
Department of Management and Budget   
 
 

Director

Deputy
Director

Budget
Development

Performance
Measurement

Capital
Projects/ CIP

Reports Control/
Budget Production

Revenue and
Tax Analysis

Budget System
Maintenance/
Applications

Legislative
Analysis/

Coordination
Special Projects/

Studies

Grants
Administration

Administrative
Support

Debt
Management

 
 

Mission 
To provide financial and analytical consultant services; develop, implement and monitor a financial plan; 
and produce  information  for Fairfax County agencies,  the Board of Supervisors,  the County Executive 
and residents in order to maintain the Countyʹs fiscal integrity and accountability, as well as to support 
effective decision‐making. 
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Since  FY 2001,  the  department’s  position  count  has  been  reduced  by  almost  20  percent,  presenting 
challenges  to  formulate  the  budget  given  an  increasingly  complex  fiscal  environment.   To meet  these 
challenges, DMB has and will continue to streamline the budget process, draw upon internal expertise to 
cross‐train  and  develop  staff,  and  leverage  technology  to  ensure  an  efficient  and  productive  use  of 
resources.    In  recent years,  the use of  technology has played a  significant  role  in  the dissemination of 
budget  information  in  light of a reduction  in the number of printed copies of the budget produced.   In 
response,  the  department  has  expanded  the  availability  of  data  on  its  website,  which  includes  all 
information  contained  in  published  budget  volumes,  as well  as  quarterly  reviews,  budget  calendars, 
economic  data,  and  historical  files.    This  increased  transparency,  coupled with  a  difficult  economic 
situation,  has  brought  about  a  renewed  interest  from  residents  in  budget  issues.    As  a  result,  the 
department has focused resources on expanding public access to essential information at all stages of the 
budget  formulation  process  in  order  to  afford  residents  a  better  understanding  of  their  County 
government, the services it offers, and the role they can play. 
 
In  2010,  the National Association  of Counties  (NACo)  awarded  Fairfax County  its  top  honors  in  the 
category  of  ʺCivic  Education  and  Public  Information”  for  its Community Dialogue  and  Public  Input 
Process during  the FY 2010 and FY 2011 budget cycles.   The Community Dialogue  initiative, or public 
input  process,  successfully  engaged  hundreds  of  residents  in  numerous  staff‐facilitated  small  group 
sessions  to obtain  feedback on budget priorities and  community values.   The  framework also allowed 
County and Schools staff to educate the public on the budget and the budget process.  One of the benefits 
of  this  approach  is  that  it provided  a  forum where  residents  shared  and heard differing perspectives, 
allowing  them  to  talk  face‐to‐face  on  issues  affecting  their  day‐to‐day  lives,  resulting  in  greater  civic 
engagement  by  all participants.   The County  also  obtained  thousands  of  comments,  suggestions,  and 
recommendations  from  the  public  through  online  input  surveys.    The  County  continues  to  seek 
community feedback on the budget in FY 2013. 
 
As a growing and  increasingly diverse  community, Fairfax County  faces  significant budget  challenges 
regarding  increasing  demands  for  services,  as well  as  how  to  fund  them.    The County’s  population 
exceeds  that  of  eight  states, while  its  budget  is  larger  than  two  states.    In  addition  to  requirements 
associated with population growth, Fairfax County’s budget has been impacted by external factors such 
as restrictions on revenue diversification that severely limit the County’s flexibility in addressing budget 
requirements  and  also  continue  to  place  a  disproportionate  burden  on  property  owners,  particularly 
residential  taxpayers.   At  the same  time,  the County  faces  the dual challenges of maintaining an aging 
infrastructure, while addressing the needs of a growing population that requires additional facilities. 
 

Budget and Staff Resources          
 

Agency Summary

Category
FY 2011

Actual

FY 2012
Adopted

Budget Plan

FY 2012
Revised

Budget Plan

FY 2013
Advertised

Budget Plan
Authorized Positions/Staff Years

Regular 34 / 34 34 / 34 34 / 34 33 / 33
Expenditures:

Personnel Services $2,564,495 $2,520,989 $2,559,468 $2,540,381
Operating Expenses 192,754 189,609 189,609 189,309
Capital Equipment 0 0 0 0

Total Expenditures $2,757,249 $2,710,598 $2,749,077 $2,729,690
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Position Summary 
1 Chief Financial Officer 1 Program & Procedures Coordinator  1 Network/Telecom. Analyst II 
1 Deputy Director 7 Budget Analysts III (-1)  6 Budget Analysts II 
5 Management and Budget Coordinators 1 Business Analyst III  2 Administrative Assistants V 
6 Budget Analysts IV  1 Programmer Analyst III  1 Administrative Assistant III 

TOTAL POSITIONS 
33 Positions / 33.0 Staff Years (-) Denotes Abolished Position due to Budget Reductions 

 
FY 2013 Funding Adjustments 
The following funding adjustments from the FY 2012 Adopted Budget Plan are necessary to support the FY 2013 
program: 
 
♦ Employee Compensation  $56,056 

An increase of $56,056 in Personnel Services reflects a 2.18 percent market rate adjustment (MRA) in 
FY 2013.  

