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Proposed Five-Year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) for FY2018 through FY2022

I am pleased to present to you the Proposed Five-Year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) for the fiscal
periods FY2018 through FY2022. This document represents an effort to assess and effectively plan for
Gloucester County’s capital budget. The document represents requests put forward by County
departments and the School Board. Overall, those requests (unmodified) exceed $80 million over the next
five years. This amount is indicative of the County’s increasing infrastructure requests and is
representative of the demand that the capital budget will continue to place on resource allocation in the
future. While the recommended FY2018 capital budget is largely comprised of the County’s most pressing
capital needs, it also includes pre-planning for major projects recommended in subsequent years. The
adoption of the Five-Year CIP does not appropriate funds, nor commit the Board of Supervisors, to any
expenditure in fiscal years two through five. A project in the Five-Year CIP does not constitute a guarantee
of funding from the County; projects will be added, deleted and/or amended as necessary, in accordance
with guidance provided by the Board. The first fiscal year is appropriated in conjunction with the FY2018
Adopted Budget.
The Capital Improvement Program forecasts anticipated expenditures, approximate timing and source of
funding for each project. It represents a balance between available resources and competing County
priorities, while ensuring compliance with the County’s fiscal policies. Service demands continue to
complicate the task of allocating limited resources. Major maintenance associated with both school and
County facilities is addressed as a means of ensuring that our infrastructure does not deteriorate to the
point of inoperability and/or generate significant increased cost due to the emergence of unplanned repairs
and replacements.
In the years since the Great Recession, the County limited its CIP in efforts to ensure the County’s ability
to pay for new projects and set realistic expectations for timing and designation of future projects.
Beginning with the last budget cycle, the Board of Supervisors has vetted all capital projects to ensure
proper placement, prioritization and timing within the plan. The proposed plan maintains these goals while
addressing limited changes due to revised timelines, project scope, or current cost estimates.
The relationship between the CIP and the operating budget is carefully considered during the operating
budget process. The CIP has three direct impacts on the operating budget:
1. Any projects funded with general fund resources must be evaluated, prioritized and competed with
other needs for the limited resources available for that year;
2. Any project funded with long‐term debt financing must be in compliance with the County’s debt
policy and must anticipate the impact of the repayment of debt service on current and future
operating budget years; and
3. Operating life cycle costs from implementation, such as staffing and maintenance costs.
The program is a dynamic plan, revised annually, that proposes the acquisition, development,
enhancement and/or replacement of public facilities to serve County residents and economic base. The
CIP also serves as a guide for the County’s development policies and the Board of Supervisors’ vision and
strategic priorities for the efficient and effective provision of county capital facilities. The resulting proposed
five-year CIP reflects difficult decisions in the allocation of limited resources among competing demands.
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The benefits of viable five-year capital improvement program include the following:
 Eliminates the duplication of project requests and enables the County to take advantage of
joint planning and shared county facilities;
 Assists in implementing the County's Comprehensive Plan and related policies;
 Establishes a system of annual examination and prioritization of county needs;
 Focuses attention on community goals and objectives;
 Allows for proper programming and project design;
 Allows for the identification of appropriate project financing and construction schedules;
 Helps provide a framework for the equitable distribution of public improvements throughout
the County;
 Provides a basis for formulation of bond referenda, borrowing programs or other revenue
producing measures;
 Facilitates capital expenditure and revenue estimates and helps to avoid emergency financing
methods;
 Encourages efficient government administration;
 Fosters a sound and stable financial program;
 Bridges the gap between day-to-day operations of county government and the County's longrange development goals.
Key Highlights of the Five Year Proposed CIP Plan
The total requests for five-year CIP (as modified) is $69,410,451 consisting of $7,701,025 for county,
$59,149,426 for schools, and $2,560,000 for utilities.
The recommended five-year CIP (as modified) is $33,255,465 consisting of $5,140,025 for county,
$25,555,440 for schools, and $2,560,000 for utilities.
The proposed five-year CIP allocates funding for critical needs in the following areas: renovations, major
maintenance and the expansion of existing facilities, new construction projects, road and accessibility
improvements, and critical technology projects.
Significant Projects included in the first year of the CIP








Initial funding for major repairs for the Gloucester High School (GHS) to include HVAC, roof
repairs, and other projects
Initial funding for HVAC replacement at Peasley Middle School
Initial funding for bus compound relocation / combined transportation facility construction
Continued funding for replacement of school buses
Lighting replacement in all schools except GHS and Page
Roofing replacement/coating at GHS, Achilles, and Botetourt
Funding for major maintenance, renovation, and technology

