmart can identify training 
programs that could accomplish this objective. The Institute of Government at UVA is also 
very good at arranging this type of training and has a very solid reputation for providing 
training programs and courses to local governments. 

Contractual Agreements for Joint Services  

As the above team work progresses toward agreement of joint services to be implemented, 
it is very important to capture those agreements in the form of a contract or MOU. This 
agreement is important for several reasons: 

• It is a record of the negotiation process to define how the service works.  

• It will answer questions that may arise later about the service. 

• It can be a model for other joint service agreements. 

• It is a benchmark later if changes are needed. 

• It defines how compensation for services is structured (if any). 

• It is a good training tool for new employees. 

The contract or agreement should include enough detail to clearly show the County and 
School System’s intent of how the service will be delivered, paid for, who its customers are, 
and how any arising issues will be resolved. It should include an organizational chart and 
some of the flow charts created by the teams to show how the service works. Essentially, it 
should define the service in enough detail that stakeholders will have very few questions 
about how it works. 

Amendments to this contract or agreement should be anticipated as the County and 
School System put it into operation.  
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3. Finance and Accounting 

With the exception of purchasing operations, Stafford County and Stafford County Public 
Schools maintain independent financial operations. The County maintains the SunGard 
public sector finance automated system within the County’s Information Technology (IT) 
function.  

Commendations 

• Concerning the review of the budget documents, DecideSmart commends both the 
County and School System for the quality and thoroughness of the documents. 
The budget documents contain a vast amount of information indicating the 
County’s commitment to excellence, transparency, and accountability. 

• The County Finance and Budget Department takes on roles traditionally 
conducted by other departments. Examples are driver safety training and in-
house drug testing. 

• The County has adopted a long-term goal of improving its bond rating through the 
adoption of financial strategies to improve the rating. The County has been 
successful in improving those ratings and evaluations from all three rating 
agencies. 

• The County retirees who reach the age to receive the Medicare County 
supplement become a part of the School System’s supplemental plan.  
DecideSmart commends this joint effort and it is an example of cooperation 
between the two entities. 

Observations 

3.1. General Ledger. Both the County and School System maintain a separate general 
ledger. Audits of both general ledgers are conducted separately, and at year-end, 
the School System’s general ledger statements are incorporated into the County’s 
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR). Both general ledgers are 
maintained within the SunGard finance system. 

3.2. Accounts Payable. Both the County and School System maintain separate 
accounts payable functions. Each maintains control for payment of invoices and 
determines payment schedules through coordination with County IT and the 
County Treasurer. There are separate vendor files for documentation of vendor 
payments. 

3.3. Accounts Receivable. Both the County and School System maintain separate 
accounts receivable functions. 
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3.4. Financial Reporting. Both the County and School System prepare separate 
financial reports for the various reporting functions. These reports are derived from 
the SunGard system maintained by the County IT Department. 

3.5. Fixed Assets. Both the County and School System separately track and maintain 
the various fixed asset records and apply depreciation and value amounts based on 
governmental financial reporting standards. 

3.6. Cash Management. The County Treasurer, who coordinates various controls and 
procedures with both entities, maintains the County and School System’s cash 
collections, investment strategies, and cash management policies. 

3.7. Budget. Both the County and School System have independent budget processes; 
however, the School Board submits its budget requests to the Board of Supervisors 
and is included in the County Administrator’s proposed budget. Prior to submission 
to the County, the School Board holds required public hearings and work sessions. 
The Board of Supervisors holds required public hearings on the combined budget 
prior to formal adoption and appropriation of funds. No expenditure of funds may 
take place prior to an appropriation by the Board of Supervisors. The Board of 
Supervisors appropriates funds by department for County operations and to the 
following categories for School purposes: 

• Construction 
• Fleet Services 
• Grants 
• Health Services 

• Nutrition services 
• School operating 
• Workers Compensation 

 

3.8. Budgetary Control. Each entity maintains budgetary control of spending. The 
County has received the Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA) 
Distinguished Budget Award for 26 consecutive years. 

3.9. Audits. Both the County and School System choose an independent auditor 
through a combined procurement process. While the audits are still contracted 
separately, a joint procurement process was conducted for the FY2014 audit 
process. The County has received the GFOA Certificate of Conformance in 
Financial Reporting for 31 consecutive years. Audit expenditures for the County 
and School System were as follows: 

Fiscal Year County School System 

FY13 $150,650 $64,800 

FY14 $154,386 $75,812 

FY15 Budget $182,302 $90,000 
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3.10. Procurement. The County Purchasing Office serves both the County and School 
System for bids, quotes, and purchase order processing. The County purchasing 
agent conducts all bid openings and management of the bidding process. However, 
the School System and County maintain separate control of the P-card purchasing 
process. 

3.11. Risk Management. The County and School System conduct risk management 
functions separately with separate contracts. 

3.12. Payroll. The County and School System operate payroll functions separately. 

3.13. Employee Benefits. The School System’s Financial Services Department is 
responsible for the School System’s employee benefits administration while 
Human Resources takes on that responsibility for the County. One exception is 
the retiree Medicare supplement that is administered by the School System for 
both County and School retirees. 

3.14. Staffing. The County’s Finance and Budget Office is staffed with 15 full-time 
positions.  The School System’s Financial Services office is staffed with 14 full-
time positions and 2 part-time positions. 

3.15. The County Budget Office takes on the responsibility for preparation of the 
combined (County and School System) Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).  The 
County also manages the financing of the CIP, as well as the bond rating. 

Recommendations 

Stafford County should merge a number of the School System’s Financial Services 
functions into the County’s Finance and Accounting Department. These are outlined as 
follows: 

3.1. General Ledger. Since Stafford County Public Schools is a component unit of 
Stafford County, the official County general ledger should be maintained by the 
County Finance and Accounting Department. This should not prevent the School 
System’s ability to have full access to financial information and use of the system to 
develop reports and manage its financial operation. 

3.2. Accounts Payable. The County and School System’s accounts payable functions 
should be combined and supervised by the Finance and Accounting Department of 
the County. The current process on both sides is very similar and is fed into the 
SunGard system in a similar fashion. Responsibility for approval of accounts 
payable documents, which authorize payment to a vendor, should remain the same 
because the individuals receiving the vendor services/goods still should be 
responsible to certify that the School System received the services/goods. 

3.3. Accounts Receivable. The County and Schools System accounts receivable and 
billing should be combined and managed as a responsibility of the County Finance 
and Accounting Department. One benefit of this structure is that the County and 



 17 

School System can have a collection system that is consistent for delinquent 
accounts receivable. Again, the School System should generate billings as it has in 
the past, but the Finance and Accounting Department should manage the process 
from that point. 

3.4. Fixed Assets. The School System’s fixed asset record keeping and management 
should move to the Department of Finance and Accounting. The School System 
should continue to convey fixed asset information to the system, but the County 
should be responsible for the overall process. 

