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Overview

The Legislative-Executive Functions/Central Services Program

Area consists of 14 agencies that are responsible for a variety Legislative-Executive/
of functions to ensure that County services are provided
efficiently and effectively to a rapidly growing and extremely

Central Senvices

diverse population of over one million. The agencies in this
program area work to provide central support services to
County agencies, as well as provide oversight and direction
for the County, so other agencies can provide direct services to
citizens. Recognition by various organizations such as the
National Association of Counties (NACo) and others validate
the County’s efforts in these areas, and confirm that Fairfax
County continues to be one of the best managed municipal

governments in the country.
County General Fund Disbursements

In 2014, various County agencies and departments received

awards for communication efforts and innovative programs. The Department of Management and
Budget was awarded the Government Finance Officers Association’s (GFOA) Distinguished Budget
Presentation Award by meeting rigorous criteria for the budget as a policy document, financial plan,
operations guide and communications device for the 30t consecutive year. Additionally, as part of the
GFOA’s Distinguished Budget Presentation Award, the County was recognized with a Special
Performance Measures Recognition. In July 2014 the County received the International City/County
Management Association (ICMA) Certificate of Excellence, ICMA’s highest level of recognition for
excellence, for the County’s use of performance measurement data from various government service
areas. Only 29 of the 160 jurisdictions participating in ICMA’s Center for Performance Measurement
earned this prestigious award in 2014.

The County’s overall technology programs continue to be recognized with many honors for innovation
and contribution to excellence in public service. In 2014, the Department of Information Technology (DIT)
received awards in the IT as an Efficiency Driver - Government to Citizen category for “Paying Taxes using
your Smartphone Mobile Applications, and Tax Bill QR Codes” and the Cross-Boundary Collaboration
category for “National Capital Region Identity and Access Management Service (IAMS)” from the
Commonwealth of Virginia Information Technology Symposium (COVITS). Fairfax County also received
two National Association of Counties (NACo) 2014 Achievement Awards in the category of Information
Technology innovation: “Emergency Damages Assessment Tracking” and “Next Generation Security
Program.”

The Department of Finance (DOF), Department of Human Resources (DHR), Department of Purchasing
and Supply Management (DPSM), Department of Management and Budget (DMB) and DIT, in
conjunction with the Fairfax County Public Schools (FCPS), continue a multi-year, joint initiative to
modernize the portfolio of enterprise systems through a legacy systems replacement project. Existing
countywide systems are in the process of being replaced to achieve overall integration of its systems,
data, and key business processes across human resources, payroll, purchasing, operational, and financial
systems. The core financial and purchasing modules of the new system were implemented in the fall of
2011, and the Human Capital Management (HCM) module went live at the end of FY 2012. The
implementation plan for the budget preparation module is still being developed and an exact timeframe
has not yet been established. In FY 2014, a reorganization of staff from various agencies within the
County consolidated the centralized functional support organization for the FOCUS system under the
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Department of Management and Budget. Through these core changes, Fairfax County Government will
enhance decision-making capabilities, improve financial reporting, eliminate duplicate data entry and
enhance system flexibility to respond to evolving business needs.

In addition, the Department of Management and Budget worked closely with staff from the Department
of Information Technology, the Department of Finance, and Fairfax County Public Schools on a
countywide transparency initiative that went live in the fall of 2013. Residents are able to visit
www.fairfaxcounty.gov/transparency/ to view amounts paid to County vendors and expenditures by
Fund or General Fund agency each month.

Managing in a resource-constrained environment requires a significant leadership commitment - from the
elected Board of Supervisors to the County Executive and individual agencies. Fairfax County is
committed to remaining a high performance organization. Despite significant budget reductions in recent
years, staff continually seeks ways to streamline processes and maximize technology in order to provide a
high level of service within limited resources.