The Recommended FY18-FY22 Capital Improvement Plan will be presented to the Board of Supervisors
on January 17, 2017 during your regular work session meeting. It will include discussion of how projects
were selected for inclusion into the five-year plan. Also, during that time, a public hearing for additional
citizen comments will be requested for February 7 during the Board of Supervisors’ regular meeting.
Please contact me if any questions.
Thank you.
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Introduction
The purpose of having a Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) is to assess the County’s existing
condition and identify needs which must be addressed to accomplish planning goals set forth by
the Board of Supervisors (BOS). The CIP sets forth needs and priorities to coordinate the
development of County facilities with anticipated funding sources, growth, and the community’s
ability to pay. It serves as a “blueprint” for the future of the community and is a dynamic tool, not
a static document.
Having adequate public infrastructure is important to the effective and efficient delivery of services
to the public. By saying where public schools, water or sewer lines, drainage and other
improvements should be constructed, the County can encourage development in appropriate
areas. “Appropriate” is used here to mean consistent with adopted policies and plans. This
makes the CIP a key document in influencing and managing growth.
The CIP is also an important tool in ensuring efficient use of limited financial resources. The
acquisition, construction, expansion, rehabilitation and upgrading of infrastructure constitute a
major demand on the financial resources that must be planned for in advance and must be
comprehensive. For these reasons, the County of Gloucester annually develops a five-year CIP
Plan to define needs, set priorities, plan funding and anticipate impacts of proposed capital
projects on the operating budget of the government. By reviewing anticipated revenues with
anticipated capital needs, priorities can be established to ensure that essential public services
can be continued and improved without interruption.
This document was developed to provide guidance to those requesting departments and
agencies, as well as the County Administrator’s CIP Development Team, on consistent and
relevant criteria for review and prioritization of capital projects and to assist them in linking projects
and priorities with needs and key County plans and/or strategies. These criteria are applied to
each capital project request, whether a new request, amended request, or an update of a project
with partial funding. While traditional criteria, such as safety, health and urgency, remain
important, consideration should be given to County goals and strategic and other plans in
determining funding priorities.
Legal Basis for the CIP
The CIP is prepared pursuant to Article 5 of Section 15.2-2239 of the Code of Virginia, as
amended, which reads:
“A local planning commission may, and at the direction of the governing body shall, prepare and
revise annually a capital improvement program based on the comprehensive plan of the locality
for a period not to exceed the ensuing five years. The commission shall submit the program
annually to the governing body, or to the chief administrative officer or other official charged with
preparation of the budget for the locality, at such time as it or he shall direct. The capital
improvement program shall include the commission's recommendations, and estimates of cost of
the facilities and the means of financing them, to be undertaken in the ensuing fiscal year and in
a period not to exceed the next four years, as the basis of the capital budget for the locality. In
the preparation of its capital budget recommendations, the commission shall consult with the chief
administrative officer or other executive head of the government of the locality, the heads of
departments and interested citizens and organizations and shall hold such public hearings as it
deems necessary.”
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Currently in Gloucester County, the CA’s CIP Development Team prepares the CIP program with
the Planning Commission reviewing it for consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.
Following is the CIP in brief including key dates and highlights of the process, and a flow chart
showing the overall process.

Key Dates in the CIP Development Process
Date

Responsible Party

Capital Improvement Plan Development Action Items

August 5, 2016

Director of Financial Services

Distribute FY2018-2022 CIP Submission Request Package

August 2016

Director of Financial Services

Provide any SharePoint Training

August 2016

Director of Financial Services

Create/revise CIP Procedural Guidelines for CA's CIP
Development Team Review and Approval

AugustSeptember 2016

Directors of Engineering, IT, and
Financial Services

Provide CIP creation and submission assistance

September 7,
2016

Dept Directors, State & Const Officers,
& Schools

Submit CIP Project Requests for FY2018-2022

September 2016

County Administrator, Assistant County
Administrator, Planning & Zoning,
Engineering, and Financial Services
Directors

Preliminary review of CIP Submission Requests, requesting any
necessary revisions/clarifications from Dept Directors

September 2016

Director of Financial Services

Convene the team to develop the Proposed FY18-FY22 CIP;
review and approve CIP Procedural Guidelines (initial mtg)

September 2016
thru October 2016

County Administrator's CIP
Development Team

Continue development the Proposed FY18-FY22 CIP under the
approved CIP Procedural Guidelines