3.5. Budget. The budget process should remain the same. The School System is an 
independent governing body and the administration thereof should continue as 
currently done.  The School System should continue to have authority over the 
budget preparation for presentation to the Board of Supervisors. DecideSmart 
found that there is communication and cooperation between the County and School 
System staff in the process, which is extremely important in order for the two 
boards to have complete information when they progress through the process. 

3.6. Audits. The County and School System should move back to a single audit for both 
entities. The move to use the same auditor was a good one and saved some costs for 
both. A single audit should save additional costs. It was indicated that the School 
System receives reports from the audit that were not produced when it was a single 
audit before 2007. Since the County and School System staff prepares the reports 
contained within the audit, these reports can continue to be produced. 

3.7. Procurement. The purchasing function is a good example of how joint services can 
work. While it is jointly operated, there are further steps that can be taken to 
combine the expertise for procurement under one operation. The overall 
procurement function should be combined under the County Purchasing 
Department. While DecideSmart did not conduct an in-depth study of the 
procurement function, the team sensed that, with the small staff on both sides, 
there might not be sufficient resources to conduct research regarding purchases. 
While bids are rather straightforward and are a way to prove lowest cost, purchase 
orders and p-card purchases may not achieve that objective. With combined staff, 
there may be additional time to conduct some of the research to test the current 
process and combine smaller purchases into larger and better-planned purchases to 
achieve the efficiency of larger purchases. 

3.8. Risk Management. Procurement of insurance, worker’s compensation protection, 
and other functions of risk management should be joined in order to take 
advantage of the purchasing power of both entities. Combined resources may also 
allow the County and School System to be self-insured to a greater extent than 
they are now. DecideSmart does not recommend with which entity that joint 
service should reside, but the team believes staff should be combined under one 
entity. This should further allow the staff to do more fieldwork on claims 
investigations and management of the various vendors who provide services to the 
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County and School System. It could also allow for more prevention work, such as 
safety training, to be done. 

3.9. Payroll. Payroll should remain independent, at least for the time being. 
Variations in pay strategies and process are very complicated and would strain 
the existing staffs to try to convert to one system at this point. 

3.10. Employee Benefits, Healthcare. While DecideSmart does not recommend that 
the School System and County staff responsible for employee benefits be merged, 
the team does recommend that the procurement of health insurance, including 
retiree health insurance, be merged into one plan. Although both entities have 
different contribution strategies for employee health insurance, those do not have 
to be the same. Over time, the County and School System may want to move in 
that direction for the benefit of similarity; however, that would not prevent the 
joint purchasing power in a health care plan. Other benefits, such as wellness, 
employee assistance programs, and other programs targeting reduction in health 
issues for employees should also be jointly developed and managed. 

3.11. Other Employee Benefits.  Other employee benefits, such as worker’s 
compensation, unemployment insurance, and any others, should also be jointly 
acquired and evaluated in light of the greater purchasing power of a larger 
employee base. 

3.12. The County and School System should jointly evaluate Other Post Employment 
Benefits (OPEB) since these obligations are now included into the Comprehensive 
Annual Financial Report and used by rating agencies in evaluation of the County’s 
bond ratings. 

3.13. Central Accounting Ordinance. The code of Virginia15.2-1541.1 grants the 
Boards of Supervisors authority to create centralized accounting functions 
including the local school system. The County should adopt a Central Accounting 
Ordinance in line with any of the functions that may be centralized. 

Note: DecideSmart is impressed with the lean operation of the various functions that 
the team reviewed. In fact, DecideSmart expresses some concern that these 
recommended changes will place significant strain on staff members who must 
implement them. We also believe that there will not be immediate cost savings but 
that combined efforts between the County and School System will give the County a 
greater ability to absorb additional work resulting from significant growth that, by all 
indications, will continue. 
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4. Information Technology 

Development of the Information Technology (IT) section is based on interviews with the 
School System’s IT Director, Dave Mirra; the School System’s Public Information Officer, 
Valerie S. Cottongim; the School System’s Web Manager, Pam Shelton; the County’s IT 
Director, David Noel; and the County’s Network Manager, Jane Sutherland; as well as a 
review of the draft County Strategic Technology Plan, draft Technology Assessment Plan, 
and the Stafford County Public Schools Integrated Technology Plan 2011-2016. While 
there appears to be some impediments to sharing services, contracts, and staff between 
the County and School System, this section identifies opportunities that may provide 
additional cost savings and better discounts for contracting/purchasing with vendor 
partners. Several high potential areas include: shared contracting that leverages combined 
buying power; shared strategic planning to identify synergies in projects, systems, 
staffing, and infrastructure; and utilization of more shared global procurement vehicles 
(e.g., General Services Administration (GSA), State contracts, Virginia Association of 
State College and University Purchasing Professionals (VASCUPP), Michigan Collegiate 
Telecommunications Association (MiCTA), etc.). There are several solutions that the 
County and School System are investigating that should be approached as enterprise 
projects that would include all County departments and the School System. These 
solutions include Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) systems, Document 
Imaging/Management systems, security programs, multimedia technologies, and Business 
Intelligence/Data warehousing.  

It should be noted that both the County and School System are doing a good job of 
utilizing the funding and staff that they have been allocated to ensure the systems are 
operating effectively. As funding and resources permit, both IT departments should 
continue to investigate and implement new technologies to help the business units become 
more efficient. 

Commendations 

• The County and School System IT directors have a good working relationship and 
feel comfortable picking up the phone to talk whenever they need to discuss 
collaborative initiatives or shared services. 

• Based on the interviews, there does not seem to be any apparent territorial or 
political issues impeding the sharing of services between the County and School 
System. 

• Both the County and School System have viable Disaster Recovery (DR) solutions 
in place, even though they are not shared between each other. 

• Both the County and School System are currently reducing networking 
infrastructure maintenance costs by utilizing equipment sharing versus paying 
the vendor for 24x7x365 maintenance support.  
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• The County and School System have been working towards becoming paperless as 
a means of reducing printing costs. 

• The County and School System have continued to make positive improvements in 
technology while maintaining or even reducing budgets and staffing. 

• The County and School System are currently sharing Geographic Information 
System (GIS) information, systems, and staff. 

• Where possible, the County and School System are sharing fiber that has been 
implemented by the School System’s IT Department. 

• The County and School System are sharing the Accounts Payable (AP) component 
of the existing financial system, although the School System would like to 
implement an Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) system for enhanced 
functionality and reporting. 

• The School System is sharing the 360-camera system with the Sheriff’s 
Department. The School System also has Wi-Fi hotspots available for Public 
Safety use in the schools. 

• The School System’s new fiber implementation is providing multiple layers of 
redundancy and three separate Internet Service Providers (ISPs) (Comcast, 
Verizon, and Cox). There could be opportunities related to “for profit” operations 
by selling bandwidth on dark fiber (dark fiber is surplus bandwidth). 

• The County recently contracted a vendor partner to help develop a draft County 
Strategic Technology Plan and a draft Technology Assessment Plan. These are 
comprehensive assessments of technology and a good roadmap for improving 
County IT infrastructure, processes, workforce mobility, and system functionality. 