Strategic Direction
As part of the countywide focus on developing strategic plans during 2002-2003, the agencies in this
program area developed mission, vision and values statements; performed environmental scans; and

defined strategies for achieving their missions. These strategic COUNTY CORE PURPOSE

] . To protect and enrich the quality of life
Elements. Common themes among the agencies in the | for the people, neighborhoods, and

plans are linked to the overall County Core Purpose and Vision

Legislative-Executive/Central Services program area include: giverse communities of Fairfax County
y:
* Development and alignment of leadership and ) glaintaini_n_g Safe and Caring
ommunities
performance *  Building Livable Spaces
*  Accessibility to information and programs «  Practicing Environmental
» Strong customer service Stewardship
= Effective use of resources =  Connecting People and Places
» Streamlined processes =  Creating a Culture of Engagement
* Innovative use of technology =  Maintaining Healthy Economies
* Partnerships and community involvement =  Exercising Corporate Stewardship

The majority of the Legislative-Executive/Central Services agencies are focused on internal service
functions that enable other direct service providers to perform their jobs effectively. Overall leadership
emanates from the Board of Supervisors and is articulated countywide by the County Executive who also
assumes responsibility for coordination of initiatives that cut across agency lines. In addition, the County
Executive oversees the County’s leadership development efforts, particularly the High Performance
Organization (HPO) model used in Fairfax County’s LEAD Program (Leading, Educating and
Developing). Agencies in this program area also provide human resources, financial, purchasing, legal,
budget, audit and information technology support; voter registration and election administration; and
mail services.
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FY2014 FY2015 FY2015 FY2016 FY2016
Category Actual Adopted Revised Advertised Adopted
FUNDING
Expenditures:

Personnel Services $74,916,306 $80,450,725 $79,122,125 $81,734,070 $82,045,616

Operating Expenses 35,029,282 36,058,524 42,706,037 35,112,952 35,133,678

Capital Equipment 20,160 0 0 0 0
Subtotal $109,965,748 $116,509,249 $121,828,162 $116,847,022 $117,179,294
Less:

Recovered Costs ($10,117,566) ($11,649,764) ($11,649,764) ($11,649,764) ($11,649,764)
Total Expenditures $99,848,182 $104,859,485 $110,178,398 $105,197,258 $105,529,530
Income $6,107,949 $5,873,386 $5,993,893 $5,993,893 $6,027,323
NET COST TO THE COUNTY $93,740,233 $98,986,099 $104,184,505 $99,203,365 $99,502,207
AUTHORIZED POSITIONS/FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT (FTE)

Regular 936/935.5 9417941 942 /942 934 /934 934 /934

Exempt 85/85 85/85 85/85 85/85 85/85
Program Area Summary by Agency

FY2014 FY2015 FY2015 FY2016 FY2016
Category Actual Adopted Revised Advertised Adopted
Board of Supervisors $4,662,121 $5,276,204 $5,276,164 $5,473,516 $5,588,122
Office of the County Executive 5,880,094 6,679,037 6,612,407 6,532,812 6,548,294
Department of Cable and Consumer 875,121 972,263 972,263 954,439 956,395
Services
Department of Finance 7,640,312 8,378,627 8,862,102 8,258,782 8,268,986
Department of Human Resources 6,827,764 7,324,354 7,370,572 7,290,822 7,306,424
Department of Purchasing and Supply 4,442,882 4,619,780 4,662,659 4,635,234 4,643,774
Management
Office of Public Affairs 1,230,260 1,292,658 1,345,316 1,222,514 1,226,162
Office of Elections 3,537,776 3,966,101 4,102,939 4,024,528 4,032,359
Office of the County Attorney 6,312,069 6,504,728 7,830,592 6,697,201 6,714,266
Department of Management and Budget 4,285,555 4,555,631 4,550,794 4,527,987 4,539,311
Office of the Financial and Program Auditor 238,267 357,874 357,874 367,116 367,963
Civil Service Commission 389,818 415,978 414,231 428,179 429,088
Department of Tax Administration 22,816,026 23,032,017 23,186,640 23,574,667 23,619,724
Department of Information Technology 30,710,117 31,484,233 34,633,845 31,209,411 31,288,662
Total Expenditures $99,848,182 $104,859,485 $110,178,398 $105,197,258 $105,529,530
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Budget Trends

For FY 2016, the funding level of $105,529,530 for the Legislative-Executive/Central Services program area
comprises 7.5 percent of the total General Fund Direct Expenditures of $1,409,976,323. The Legislative-
Executive/Central Services program area increased by $670,045 or 0.6 percent over the FY 2015 Adopted
Budget Plan funding level. This increase is primarily attributable to a 1.10 percent market rate adjustment

for all employees as well as a performance-based and longevity increase for non-uniformed employees,
both effective July 2015, offset by reductions utilized to balance the FY 2016 budget.