November 3, 2016

County Administrator's CIP
Development Team

5 Year CIP recommendation presented to Planning Commission

December 1, 2016

Planning Commission

Reviews recommendations and provides input on the Proposed
5 Year CIP (FY18-FY22)

December 2016

County Administrator's CIP
Development Team

Revises Proposed 5 Year CIP (FY18-FY22) as necessary for
recommendation to BOS

January 2017

County Administrator

Presents recommended 5 Year CIP (FY18-FY22) to BOS;
Requests Public Hearing

February 2017

Board of Supervisors

Conducts Public Hearing, discussions, etc

February 2017

County Administrator's CIP
Development Team

Revises 5 Year CIP (FY18-FY22) as necessary for submission
with FY2018 Annual Proposed Budget

March 2017

County Administrator

Presents Final Proposed 5 Year CIP with FY2018 Proposed
Annual Operating Budget

April-May 2017

Board of Supervisors

Approves 5 Year CIP Plan with Annual Operating Budget
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Flowchart of Process for Review, Recommendation, and Adoption of the CIP

County Plans, Priorities, and Policies
Through the CIP, the BOS establishes its priorities for large-cost, long-term improvements to
public facilities, such as schools, public buildings, parks and recreation facilities, as well as
acquisition of technology systems and equipment. The CIP is coordinated with various County
policies and governmental regulations as applicable to include:
BOS’ Policy – Debt Obligation Policy
BOS’ Policy – Fund Balance Policy
BOS’ Vision for 2035
Commercial Site Plans
Community Planning Initiatives and Projects
Comprehensive Plan
County Administrator’s Policy – County Facilities Maintenance, Repair, and Replacement Fund
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Policy
Emergency Operation Plans (EOPs)
Federal and State Government Regulatory Requirements
Gloucester County Code
Master Plans
Storm Water Management Ordinance or related
Sub-Area Plans
Three Year Strategic Plan adopted June 2015
Transportation Plans
Where possible, each project in the CIP should be linked to a BOS’ priority, policy, or government
regulation, and this linkage should be mentioned on each project detail page. The County’s vision
includes enhancing the infrastructure quality of our community and providing an environment and
services valued by our citizens. The County’s core strategies include achieving multiple positive
outcomes and utilizing a quality approach. The development of the CIP offers an important
opportunity to put adopted vision and core strategic priorities into action. To do so requires that
the managing departments and agencies of the CIP continue to coordinate with one another and
with other stakeholders in the development of their respective capital projects and programs to
maximize opportunities for achieving multiple outcomes, and carefully evaluate and establish the
appropriate level of aesthetics and quality for each project at the lowest possible cost. Such
opportunities, undertaken in a coordinated manner, often have less overall cost and less overall
disruption to the community, than if undertaken individually.
CIP Organization and Eligibility
Capital projects are arranged by priorities within the County’s business areas to direct resources.
The CIP document serves to communicate County priorities to the public via the capital budget
development and public hearing process and through public access to the actual approved CIP
document.
To qualify as a capital project or expenditure and be requested in the CIP, a project must fulfill
the following requirements:
1. Have a minimum established cost of $50,000 or be of such a significant nature as to
prevent its being funded in the Operating Budget.
2. Be a major expenditure for:
a. Construction – Production of long-term assets, fixed works and structures, or
additions, replacements and major alterations, either on a contractual basis by
private contractors or by county work forces. Costs may include: planning and
designing; grading, landscaping and other site improvements; relocation costs;
and provision of equipment and facilities that are integral parts of a structure. If a
project involves upgrades or renovation to an existing facility, it should substantially
increase the value of the facility or substantially extend the life of the facility. Small
capital acquisitions, or those with short life cycles, should be included in the
Operating Budget. Construction excludes expenditures for normal repairs,
recurring costs, maintenance and supplies (different from construction materials
utilized by County forces) unless these cannot be readily segregated. Construction
may include major repairs, such as building renovations if the work extends the
useful life of the asset.
b. Purchase of Land and Existing Structures – Purchase of land and right-of-ways,
title searches, and similar activities associated with the purchase transaction.
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c. Communications and Information Technology Projects – Equipment, major
software applications and infrastructure improvements to develop or enhance the
County’s communications, automation, and information capabilities.
NOTE: Projects designed for master planning or solely study and analysis should not be
requested or included in the CIP, but should be requested in the Operating Budget. Likewise,
maintenance,
repairs
or
modifications, which do not
increase the useful life of existing
facilities do not qualify as capital
projects and should be requested
in the Operating Budget rather
than the CIP. However, in some
cases, it may be suitable to
request that the acquisition of a
major
capital
asset
be
considered as a capital project.