Observations 

4.1. The Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) and E-rate can be 
impediments to shared services. FERPA compliance needs to be considered when 
sharing any systems that contain student information. E-rate discount 
requirements for the School System could complicate the ability to do combined 
procurements. 

4.2. Different lines of business, different business drivers, disparate technologies, and 
staff technical specialty differences make it harder for the County and School 
System to share some services and staff. Different technology choices made by the 
County and School System over the years has resulted in diverse technical skillsets 
between the County and School System staffs. Moving forward, the County has 
decided to stay with Microsoft technology and the School System is considering 
Office 365 and Google Apps for Education. Moving to Google Apps for Education 
has the potential to further impede sharing of technology and staff between the 
County and School System. 
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4.3. The new Bring Your Own Device (BYOD) initiative at the School System makes 
sharing Internet connectivity with the County difficult based on the increased 
bandwidth that schools require in support of all the multiple devices for students 
and staff. 

4.4. While AP is currently shared, the School System expressed a strong desire to 
implement a new Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) system with more 
functionality, better reporting, and the ability to handle their special needs around 
hiring the different employee types (9-month, 12-month, etc.). During the interview 
process, DecideSmart did not observe the same desire from the County to 
implement a new ERP system. ERP implementations are extremely complex and 
expensive projects requiring a high level of commitment and project management 
for a successful implementation. Business processes on both sides need to be 
documented and executive support from both the County and School System is 
imperative before taking on an ERP project.  

4.5. Both the County and School System IT departments are working to stay on top of 
“run the engine” (RTE) activities, security, and project loads while budgets have 
been maintained or even reduced. There does not appear to be much time to look 
for synergies and efficiencies. This is concerning based on the amount of work and 
new infrastructure identified in the draft County Strategic Technology Plan and 
draft Technology Assessment Plan. Accomplishing what is outlined in these plans 
will require additional staffing, increases in the technology budget, and increased 
participation from business units for product selection, testing, and project 
implementation. 

4.6. The additional fiber that is being implemented in the County by the School System 
will offer more opportunities to share services with County departments. 

4.7. The draft Technology Assessment Plan referenced the need for a new document 
imaging/management system for use by the Commissioner of Revenue and 
Treasurer’s Office. This should be treated as an enterprise-wide project to include 
all County departments and the School System. 

4.8. Security penetration testing and vulnerability scanning on the County side are 
performed every two years. The School System performs these assessments on an 
as needed basis for new services or for major changes to existing systems. This 
could be another area for shared services to provide cost savings. 

4.9. The Sheriff’s Department and Fire and Rescue all have separate IT staff, 
supporting desktops, ruggedized mobile Personal Computers (PCs), and radio 
microwave infrastructure. 

4.10. The Treasurer and Commissioner of Revenue have their own IT support staff 
supporting their systems separately from the County IT Department, with the 
exception of one County IT applications person who helps as needed. 
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Recommendations 

4.1. The School System has a tremendous amount of buying power due to the “big buy” 
deals. If the County utilizes this buying power and is able to utilize the contracts 
through joint procurements, both sides should realize higher discount levels. This 
includes infrastructure purchases, cloud services, software licensing that is not 
under E-rate, and consulting services. E-rate concerns should be investigated 
thoroughly to see if the contract can be structured to reference E-rate discounts for 
the School System separately while still providing volume discounts for the entire 
purchase volume for both entities. 

4.2. The County and School System should make an effort to coincide large purchases 
with vendor quarter-end or fiscal year-end cycles to get the best discounts offered. 
DecideSmart has seen as much as a 78% discount on goods and services when 
negotiated at the vendors fiscal year-end because the vendors are trying to show 
their boards and stockholders a high volume of sales for the fiscal year-end.   This 
effort should yield 10-20% or more in discounted pricing. 

4.3. The School System and County’s IT Strategic Planning processes are 
fundamentally different and not in sync related to timing. While there is nothing 
wrong with either of their processes, there should be more sharing and 
collaboration around IT Strategic Plan development. This would help the School 
System and County IT departments identify similar long-term strategies and goals 
that could result in shared service opportunities. If there is a step added into the 
project approval cycle to consider shared service opportunities for all projects, it 
will become second nature to look for synergies as projects are being assessed for 
approval. At a minimum, there should be a recurring meeting (monthly/quarterly) 
between the County and School System to discuss upcoming initiatives on both 
sides. This would also provide an opportunity to discuss upcoming purchases on 
both sides to facilitate maximum discounts from vendor partners when purchases 
can be combined. 

4.4. The County currently pays a vendor $99,600 annually for Board and Planning 
Commission meetings to provide onsite presence to handle recordings and live web 
streaming of the board meetings, operation of the cameras, and audio visual 
equipment.  In addition, the vendor is responsible for the feeds to the cable 
channels Cox, Comcast, and Verizon for Live TV broadcasting and TV playback 
broadcasting.  The contract also includes managing the government channel that 
plays Scala slides. The School System manages this function with internal staff 
and video production students as part of an internship program.  The School 
System put in a bid of $49,000 two years ago to manage these functions for the 
County Board meetings. If the County chooses to work with the School System for 
this type of support, there would be a savings of $50,000.  Board governance 
systems for agendas and meeting documentation should also be investigated for 
possible sharing opportunities. 
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4.5. While the County and School System are working towards going paperless to 
reduce printing costs, there does appear to be opportunities for additional cost 
savings related to printer consolidation to reduce the number of desktop printers, 
consolidation of printer management/repair services, and possible sharing of 
existing print facilities. Procurement of printers, supplies, and services can be 
combined for greater discounts. Printer consolidation can be done independently 
by both entities to achieve cost savings.  DecideSmart recommends that the 
County and School System conduct a print study to include the potential to 
consolidate printers, print functions, and printer related contracts.  

4.6. The County and School System currently host their websites with vendor partners 
independently.   Website hosting, as well as any other utilization of Cloud/hosted 
services, should be approached as a shared services procurement to get more 
aggressive discounts from the hosting providers.       

4.7. IT support is currently decentralized across the County IT Department, 
Commissioner of Revenue, Treasurer, Fire/EMS, the Sheriff’s Department, and 
the School System. Consolidation of IT support should be investigated to realize 
the full potential of existing IT support staff and could reduce redundant staffing 
across these departments. If consolidation is not a viable option, an Enterprise IT 
team should be formed, including members from all of these areas, to regularly 
discuss technology projects, synergies, and possible options for combined 
procurements. 

4.8. Security services such as monitoring, internal and external penetration testing, 
vulnerability scanning, intrusion detection/prevention, patching, and the 
associated remediation based on findings are all areas that should be investigated 
for sharing. In light of the increase in compromises that resulted in data loss, 
revenue loss, and reputation damage for large companies over the past year, 
frequency of these security engagements should also be reviewed. Many companies 
are now implementing security programs that scan monthly or quarterly, monitor 
for intrusions continuously, and provide log monitoring and event correlation that 
will connect disparate events to a single compromise. This could be investigated as 
a joint service procurement to reduce the cost. 