The Legislative-Executive/Central Services program area includes 1,019 positions, a decrease of 8/8.0 FTE
positions from the FY 2015 Revised Budget Plan level. This is attributable to a decrease of 10/10.0 FTE
associated with reductions utilized to balance the FY 2016 budget, offset by an increase of 2/2.0 FTE
positions in the Office of Elections, with one position providing voter registration and candidate services
based on increased workload and complexity based on changes to technology supporting campaign
finance filings as well as more complicated laws and regulations. The additional new position will
provide finance and budget support allowing the agency to consolidate all finance and budget related
duties under a single merit position which will allow other staff to focus on election related assignments.

The charts on the following page illustrate funding and position trends for the agencies in this program
area compared to countywide expenditure and position trends.
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Trends in Expenditures and Positions
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FY 2016 Expenditures by Agency

Department of Purehasing Office of Elections
and Supply Management $4,032,359
54,643,774

Civil Service Commission
$429,088

Department of Human
Resources
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Dffica of the County Executive
$6,548,294
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FY 2016 Positions by Agency
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FY 2016 Fairfax County Adopted Budget Plan (Vol. 1) - 26



Legislative-Executive Functions/Central Services
Program Area Summary

L 4
L 4

Benchmarking

Since the FY 2005 Budget, benchmarking data have been included in the annual budget as a means of
demonstrating accountability to the public for results achieved. These data, which contain indicators of
both efficiency and effectiveness, are included in each of the Program Area Summaries in Volume 1 and
in Other Funds (Volume 2) where data are available. Among the benchmarks shown are data collected by
the Auditor of Public Accounts (APA) for the Commonwealth of Virginia showing cost per capita in each
of the seven program areas (Legislative-Executive/Central Services; Judicial Administration; Public
Safety; Public Works; Health and Welfare; Parks and Libraries; and Community Development). Due to
the time required for data collection and cleaning, FY 2013 represents the most recent year for which data
are available. In Virginia, local governments follow stringent guidelines regarding the classification of
program area expenses; therefore, the data are very comparable. Cost data are provided annually to the
APA for review and compilation in an annual report. Since these data are not prepared by any one
jurisdiction, their objectivity is less questionable than they would be if collected by one of the
participants. In addition, a standard methodology is consistently followed, allowing comparison over
time. For each of the program areas, these comparisons of cost per capita are the first benchmarks shown
in these sections.

Since 2000, Fairfax County has participated in the International City/County Management Association’s
(ICMA) benchmarking effort. Approximately 150 cities, counties and towns provide comparable data
annually in at least one of 15 service areas. Many provide data for all service areas. The only one for
which Fairfax County does not provide data is Roads and Highways because the Commonwealth
maintains primary responsibility for that function for counties in Virginia. The agencies in this program
area that provide data for benchmarking include the Department of Human Resources and the
Department of Information Technology. While not all the agencies in this program area are reflected, the
benchmarks shown provide a snapshot of how Fairfax County compares to others in these service areas,
which are among the most comparable in local government. It should be noted that it is sometimes
difficult to compare various administrative functions due to variation among local governments
regarding structure and provision of service. It should also be noted that there are approximately 1,600
program-level performance indicators found throughout Volumes 1 and 2 for those seeking additional
performance measurement data by agency.

As part of the ICMA benchmarking effort, participating local governments (cities, counties and towns)
provide data on standard templates provided by ICMA in order to ensure consistency. ICMA then
performs extensive checking and data cleaning to ensure the greatest accuracy and comparability of data.
As a result of the time to collect the data and undergo ICMA'’s rigorous data cleaning processes,
information is always available with a one-year delay. FY 2013 data represent the latest available
information. The jurisdictions presented in the graphs on the following pages generally show how Fairfax
County compares to other large jurisdictions (population over 500,000). In cases where other Virginia
localities provided data, they are shown as well.