The purchase of rolling stock
should not be included as part of capital projects. The additional rolling stock needs of a new or
expanded facility are considered part of the facility's on-going operations and should be requested
through the operating budget along with any additional maintenance costs. This enables the
County to better plan for items like vehicle purchases, track the fleet inventory, and plan for the
maintenance needs of additional vehicles as increasing the size of the fleet impacts the County’s
maintenance operations and budget.
Annual Funding Allocations and Additional Funding Appropriations for Projects
Within the five year CIP program, the only year actually appropriated by the BOS is “Year One”
and is called the “Capital Budget” (see illustration below). Available funding for a project is
comprised of appropriations from previous years (i.e., appropriations-to-date) and “Year One”
funding. Resources in Years 2 through 5 are un-appropriated and are not available for
expenditures. However, since land may be acquired, design work completed, or construction
begun, it is recognized that projects for which partial funding is appropriated may be given higher
priority for future funding than those projects with no appropriations. At the same time that
appropriations occur, the estimated revenues or means of financing involving cash/pay-as-yougo, bonds, leases, or other debt instruments is authorized. These annual funding allocations may
be increased by funds available through grants from State or Federal agencies or other newly
identified sources of funding. Please ensure that the revenue supporting the project can be
realized and that there is a written agreement of funding award from the grantor agency.
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Guideline #1: Establishing and Requesting New Projects or Additional Funding for Existing
Projects
CIP projects are identified by Department and Agency Directors, State and Constitutional Officers,
County Administrator, or through the Board of Supervisors or School Board requests. Each
section is responsible for coordinating, managing, reviewing, and submitting requests to the
Director of Financial Services within prescribed timeframes. While projects can be approved by
action of the BOS any time during a fiscal year, the formal CIP development begins in July of
each year and culminates in BOS’ approval of the CIP typically no later than the following May for
the next five-year period. Projects requested and approved out of cycle should be limited to
emergencies or unforeseeable emerging trends for which action cannot be postponed until the
next CIP development cycle.
Several steps are involved when establishing a capital project in order to provide sufficient
information to decision makers. Please see Appendix A for the FY2018-2022 CIP Submission
Packet for more details.
Guideline #2: Submitting, Reviewing, Recommending, and Adopting the CIP Plan
A budget is a spending plan that balances expenditures and available revenues over a fixed
period of time. The CIP development process has numerous review stages before a project is
approved by the BOS with expenditure authority. Participants and the processes employed in the
review process are described below:
The Requesting Department or Agency can be any department or agency in the County or
Schools. The requesting agency determines if the project meets the criteria of a capital project.
If not, the agency should request the project through the operating budget. If uncertain, the
agency should contact either the Director of Engineering or Financial Services for guidance.
The requesting agency provides information to the Director of Financial Services and the CA’s
CIP Development Team primarily to:
1. Describe and justify the project and its scope;
2. Provide cost estimates if available (if not, the Engineering Department will develop these);
and
3. Estimate the impact on future operation and maintenance resources.
If data cannot be provided within the budget development timeframe, the project request is
deferred.
Also included in this group are Gloucester County Residents who can submit their ideas and
recommendations for capital projects through SpeakUp Gloucester! on the Gloucester County
website and/or by contacting County Administration, including Financial Services, Planning
Commission, or through the scheduled Public Hearing. Residents’ submissions will be referred
to and involve the related department and/or agency to develop a formal CIP submission request
if applicable.
The County Administrator’s CIP Development Team exists and composition may vary from
year to year. Generally, the team may include the County Administrator or his/her designee,
Assistant County Administrator, Director of Planning and Zoning, Director of Engineering, Director
of Information Technology, and the Director of Financial Services. The School Division has a
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separate process, which involves requests that are approved for submission into the 5 Year CIP
development process by the School Board.
The team is responsible for reviewing related policies and procedures and making any
recommended changes prior to the start of the CIP budget development process. The team
reviews the projects for eligibility, understandability and completeness of justification, and
reasonableness of the capital and future operating cost estimates. The team discusses and
evaluates potential funding options. Where appropriate, department and agency representatives
attend specific team meetings to provide information about specific projects under consideration,