4.9. While the County and School System currently have Disaster Recovery (DR) 
strategies in place, regulatory bodies generally require DR sites to be 50 to 100 
miles away from each other in order to avoid both sites being damaged by a 
localized natural disaster. Synergies around both the School System and County 
utilizing cloud DR services, regional DR sites, or a co-location facility should be 
investigated. Sharing a co-location facility could be cost advantageous over each 
entity handling DR separately. Cloud and co-location contracting is complicated. 
Terms, data ownership, Service Level Agreements (SLAs), penalties, and a good 
exit strategy should be well defined. It is also important to define what the vendor 
can do with the data related to mining and selling information. 
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4.10. Unified Communications (UC) is an area that should be investigated for shared 
services as the County and School System move toward this technology. As noted 
in the draft Technology Assessment Plan, Chat (IM), video conferencing, speech 
recognition, Voice Over IP (VOIP), and data sharing are future areas that will be 
investigated by the County. If the School System is looking at UC, there are 
opportunities for savings by combining efforts. 

4.11. The decision for a new Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) system needs to be 
treated as an enterprise wide project that includes all county departments and 
schools. The decision making process for a product selection should include all 
business processes, workflows and reporting before a product is selected otherwise 
the product may not meet the needs of business units added to the system later. In 
another large county’s ERP implementation, there was good representation from 
both the County and School System through which a team was formed by pulling 
key staff members out of their normal jobs to serve on the combined School 
System/County implementation team. Even with this level of support, the project 
ran much longer than originally anticipated. The solution chosen should not be 
extensively customized or future upgrades will be problematic. Typically a large 
cost component of an ERP implementation is related to consulting for 
customization. Good SLAs with the vendor partner are key and payments should 
be based on reaching contracted project milestone that have been successfully 
implemented (success is defined in the contract by the locality/schools). Payment 
to the vendor for training should occur after the training has been provided to 
ensure you got the quality expected. The final payment should be large enough to 
incent the vendor to complete the project on time, within budget and with the level 
of quality required in the contract. 

4.12. Document imaging/management system implementations are a large undertaking 
and should be approached as an enterprise project for all County departments and 
include School System requirements if possible. Having a single solution for all 
County departments will save the County money, time, and will create one main 
document repository for E-discovery and enforcement of the Library of Virginia 
policies for records retention management. 
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4.13. Some additional areas for shared services consideration are: 

• Multimedia and video technologies used for training, job interviews, and other 
remote meetings 

• Business intelligence and data warehousing to build shared data warehouses to 
mine data 

• Centralized citizen and student address management 
• Possibility of using shared managed IT services for:  

o Servers 
o Network 
o Database 
o Desktops/laptops 
o Printers  
o Helpdesk 

5. Human Resources 

Stafford County and Stafford County Public Schools both have Human Resources  (HR) 
departments that perform similar services but, in most cases, very differently.  The largest 
number of employees with similar jobs is in “Instruction” within the School System.  The 
largest number of similar positions is in “Public Safety” on the County side.  Strategies for 
recruitment, compensation, time accounting, leave, and other strategies are very different, 
particularly between these two examples of employees.  On the other hand, a number of 
positions within the County and School System are similar and present an opportunity for 
the two HR departments to work together. 
 
Commendations 
 

• Both departments are highly regarded by other County agencies and understand 
that they provide a critical service. 

• Both departments communicate and work well together, as demonstrated by the 
study that has been initiated looking at the job descriptions and pay equity between 
similar positions in both entities. 

Observations 

5.1. The two HR departments have ongoing communication. 

5.2. The departments are performing a study to look at similar positions in both the 
County and School System to determine pay equity, job descriptions, and other 
components of the positions. 
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5.3. Both departments are responsible for training efforts in their respective 
organizations. 

5.4. Both departments manage the compensation plans of the two organizations. 

5.5. Other components would include recruiting to fill positions, retention and 
recognition programs, EEO requirements, and other programs. 

Recommendations 

5.1. The County and School System should continue to pursue comparison of non-
instructional, non-public safety positions toward an objective of developing a joint 
pay plan in those categories.  There are many positions that are similar or equal 
between the two organizations.  We know that the first attempt is generating 
differences in compensation for what appears to be similar positions, but as more 
work is done, there may be differences in job content that will account for the 
discrepancy.  They must realize also that there will be some differences that cannot 
be reconciled.  For instance, a social worker position in a school system generally 
always has a higher pay range than a social worker position in a Social Services 
Department.   

5.2. The two departments should look for opportunities to perform joint recruiting 
whenever possible.  Teachers and sheriff deputy/police officers are typically two 
position types that work well together.  Also, similar positions that the School 
System and County share (e.g., accountants, planners, drivers, etc.) can be 
combined in recruiting efforts. 

5.3. The two departments should establish an ongoing formal relationship through a 
team or committee structure that has a formal meeting schedule to continue 
looking at opportunities to coordinate HR issues, including benefits structure, joint 
pay plans, and all aspects of HR services. 

5.4. While DecideSmart is not recommending that the two departments consolidate 
now, there should be efforts to combine certain operations, as mentioned above, 
that may lead to a consolidation in the future. A consolidation in the future should 
not simply place staff together in the same facility to do business the way it has 
always been done, but rather, it should look at ways joint efforts can be 
consolidated along work efforts.  This is where the teaming approach mentioned in 
“Recommendation 5.3” and in the “Executive Summary” can lead to those 
outcomes.  

  



 27 

6. Operations and Maintenance of Grounds and Facilities 

With school enrollment nearly tripling, Stafford County experienced significant growth in 
the last thirty years. In the last twenty years, enrollment increased by 78%. Because of 
this growth, construction of school facilities over the past twenty-one years includes ten 
elementary schools; three high schools; five middle schools; replacement of a middle 
school; thirteen additions to elementary schools; two additions to middle schools; as well 
as numerous renovation and upgrade projects to all three levels of schools. Such rapid 
growth can place strains on a maintenance operation. 

Stafford County Public Schools currently operates 34 buildings—seventeen elementary 
schools, eight middle schools, five high schools, and four other facilities. These facilities 
include 3,956,773 square feet on 1,360 acres. 

Commendations 

• School Maintenance has installed the School Dude work order system to track 
work orders. This system will allow for more efficient use of central staff and 
grant the Director long-term information on the status of building systems. 

• The Director of Operations and Maintenance is actively participating in the 
Virginia School Plant Managers Association (VSPMA). This organization offers 
critical staff development in both general maintenance and leadership. It also 
affords an opportunity for networking to explore potential improvements in the 
Department. 

• The County and School System currently share some play/ball fields and indoor 
school spaces (gym, auditorium, etc.). A “Facilities Use Agreement” between the 
parties governs this arrangement and outlines responsibilities. There are issues 
surrounding this agreement, which are discussed later in this section. 

• Senior staff in Parks, Recreation, and Community Facilities Department is 
actively involved in state and national organizations that set high standards for 
turf management.  In addition, several staff members are actively pursuing 
certifications as Facility Management Professionals and 13 staff members are 
certified fertilizer applicators, 8 are certified pesticide applicators and 2 staff 
members are registered technicians. 