 
♦ Full Year Impact of FY 2012 Market Rate Adjustment  $50,419 
  As part of the FY 2011 Carryover Review, the Board of Supervisors approved an increase of $50,419 in 

Personnel Services for a 2.0 percent market rate adjustment (MRA), effective September 24, 2011. 
 
♦ Intergovernmental Charges  ($300) 

A net decrease of $300 in Operating Expenses for Department of Vehicle Services charges is based on 
anticipated charges for motor pool costs. 

 
♦ Reductions  ($87,083) 

A decrease of $87,083 reflects the following reductions utilized to balance the FY 2013 budget: 
 

Title Impact Posn SYE Reduction 

Manage Position 
Vacancies to Achieve 
Savings 

This reduction will impact the agency's ability to hire 
new staff as positions become vacant and may result 
in increased workloads for existing staff.  The 
department does not anticipate that this reduction will 
impact service levels. 

0 0.0 $27,106 

Eliminate Budget 
Analyst III position 

This reduction results in the elimination of one of 
eight Budget Analyst III positions that perform 
advanced budgetary analysis.  Due to recent 
reductions in the agency's personnel services budget, 
this position has been held vacant.  It is not 
anticipated that the elimination of this position will 
result in a significant impact on the level of service, as 
the agency has been able to manage this vacancy 
through increased efficiencies and training of other 
staff. 

1 1.0 $59,977 
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Changes to FY 2012 Adopted Budget Plan 
The following funding adjustments reflect all approved changes in the FY 2012 Revised Budget Plan since passage 
of the FY 2012 Adopted Budget Plan.  Included are all adjustments made as part of the FY 2011 Carryover Review, 
and all other approved changes through December 31, 2011: 
 
♦ Carryover Adjustments $38,479 

As part of  the FY 2011 Carryover Review,  the Board of Supervisors approved  funding of $38,479  in 
Personnel Services for a 2.0 percent market rate adjustment, effective September 24, 2011. 

 

Key Performance Measures 
 
Objectives 
♦ To maintain a variance of 2.0 percent or  less between estimated and actual General Fund revenues 

and expenditures. 
 
♦ To  achieve  an  interest  rate  of  no  greater  than  5.00  percent  on  General  Obligation  bond  sales, 

comparing favorably to other jurisdictionsʹ sales.  
 

Indicator 

Prior Year Actuals Current 
Estimate 

FY 2009 
Actual 

FY 2010 
Actual 

FY 2011 
Estimate/Actual FY 2012 

Output:     

Dollar value of budgets reviewed (in billions) $5.84 $5.68 $6.10 / $5.95 $6.10 

Special financings conducted 3 2 2 / 2 3 

Dollar value of special financings conducted 
(in millions) $307.87 $138.34 $485.40 / $270.51 $321.00 

General Obligation bond sales or refinances 
conducted (1) 2 3 2 / 1 2 

Dollar value of General Obligation bond 
sales (in millions) $199.51 $269.10 $171.39 / $171.39 $220.67 

Dollar value of General Obligation 
refundings (in millions) $58.37 $131.80 $23.08 / $19.88 $192.36 

Bond referenda 1 1 1 / 1 1 

Active project negotiations for special 
financing 42 37 46 / 46 46 

Efficiency:     

Budget Analysts per 1,000 population 1:42 1:46 1:46 / 1:47 1:47 

Cost per $1,000 bonds issued $3.74 $3.74 $3.73 / $3.74 $3.74 

Service Quality:     

GFOA Distinguished Budget Presentation 
Award Yes Yes Yes / Yes Yes 

Bond Ratings of AAA/Aaa/AAA Yes Yes Yes / Yes Yes 
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Indicator 

Prior Year Actuals Current 
Estimate 

FY 2009 
Actual 

FY 2010 
Actual 

FY 2011 
Estimate/Actual FY 2012 

Outcome:     