clarifying any issues in the submissions, and verifies costs and funding sources. The team is also
responsible for developing a Proposed 5 Year CIP that balances appropriations with estimated
revenues for the five-year period, taking into account demands that projects may make on the
operating budget in the future, and commitments for approved projects beyond the five-year CIP
period. They provide a County-wide review of the submitted CIP project requests with the goal
of providing the Planning Commission and the BOS with a prioritized list of recommendations.
The team makes funding recommendations for a balanced (appropriations vs. revenues)
Proposed 5 Year CIP.
The CA’s CIP Development Team prepares the Proposed 5 Year CIP packet of submitted CIP
projects with proposed funding sources. The Director of Financial Services is also responsible
for providing an estimate of debt capacity and unassigned fund balance availability based on
related policy requirements.
The Planning Commission’s responsibility is to review the Proposed 5 Year CIP for conformity
with the Comprehensive Plan. The Commission is to provide input and confirm that the Proposed
5 Year CIP will further the objectives and policies set forth in the Comprehensive Plan and not
obstruct their attainment.
The Board of Supervisors makes the ultimate decisions about capital projects and their funding
and must, by law, approve projects and any changes to supporting revenues. The School Board,
in its capacity as an independently elected body, recommends a School capital program to the
Board of Supervisors. The BOS, however, has responsibility for authorizing appropriations and,
therefore, must give final approval to School projects as a part of the approved 5 Year CIP.
The BOS may add projects, defer or delete projects, approve new revenues or additional
revenues, and may change the scope of a project. Approval occurs at the same time as the
operating budget (early to mid-April), which means that the BOS must receive the
recommendation for a 5 Year CIP before March of each year to allow adequate time for public
hearings and BOS’ study and deliberation. The BOS’ acts on the recommendations from the
Planning Commission, CA’s CIP Development Team, and the public hearings.
Once a project is approved by BOS, it requires Board action to substantially change that project.
This applies not only to increase funding but to the scope and description of the project as well.
It is critical that requesting departments and agencies ensure the accuracy of project costs and
information so that corrections are not needed after Board approval. If external conditions beyond
control of the government (e.g., federal regulation change, change in the State budget) force a
change in project scope or cost, these changes must be approved by the BOS. This should be
done as soon as accurate information on the needed change is available, but must be done prior
to procurement or contract amendment action is taken.
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Guideline #3: Criteria for Prioritization
All projects must be prioritized. Fundamentally, every project should be evaluated by asking,
“What difference will it make if this project is not funded?” This might include what customers
(residents & business owners) will be affected by this project and what service will be impacted
by this project. Since the CIP is a long- term plan to direct limited resources to the County’s most
critical capital needs, the following questions also should be asked for each project: “Why this
level or cost? Why this year or cycle?”
General Criteria for Prioritizing Capital Projects:
Consistency or Relationship to:
Board of Supervisors’ Priorities
Comprehensive Plan
Financial Planning
Legally Required/Mandated
Operating Budgets
Population Served
Protection of Capital/Fixed Assets
Public Health and Safety
Public Support
Relationship to Other Projects
Standard of Service
Strategic Plans or Goals
Urgency or Need
Utilizing these criteria, each Requesting Department or Agency will rate their CIP project and
submit as part of their proposed project. The CA’s CIP Development Team recommends a list of
projects and funding mechanism based on the ratings within the 5 Year CIP. Also they may
recommend reallocation of appropriations-to-date in existing projects to high-priority projects or
provide “unused” and available resources for new projects. Please see Appendix B: Capital
Project Prioritization Rating Standards.
Guideline #4: Funding Sources
The 5 Year CIP is a financial plan that forecasts the anticipated expenditures and approximate
timing and source of funding for each project. The adoption of the 5 Year CIP does not
appropriate funds, nor commits the BOS to any expenditure in fiscal years two through five. The
first fiscal year is appropriated in conjunction with the Adopted Budget.
The relationship between the CIP and the operating budget is carefully considered during the
operating budget development process. The CIP has three direct impacts on the operating
budget:
1. Any projects funded with general fund resources must be evaluated and prioritized with
other needs for the competing resources for that year;
2. Any project funded with long‐term debt financing must be in compliance with the debt
policy and must anticipate the impact of the repayment of debt service on current and
future budget years; and
3. Operating life cycle costs from implementation, such as on-going staffing and
maintenance costs.
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The following are the typical CIP funding sources utilized by the County:
Connection/Development Fees: Public Utility fees associated with new water and sewer
connections to obtain capacity in the utility system.