Observations 

6.1. There are currently three maintenance personnel on-site at each high school and 
two at each middle school. School personnel are responsible for overall supervision 
and evaluation of these individuals. However, the full cost for these staff is charged 
to the maintenance function. It appears unlikely that 100% of these individuals’ 
time could be spent on maintenance activities. Most likely, they are assisting the 
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school with other duties. While perhaps beneficial to the school, it is not likely to be 
efficient from a maintenance perspective. 

6.2. According to the FY15 budget document, the amount of money that Stafford 
County Schools spends on grounds maintenance is nearly equivalent to 
Chesterfield County. Chesterfield has 2,314 acres with a cost of $1,831,000 ($791 
per acre). Stafford has 1,360 acres with a cost of $1,813,654 ($1,334 per acre, or 
68% more). The Director of Operations and Maintenance indicated that 100% of the 
on-site general maintenance personnel at the high and middle schools is not spent 
on grounds maintenance, although 100% of the cost is included in the grounds 
maintenance line item. Even with a reduction in the grounds cost to reflect other 
duties of these individuals, the per acre cost of grounds maintenance appears high. 

6.3. The Director indicated that approximately 50% of grounds maintenance at the 
elementary level is currently contracted out to private providers. 

6.4. The County Department of Parks, Recreation, and Community Facilities is 
occasionally called to assist with snow removal on school property. 

6.5. There is limited communication between the School System and County 
maintenance staff. This leads to a lack of understanding of how the organizations 
operate and forgoes any opportunity to benefit from shared information. 

6.6. There is limited communication between the School System’s Assistant 
Superintendent for Operations and the Deputy County Administrator or Director of 
the Department of Parks, Recreation, and Community Facilities. 

6.7. There appears to be a general distrust between the County Department of Parks, 
Recreation, and Community Facilities and the School System. This has led to 
impediments in the sharing and maintenance of fields. While the Facilities Use 
Agreement delineates the responsibilities of each party, School System and County 
personnel express concerns on how the agreement is being implemented. 

Recommendations 

6.1. The School System should evaluate the necessity of having multiple maintenance 
staff assigned full-time on-site at high schools and middle schools. Relocating some 
or all of these staff to central Operations and Maintenance would provide a more 
efficient maintenance operation for the overall school division. DecideSmart 
understands the benefits of immediate support for school needs; therefore, 
consideration can be given to assigning one staff person to these schools to provide 
first level maintenance. While some initial cost, such as vehicle purchases or other 
needs related to staff relocation, might be incurred, the long-term benefits will far 
outweigh this cost. 

6.2. The current Facilities Use Agreement between the School System and County 
clearly outlines the parameters for shared use of school fields, indoor school 
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facilities, and park areas. However, both the School System and County personnel 
appear to be dissatisfied with how this agreement is being implemented. The lack 
of communication and level of distrust between the County Department of Parks, 
Recreation, and Community Facilities and the School System necessitates 
intervention by the County Administrator and School Superintendent. Discussions 
should be initiated to determine what is working well, what is not working, and 
why. The shared use and maintenance of synthetic turf field(s) should also be 
discussed and included in a revised agreement. A revised agreement should include 
key measures that are reviewed annually to provide accountability for both parties. 
Until these issues are resolved, moving forward with other shared services will be 
very difficult. 

6.3. Once the recommendations above have been evaluated and/or implemented, an 
agreement between the School System and County for grounds maintenance should 
be negotiated to have the County Department of Parks, Recreation, and 
Community Facilities perform all grounds maintenance on behalf of the School 
System. Such an agreement should include: 

o Standards for each item (e.g., tennis courts, basketball courts, turf areas, 
horticulture and landscape areas, roads and lots, playgrounds, fields, etc.). 
An example of these standards is attached as Appendix A. 

o The number of staff positions to be transferred from the School System to 
the County Department of Parks, Recreation, and Community Facilities to 
assist in the work outlined in the agreement. 

o Annual cost to the School System for the work to be performed and the basis 
for future increases in the cost. 

o Cost consideration for the use of school athletic facilities by the Parks, 
Recreation, and Community Facilities Department. 

o The “Facilities Use Agreement” should be referenced in this agreement in 
order to continue County-paid maintenance of shared fields. 

o  

6.4. The County and School System should explore collaborating on environmental 
issues such as pollution reduction and storm water management. Benefits can 
accrue to both organizations when regulating entities view them as one 
organization (this entails having one permit for both organizations). 
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7. Fleet Maintenance 

Fleet Maintenance is presently a shared service between the School System and County 
Government, administered through the School System.  Most of the primary customers of 
the Fleet Maintenance facility are generally satisfied with the service they receive and 
believe that it has improved over time. 

The facility has faced significant challenges over the years.  Obtaining qualified technical 
help and competing with the wages offered in the private sector to auto technicians, 
expanding the capacity to deal with the growth in both the School System and the County, 
and responding quickly to low-level preventive maintenance issues are matters that 
management has addressed and, in some instances, are still addressing today. 

Commendations 

• The Fleet Maintenance facility is one of the most visible examples of a shared 
service between the School System and County. 

• The major customers of the Fleet Maintenance facility express a substantial degree 
of satisfaction with the services provided by Fleet Maintenance. 

• Fleet Maintenance has expanded over time to meet many of the needs that have 
accompanied the growth of both the School System and County Government. 

• The management of the Fleet Maintenance facility is genuinely interested in 
finding ways to provide enhanced and more efficient services to its customers in the 
School System and County Government. 

Observations 

7.1. Fleet Maintenance indicated that they order all vehicles for the County and School 
System off of state contracts.  They take receipt of those vehicles. They are 
responsible for registering with DMV and assigning Stafford numbers. 

7.2. Fueling contracts with a local fuel retailer have been set up for County and School 
System vehicles.  There are several locations in strategic areas around the County 
that make for a convenient fueling operation. 

7.3. Billing rates are set on an hourly basis for maintenance work and fuel is billed at 
cost.  In some years, departments received an additional bill at the end of the year 
because of operating loses; this has not been the case in recent years. 

7.4. Fleet Maintenance is very focused on customer service, though it recognizes that it 
cannot meet all customer service expectations.  The leadership notes that it is 
difficult to attract and retain qualified technicians.  They are currently short one 
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technician, and another is leaving at the end of March.  They have difficulty hiring 
due to salary.  Labor rates charged to departments have not increased in years. 

7.5. Because of crowded conditions in the facility, a dedicated bay for oil changes and 
quick-lane services cannot be provided. Some departments, particularly the 
Sheriff’s Office, are taking cars to a local, private oil-change business for 
convenience reasons.  At the moment, there is no contract for these services; 
therefore the service is being paid for at retail rates. 

7.6. There are differing opinions about the advisability of this informal arrangement.  It 
does result in timesaving and is more convenient for personnel.  Yet Fleet 
Maintenance’s preventive maintenance includes not only an oil change but also 
checks for front-end alignment, tires, brakes, etc. Seeing the vehicle only at state 
inspection time may not serve the best interest of the County and School System. 