Access is a top priority for Fairfax County, which is continually striving to enhance convenience by
making services available on the Internet. In terms of information technology efficiency and effectiveness,
Fairfax County compares favorably to other large jurisdictions. It is a leader in use of Geographic
Information System (GIS) information, with the most gigabytes in the GIS database of the large
jurisdictions and other Virginia localities benchmarked. GIS supports a number of planning and
reporting applications by automating a large volume of information so it can be efficiently and effectively
used.
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Likewise in the human resources area, the County’s performance is very competitive with the other
benchmarked jurisdictions. Fairfax County has a relatively low rate of “Employee Benefits as a Percent of
Employee Salaries.” A critical area that continues to be monitored and addressed is “Permanent
Employee Turnover Rate,” which decreased from 10.1 percent in FY 2005 to 3.81 percent in FY 2013,
which clearly underscores the County’s efforts to recruit, retain and reward high performing staff. While
this figure is still high, compared to similar sized jurisdictions, Fairfax County’s rate is likely a function of
the competitive job market in the region. The County’s challenge continues to be to find ways to attract
and retain highly qualified staff in such a competitive market.

An important point to note about the ICMA comparative data effort is that since participation is
voluntary, the jurisdictions that provide data have demonstrated that they are committed to
becoming/remaining high performance organizations. Therefore, comparisons made through this
program should be considered in the context that the participants have self-selected and are inclined to be
among the higher performers rather than a random sample among local governments nationwide. It is
also important to note that not all jurisdictions respond to all questions. In some cases, the question or
process is not applicable to a particular locality or data are not available. For those reasons, the universe
of jurisdictions with which Fairfax County is compared is not always the same for each benchmark.

Agencies use this ICMA benchmarking data in order to determine how County performance compares to
other peer jurisdictions. Where other high performers are identified, the challenge is to learn what
processes, systems or methods they use that contribute to their high level of performance. This is an
ongoing process that is continually evolving and improving.

LEGISLATIVE-EXECUTIVE FUNCTIONS/CENTRAL SERVICES:
General Government Cost Per Capita

Spotsylvania County $89.03
Stafford County $91.05
Chesterfield County $95.48
Prince William County $104.81
Norfolk $106.12
Newport News $120.71
Virginia Beach $121.07
Loudoun County $128.34
Chesapeake $147.58
Henrico County $158.43
Hampton $171.74
Arlington County $184.65
Fairfax County | ] $189.02
Alexandria | $242.01
Vienna $256.41
Fairfax City $267.23
Falls Church $276.00

$0 $350

Source: Commonwealth of Virginia Auditor of Public Accounts FY 2013 Data
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From Management Control

LEGISLATIVE-EXECUTIVE FUNCTIONS/CENTRAL SERVICES:
Percent of Grievances Resolved Before Passing
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Source: ICMA FY 2013 Data
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LEGISLATIVE-EXECUTIVE FUNCTIONS/CENTRAL SERVICES:
Permanent Employee Turnover Rate

Milwaukee County, WI

Bernalillo County, NM

Dallas, TX 1.72%
Phoenix, AZ 1.74%
Miami-Dade County, FL 2.23%
Oklahoma City, OK 2.82%
Portland, OR 2.90%
Alameda County, CA 3.03%
San Antonio, TX 3.52%
Fairfax County, VA | ] 3.81%
Contra Costa County, CA | 4.53%
Austin, TX 5.44%
San Mateo County, CA 6.38%

7.78%

10.33%

0%

Source: ICMA FY 2013 Data
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LEGISLATIVE-EXECUTIVE FUNCTIONS/CENTRAL SERVICES:
Percentage of Repairs to the Telephone and Data Network Resolved
Within 24 Hours

Dallas, TX

Portland, OR

Mesa, AZ

Fairfax County, VA 57.60%

Oklahoma City, OK 57.51%

Bernalillo County, NM 0.88%

San Antonio, TX | 0.00%

97.26%

Miami-Dade County, FL 93.28%

0%
Source: ICMA FY 2013 Data
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LEGISLATIVE-EXECUTIVE FUNCTIONS/CENTRAL SERVICES:
Percent of Calls Resolved By Help Desk at Time of Call

|

Dallas, TX 71.43%

Lake County, IL 58.52%

San Antonio, TX 47.39%

Fairfax County, VA | 41.10%

Oklahoma City, OK

31.45%

Bernalillo County, NM 28.77%

|

0%

Source: ICMA FY 2013 Data
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LEGISLATIVE-EXECUTIVE FUNCTIONS/CENTRAL SERVICES:

Fairfax County, VA

Portland, OR

Milwaukee County, WI

Mesa, AZ

Oklahoma City, OK

Miami-Dade County, FL

San Antonio, TX

Kansas City, MO

Bernalillo County, NM

Source: ICMA FY 2013 Data
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