Percent variance in actual and projected 
revenues 1.3% 0.9% 2.0% / 1.5% 2.0% 

Percent variance in actual and projected 
expenditures 2.4% 4.3% 2.0% / 2.8% 2.0% 

Interest rate for bond sale 3.57% 2.89% 3.71% / 3.71% 5.00% 

Savings for bond sales (in millions) 
compared to the Bond Buyer 20-bond 
municipal index $31.89 $29.69 $30.99 / $30.99 $27.13 

Savings associated with refundings (in 
millions) $4.63 $8.57 $1.20 / $1.20 $24.66 

 
(1) For bond sale interest rate and savings, note that in some fiscal years, multiple bond sales were held, while in others, only one was 
held.  The dollar value and interest rate for special financings and refundings cannot be projected as they do not take place unless the 
prevailing interest rates indicate it is favorable to undertake them.  Therefore, while no projections are made for this category, actual 
results are reported.  
 

Performance Measurement Results 
A  critical measure  of  accurate  fiscal  forecasting  and  careful  budget management  is minimal  variance 
between projected and actual revenue and expenditures.   The Department of Management and Budget 
continues to be successful in projecting and managing the County’s budget to achieve minimal variance 
between projected and actual revenues and expenditures.  During FY 2011, DMB exceeded the 2.0 percent 
target  for  revenue projections by achieving a variance of only 1.5 percent  from  the  final General Fund 
budget estimate of $3.27 billion.  The actual variance for expenditures of 2.8 percent fell slightly above the 
2.0 percent  target as County managers continued  to prudently manage  their departmental budgets and 
generated savings in anticipation of reductions taken in FY 2012. 
 
Improving  the efficiency of  its operations has also been a major priority  for DMB.    In recent years,  the 
agency  has  streamlined  the  budget  process  to  eliminate  non‐value‐added  steps, while  enhancing  the 
quality of communication and accountability.  As a result of its successful Budget Process Redesign, DMB 
has  been  able  to  take  on  additional  and  increased  responsibilities  associated  with  debt 
management/special  financings,  legislative  requirements,  coordination  of  the  Capital  Improvement 
Program, and other special projects related to the needs of a growing and diversifying community. 
 
Through  diligent  fiscal management,  Fairfax County  is  able  to  borrow  at  the most  competitive  rates 
available.  The County continues  to realize savings on bond sales based on  its Triple A  rating  from all 
three  rating houses, a distinction  shared as of  January 2012 by only 39  counties, 8  states and 34  cities 
nationally.  Bond  ratings  are  a measure of  a government’s  financial  condition.   It means  that  financial 
professionals have evaluated  the County’s  fiscal management practices over a period of  time and have 
expressed  confidence  that  Fairfax  County  is  able  to  meet  its  scheduled  interest  and  principal 
payments.   Fairfax  Countyʹs  Bond  ratings  are  determined  by Moody’s,  Standard &  Poors,  and  Fitch 
Investors  Service  and  represent  the highest  ratings  that  can be  awarded  for general obligation bonds.  
Ratings for special financings are lower based on credit issues unique to each financing, but benefit from 
the Countyʹs underlying general obligation bond rating. 
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When DMB  sells bonds on behalf of  the County  for  capital  facilities,  the Triple AAA  rating  results  in 
significant  interest  rate  savings.  On  January  18, 2012, Fairfax County  conducted  a General Obligation 
(GO) bond sale, Series 2012A, and sold $220.67 million at an interest cost of 2.43 percent.  There were five 
bidders with the second lowest bid of 2.46 percent, which was 0.03 percent off the winning bid.  The high 
number  of  bids  and  the  closeness  of  the  bids  demonstrate  strong  support  for  the  County’s  bond 
offering.  Proof of the favorable reception of the bonds in the market place was borne out by the fact that 
this interest rate represented a differential of 1.19 percent under the Bond Buyer Index (BBI), which stood 
at 3.62 percent on the day of the County’s sale.  Additionally, on January 19, 2012, the County conducted 
a negotiated GO refunding bond sale, Series 2012B, in the amount of $192.36 million.  The sale generated 
net present value savings of $24.66 million or 11.28% of the refunded bonds.  The savings are spread over 
the  life of  the  refunding bonds  through FY  2024.   As  a  result of  the County’s  excellent  triple‐A bond 
rating,  the  County  has  saved  an  estimated  $538.09  million  from  County  bond  and  refunding 
sales.  Paying  less  interest on debt  for  capital projects means  that more  funding  is available  for public 
facilities and services for residents.  
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