7.7. Service and fuel records are kept on school vehicles, which provide notice to vehicle 
users when service and inspections are due.  This service is not provided for County 
vehicles.  County vehicles are not scheduled for routine maintenance (e.g., oil 
changes), as they do not track mileage. 

7.8. Since the School System runs Fleet Maintenance, it tends to operate on the Schools 
System’s schedule (e.g., closure during Spring break).  As a result, there are several 
days when the facility is not open to vehicles when County employees are at work. 

7.9. There are heavy equipment repairs that the Fleet Maintenance facility is not 
equipped to make.  Arrangements have been made with local specialized 
businesses to provide timely repair services. 

Recommendations 

7.1. The School System and County should agree on the appropriate Fleet Maintenance 
facility calendar to ensure that it can serve the interests of both major customer 
groups most effectively, accommodating departments on days that employees are 
on duty. 

7.2. Scheduling vehicles for routine and preventive maintenance, especially on the 
County side, should be done more efficiently.  Fleet Maintenance Management says 
that it has the tools to do this and these tools should be employed. 

7.3. Fleet Maintenance should establish billing and fuel mark-up rates that will 
prevent a loss in operations and sustain future operations.  Retained earnings in 
the Fleet Maintenance facility should be utilized to help fund necessary equipment 
replacement and capital improvements. 

7.4. Since the expansion of the maintenance facility is still a few years away from 
completion, the use of a shift system should be re-evaluated in order to address the 
growing workload. 
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7.5. The School System and County should examine the pricing structure for oil 
changes at private service providers to determine whether the practice of bringing 
County vehicles to those facilities is cost-effective.  If this proves to be the case, 
Fleet Maintenance should negotiate a contract with an oil-change provider to 
discount the retail rate and ensure that the taxpayer dollars are being spent in the 
most effective manner. 

7.6. Purchasing of vehicles is currently done off state contract.  The DecideSmart team 
does not believe that state contracts are always the least expensive options and 
Fleet Maintenance should explore other alternatives, including joint bids with 
other regional partners. 

8. Legal Services  

Observations 

8.1. The County performs legal services through a combination of the County Attorney 
and outside procured legal services. 

8.2. The School System procures legal services through contracted legal services. 

8.3. The County and School System expended funds as follows for procured legal 
services: 

Legal Services FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 
County $245,800 $101,300 $151,000 To Date 
Schools $175,021 $232,121 $120,000 Budget 
Total $420,821 $333,421 $271,000 

Recommendation 

8.1. The County and School System should carefully monitor the dollars that are spent 
on legal services through outside legal counsel.   

8.2. The County and School System should evaluate, on a defined schedule, the legal 
work that is being contracted to private attorneys at much higher hourly rates than 
would be the case for a staff attorney to see if there are more cost effective ways of 
obtaining this service. 

8.3. Some localities have found considerable savings by hiring a staff attorney for the 
School System—under the supervision of the County Attorney—to handle legal 
issues that are not highly specialized (such as special education matters) or ones 
that could result in a School System/County conflict. 
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8.4. While specialized legal services for both the County and School System will 
continue to require outside counsel on some matters, total spending on legal 
services should be assessed on an ongoing basis. 

9. Construction Management 

Commendations 

• The County and School System Construction Management staff work together and 
issue joint bids on similar projects, such as paving and other small construction 
projects. 

Observations 

9.1. Currently, the School System’s Assistant Superintendent for Operations has 
responsibility for oversight of facility planning, design, and construction of school 
facilities. For the County, the Public Works Department and an individual 
assigned to the County Administrator’s Office oversee some capital projects. 

9.2. The Department of Public Works has provided assistance to the School System’s 
capital construction process, primarily in environmental areas. It appears that 
little or no other cooperative arrangements are in place. 

Recommendations 

9.1. While there is no compelling reason to combine these efforts, leadership should 
explore the feasibility of sharing project management staff during off-peak times. 
For example, if the County is experiencing a slow time in actual construction and 
the School System has multiple projects underway, project management personnel 
from the County could assist the School System during this time. The individuals 
would remain employees of the County and the School System would reimburse the 
County for the cost of their salary and benefits. At other times, the reverse 
arrangement could be appropriate. This produces no savings but can limit the need 
for a reduction in staff for either entity during off-peak times. 

9.2. On-going communication between these offices is encouraged as information can be 
shared related to project design. For example, if additional play fields are needed in 
a particular area of the County and the School System is building a new school in 
that area, a joint effort could save tax dollars. 
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10. Energy Management 

Stafford County Public Schools has a comprehensive energy conservation program 
that has received national recognition.  The program includes utilizing building-
sustainable rating systems for new construction and major renovations, energy 
performance contracting to improve infrastructure of existing facilities, facility 
commissioning/retro-commissioning efforts to re-fresh aging building systems, and 
school-based energy smart teams.  Data reflects that the savings realized have been 
impressive. 

The County has a relationship with United Technologies, Automated Logic for Energy 
Care Packages at various facilities with the goal of improving utility costs per square foot.  
They have undertaken numerous lighting and other projects to become more energy 
efficient. 

Commendations 

• County and Schools staff are commended for the efforts they have made in 
reducing energy consumption and costs.   

Recommendation 

10.1. County and School staff responsible for energy management should work 
together to see if any of the strategies used by the School System to conserve 
energy will work for the County.  Conversely, Schools should work with the 
County to see if strategies used there can work for Schools. The savings and 
energy reductions cited by the School System and County resulting from their 
efforts are very impressive and comparing strategies and approach may very 
well result in further savings.. 

11. Wellness Program 

Observations 

11.1. The County has a formal wellness program that promotes lifestyle activities and 
habits that encouraged good health. Due to budget reductions, the School’s 
formal wellness program ended.  However, staffs of both entities have conducted 
several events jointly in an attempt to keep the effort going.  Staff appears to 
have done a good job, considering the lack of resources. 

11.2. A well-planned wellness program will pay for itself through savings in future 
health care costs. 
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Recommendations 

11.1. Ideally, the County and School System should conduct wellness programs 
jointly. The County and School System should assign responsibility for wellness 
activities to the employee benefits office of each organization and encourage 
them to jointly conduct as many wellness programs as possible. 

11.2. In cooperation with the area Health District and health plan providers, a joint 
wellness program should be developed and implemented. 

11.3. If the recommendation that would combine healthcare plans for both County and 
Schools is implemented, that procurement process should attempt to have the 
healthcare provider provide some funding for a wellness program. 

12. School Nurses 

Observation 

12.1. The Stafford County School System presently employs 31 school nurses. These 
nurses are currently recruited and hired by school personnel. The school 
principal, with the assistance of the Student Services Department, makes the 
selection. 

Recommendation 

12.1. The School System should initiate discussions with the Rappahannock Area 
Health District to determine the viability of and willingness to develop a joint 
agreement for these services. The school nurses could be employees of the Health 
District who are assigned permanently to the schools they serve. The Health 
District would be responsible for recruiting and hiring these individuals and 
would provide all professional development. Supervision would be the 
responsibility of the Health District, and the level of involvement in hiring and 
supervision by School System staff would be outlined in the agreement. 

This recommendation will likely not provide any savings to the School System. 
However, the School System will see benefits as it places these health 
professionals under the purview of the Health District, which is more suited to 
recruiting, hiring, training, and supervising these types of professionals. 
Additionally, benefits can accrue to the Health District as these nurses can meet 
objectives of the Health District as they work in these schools. 

DecideSmart knows of at least one school system that has developed such an 
arrangement with their regional Health District and will provide details upon 
request. 
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DecideSmart Team 

Lane Ramsey: Mr. Lane Ramsey is a Principal in DecideSmart. He served in local 
government leadership positions for 35 years, including 20 years as County Administrator 
for Chesterfield County, Virginia. Under his leadership, Chesterfield County built a 
human resource and performance evaluation system that enabled it to win the highly 
prestigious United States Senate Productivity and Quality Award, as well as attain and 
maintain an AAA bond rating from Moody’s, S & P, and Fitch rating agencies. He 
understands and has practiced local government budgeting and finance and implemented 
many financial policies in Chesterfield that solidified bond ratings and financial stability. 
 
Bill Leighty: Mr. Bill Leighty is a Principal in DecideSmart. He is the former Chief of 
Staff to Governors Mark Warner and Tim Kaine. He served as Co-Chair of Governor 
George Allen’s efficiency committee and Senior Advisor to Governor Bob McDonnell’s 
Commission on Regulatory Reform. Mr. Leighty is a nationally and internationally 
recognized expert on governmental efficiency, the use of benchmarking and best practices, 
and the reorganization of governmental business models. He guided the creation of 
Virginia Performs, Virginia’s strategic management and performance system that 
provides ongoing evaluation of governmental performance. In addition, Mr. Leighty 
worked with the Government of Scotland in developing a national performance 
management system. 
 
Dr. Bob Holsworth: Dr. Bob Holsworth is a Principal in DecideSmart. He is a former 
Dean of the Virginia Commonwealth University (VCU) College of Humanities and 
Sciences and the founder of both the VCU Center for Public Policy and the VCU Wilder 
School of Government and Public Affairs. He has led and designed local, statewide, 
multistate, and national survey projects. Dr. Holsworth was the Executive Director of 
Governor Mark Warner’s Commission on Efficiency and Effectiveness in State 
Government. 
 
Paul Hendricks: Mr. Paul Hendricks has over 30 years of public sector Information 
Technology experience in state and local government, serving as the Deputy Chief 
Information Officer for Chesterfield County, VA before retiring in 2011. Mr. Hendricks 
served as the Vice President of Infrastructure Operations at the Virginia Credit Union for 
the last 3.5 years. Mr. Hendricks earned his Certified Government Chief Information 
Officer (CGCIO) certification from the University of North Carolina Chapel Hill in 2010. 
His prior employment includes private sector consulting and IT roles at the Department of 
Information Technology, State Corporation Commission, Department of Motor Vehicles, 
and Virginia Information Technologies Agency. Mr. Hendricks has expertise in all aspects 
of information technology services and applications, project management, budgeting, 
process and cost efficiencies, and organizational strategic planning. 
 
Kathy Kitchen: Mrs. Kathy Kitchen served for more than 30 years in state and local 
public education, specializing in business and finance operations. Her service includes 13 
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years as the Assistant Superintendent for Business and Finance with Chesterfield County 
Public Schools where she was responsible for a budget of more than 500 million dollars. 
Previously, she worked in the Virginia Department of Education as the Assistant 
Superintendent for Business and Finance, overseeing all direct aid to public education in 
the Commonwealth, which totaled to more than three billion dollars. Mrs. Kitchen has 
expertise in school budgeting, accounting, pupil transportation, school food services, 
planning, and funding of school construction. She has recently written, for DecideSmart, a 
primer of school finance for Virginia and is frequently recognized as a leading authority on 
educational financing. 
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Appendix A: Sample Standards Included in Grounds 
Maintenance Agreement 
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Appendix B: Survey of Stafford County Government and Schools 
Benchmark Localities/Schools for Use of Joint Services 
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1     Has been shared but will not be as of 7/1/15. 
2     Legal Services for special education are contracted to the private sector. 
3    County and Schools have a unified pay plan. 
4    School system does not have GIS. 
5    School division processes payroll; county processes W2, quarterly reporting and 

release of disbursements. 
6    School division maintains and tracks its assets; County produces financial reporting. 
7    Schools and County have a unified pay plan for classified positions. 
8    Single audit contract with separate audits and CAFR 
9    Jointly acquire healthcare benefits with two separate contracts, plan designs, and 

contributions 
10 There is shared use of some facilities and fields with Parks and Recreation.  Parks 

maintains those they use. 
11 Share an ERP with two separate business organizations; there are commonalities in 
structure, but some of the processes differ. 
12 Participate in a consortium with the County and Service Authority that have common 

benefit plans; each are rated separately and each set their own contribution rates. 
 



School Transfer History
Proposed

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
General Fund Revenues 209,887,698 232,879,330    240,068,894 238,485,663 234,149,653      241,174,370 246,791,942      255,015,445 262,739,908 264,968,450      

Transient Occupancy Tax 410,000        480,000           -               -               -                     -               -                     -                -               -                     
E-911 2,490,203     3,036,305        2,833,392     2,832,381     -                     -               -                     -                -               -                     

General Fund Budget 212,787,901 236,395,635    242,902,286 241,318,044 234,149,653      241,174,370 246,791,942      255,015,445 262,739,908 264,968,450      

Local School Funding 120,000,000 132,600,000    133,367,500 131,997,156 126,319,712      129,082,760 133,054,514      136,453,431 141,139,006 143,372,548      
% of General Fund Revenues 56.4% 56.1% 54.9% 54.7% 53.9% 53.5% 53.9% 53.5% 53.7% 54.1%

Local School Funding 120,000,000 132,600,000    133,367,500 131,997,156 126,319,712      129,082,760 133,054,514      136,453,431 136,453,431 143,372,548      

Local Tax Revenues 175,813,013 196,648,010    205,967,431 206,889,337 205,245,884      214,081,545 219,851,696      226,263,200 232,416,936 235,414,925      
% of Local Taxes 68.3% 67.4% 64.8% 63.8% 61.5% 60.3% 60.5% 60.3% 60.7% 60.9%

Total School Operating/Grants/Stimulus Budgets (1) (2) 241,197,555 249,944,005    256,514,902 263,531,294 250,026,196      250,883,384 258,604,504      262,972,083 268,358,919 271,769,295      
Debt Service 26,208,223   30,282,568      30,592,541   29,260,623   25,625,938        27,388,986   26,203,740        24,729,510   29,191,550   30,406,720        

One-Time Operating Capital and School Contruction Fund -               -                   -               -               -                     -               -                     3,097,000     -               -                     
Total Local Transfer for Operations 93,791,777   102,317,432    102,774,959 102,736,533 100,693,774      101,693,774 106,850,774      108,626,921 111,947,456 112,965,828      

% of County's total budget 44.1% 43.3% 42.3% 42.6% 43.0% 42.2% 43.3% 42.6% 42.6% 42.6%

General Fund Local Transfer % of School budget 38.89% 40.94% 40.07% 38.98% 40.27% 40.53% 41.32% 41.31% 41.72% 41.57%

Average Daily Membership 26,181          26,114             26,350          26,661          26,745               26,838          26,904               27,229          27,048          27,340               

Operating Transfer per student 3,582            3,918               3,900            3,853            3,765                 3,789            3,972                 3,989            4,139            4,131.89            
Local Funding per student 4,583            5,078               5,061            4,951            4,723                 4,810            4,946                 5,011            5,045            5,244.06            
Debt Service per student 1,001            1,160               1,161            1,098            958                    1,021            974                    908               1,079            1,112.17            

Total School Operating/Grants/Stimulus per student 9,213            9,571               9,735            9,885            9,349                 9,348            9,612                 9,658            9,922            9,940                 

(1) FY2016 reflects the Proposed local transfer. 2007 2015 increase
(2) FY2010  and FY2011 budgets include federal stimulus funds. total budget 212.8$          265.0$               25%

local funding 120.0$          143.4$               20%
ADM 26,181          27,340               4%

Adopted Budget
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Salary Changes
FY2009-16

3/26/2015 C:\Users\coadwam\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\QHB7GQRJ\compensation increase history

Year Schools County
FY09 2.5% average step (July 1) 1.2% at midyear
FY10 1 2.5% average step in last quarter of FY, no stipends no increase
FY11 no increase no increase
FY12 2.5% average step; 2.5% stipend for employees at top of scale (July1) 2.5% pay for performance (Jan 1)
FY13 1 no increase 2.5% pay for performance (Jan 1)
FY14 1 2.5% average step; 1% increase (July 1) 1% pay increase (July 1); 2% pay for performance (April 1)
FY15 no increase no increase
FY162 1.5% increase; $2.2M for median teacher pay salary enhancement 2.% increase

Total:  12.5% increase Total:  11.2% increase

2 County Administrator proposed and School Board approved

1 County Health Insurance Contribution strategy changes offset years with pay increases (FY13 and FY14)



Stafford County Public Schools
FY 2016 Operating Fund Budget

School Board Regular Meeting on March 10, 2015

BUDGET ITEM FIN STAFF REC BENEFITS RISK OF NOT FUNDING  REMARKS
EXPENDITURES:

MEDIAN TEACHER PAY SCALE ENHANCEMENT 2,216,000$      Enhance Teacher Pay Scale by 50% vs. Median Increased Staff Turnover Need to Improve Market Competitiveness
1% COLA (GOAL) /1.5% COLA (HOUSE & SENATE) 2,817,612        Maintain Staffing Levels & Competitiveness Increased Staff Turnover Need to Improve Market Competitiveness
1% VRS & ICMA 692,143            Maintain Benefit Levels & State Compliance Loss of State Revenues Provide State-Mandated 1% VRS Salary Increase
HEALTH INSURANCE (718,000)          Maintain Benefit Levels & Competitiveness Increased Staff Turnover Meet Estimated Annual Renewal Rate Increase
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 300,000            Rebuild Zero Baseline Zero Baseline in FY 2016 Need to Rebuild Zero Baseline
TECHNOLOGY CYCLIC REPLACEMENTS 750,000            Rebuild Zero Baseline Zero Baseline in FY 2016 Need to Rebuild Zero Baseline
O & M INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS 750,000            Rebuild Zero Baseline Zero Baseline in FY 2016 Need to Rebuild Zero Baseline
BUS REPLACEMENTS (W/ $45K ACCESSORIES) 1,045,000        Rebuild Zero Baseline Zero Baseline in FY 2016 Need to Rebuild Zero Baseline
NEW FINANCIAL & HR/PAYROLL ERP SYSTEM 370,000            Enhance Budgeting, HR, P/R & Accounting Inadequate Functionality & Loss of Support Need to Improve Processing & Reporting
NEW POSITIONS - FY 2015 STAFFING REQUIREMENTS 244,444            Maintain Staffing Levels & State Compliance Increase in Class Sizes & Loss of State Revenue Meet Minimum & Mandated Staffing Needs
NEW POSITIONS - FY 2016 GROWTH 319,000            Maintain Staffing Levels & State Compliance Increase in Class Sizes & Loss of State Revenue Meet Minimum & Mandated Staffing Needs
NEW POSITIONS - FY 2016 SPECIAL ED. COMPLIANCE 626,000            Maintain Staffing Levels & State Compliance Increase in Class Sizes & Loss of State Revenue Meet Minimum & Mandated Staffing Needs
NEW POSITIONS - FY 2016 CLASS SIZE REDUCTIONS 522,000            Reduce Class Sizes Maintain Increased Class Sizes Exceed Minimum & Mandated Staffing Needs
OPERATING COSTS - CONTRACTS, LEGAL, ETC. 710,434            Maintain Service Levels & Legal Compliance Reduced Service Levels & Vendor Performance Meet Minimum Contracted Service  Needs
TRANSFERS & CONTINGENCIES 500,000            Use Subject to Receipt of Add'l Funds Inability to Use Add'l Funds Received Need for Additional Budgetary Flexibility

TOTAL INCREASE FROM FY 2016 11,144,633$    
LESS: PROGRAM EXPENDITURE SAVINGS (3,505,000)       Lower Funding Request from County N/A Re-Direction of Current Budget Spending

NET INCREASE FROM FY 2015 7,639,633$      
REVENUES:

STATE SALES TAX RECEIPTS (1,075,595)$     N/A N/A Calculation per State (VDOE) Estimate
STATE BASIC AID & OTHER STATE FUNDS (1,407,372)       N/A N/A Reclassification from Federal & Various Changes
FEDERAL FUNDS 98,275              N/A N/A Reclassification to State & Various Changes
PRIOR YEAR CARRYFORWARD FUNDS (1,150,000)       Lower Funding Request from County N/A Funding for Cyclic Technology and O&M
MISCELLANEOUS FUNDS (Restated) (108,941)          N/A N/A Various Changes
TRANSFERS & CONTINGENCIES (Restated) 2,000                Use Subject to Receipt of Add'l Funds / No Transfer Inability to Use Add'l Funds Received / None HBF Transfer Eliminated / Flexibility Increased

NET INCREASE FROM FY 2015 (3,641,633)$     
NET EXPENDITURES OVER REVENUES:

TOTAL COUNTY FUNDING REQUEST FOR FY 2016 3,998,000$      

Debt Service Increase 1,215,170         
Total 5,213,170         

County Administrator's Proposed Funding Increase 2,233,542         

Gap 2,979,628$      



FY 2016 Schools' Local Funding

  Operating, Day 
School, Debt 

Service 

School Board's Request 146,352,176        
County Administrator's Proposed Budget 143,372,548        
Difference 2,979,628            
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