Fund Balance Assignment: Funds transferred from the General Fund that were classified as an
assigned or committed fund balance and in excess of the unassigned fund balance required by
County policy.
General Fund: Direct payments from the County's operating revenue.
Long‐Term Debt: Provides current financial resources to governmental funds, while the
repayment of the principal and interest of long‐term debt consumes the current financial resources
of governmental funds.
Prior Year’s Balance ‐ Asset Forfeiture: Asset forfeiture funds which have been received in a
prior year and recorded as part of the General Fund’s restricted fund balance which are being
appropriated for use on an authorized judicial or law enforcement project.
Proffers: Cash proffers are only used to finance the related construction or public improvements
for which the payments were received.
Revenue Bonds: Payments from the proceeds of the sale of Revenue Bonds. These bonds
pledge the revenue generating potential of a facility or utility system.
State and Federal Grants: Payments from the State and Federal Government to provide facilities
promoted by the State and Federal agencies.
User Fees: Public Utility or other fees paid by existing customers of the related services.
Guideline #5: Reporting on the Capital Budget
The County recognizes the importance of timely and accurate reporting on projects adopted in
the capital budget. Leadership and citizens should all have the ability to review the status and
expected completion of approved capital projects. The Director of Financial Services, in
conjunction with project managers, provides periodic reports routinely on all ongoing capital
projects. The reports compare actual expenditures to the original and revised budgets; identify
level of completion of the project; enumerate any changes in scope of the project; and alert
management to any concerns with completion of the project on time or on schedule.
Conclusion
The CIP is primarily a planning document. As such, it is subject to change each year as the needs
of the community become more defined and projects move closer to final implementation. The
adoption of the Capital Improvement Program is neither a commitment to a particular project nor
a limitation to a particular cost. As a basic tool for scheduling anticipated capital projects and
capital financing, the CIP is a key element in planning and controlling future debt service
requirements. For this reason, the CIP includes some projects where needs have been defined,
but specific solutions or funding amounts have not been identified. When adopted, the CIP
provides the framework for the County Administrator and the Board of Supervisors with respect
to managing bond sales, investment planning and project planning.
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Appendix A: The FY2018-FY2022 CIP Submission Packet
GENERAL INFORMATION
The purpose of this instructional package is to aid in the preparation and development of your department's five
year projection of capital projects beginning with FY2018.
DEFINITION OF THE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (CIP)
The CIP is presented annually to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors (BOS). The first year of
the CIP is a combined capital and major maintenance budget and is a list of projects for implementation during
the coming fiscal year. The CIP is updated annually as new needs become known and as priorities change. It is
possible that a project with low priority can remain in the CIP longer than five years as more important projects
appear and move ahead of it for quick implementation. Conversely, a project may be implemented more quickly
than originally planned due to changing priorities.
DEFINITION OF A CIP PROJECT
The CIP process provides for the identification, planning, reviewing and budgeting of capital projects. A CIP
project is a major expenditure of $50K or more that is of a fixed nature or long life of 5 years or more and adds
to the net assets of the County. $50K indicates total project or unit cost. For example, if a project requires $15K
each year for five years, the total cost is $75K; therefore, the project should be included in the CIP. CIP projects
fall within one of the following categories:
A. Capital Project - New construction, equipment and/or infrastructure investments or enhancements. These
projects get reviewed by the County Administrator's CIP Development Team. Please use the “CIP Project
Request Form.”
1. Land acquisition or lease;
2. Acquisition or improvement of property with a total cost exceeding $50,000, and a useful life of five years or
more;
3. Major additions to public buildings with a total cost exceeding $50,000, and a useful life of five years or more;
Some examples of capital projects are: new sewer lines, parks, libraries, waterlines, and new or major additions
school or county buildings.
B. Capital Maintenance Project - Major repairs, replacements. Please use the "CIP Project Request Form."
1. Replacement equipment exceeding $50,000, with an expected life of five years or more;
2. Building renovations, roof or HVAC repairs or replacements exceeding $50,000 with an expected life of five
years or more;
3. Any other capital investments to maintain current facilitating programs that exceed $50,000 and have an
estimated life of five years or more.
Some examples of capital maintenance projects are: roof replacements; refurbishments of existing facilities;
replacement of large construction vehicles; parking lot paving/repaving; and HVAC replacement/repair.
Non-CIP/Capital Outlay Projects - Recurring maintenance, repair, and replacements and do not meet the
definition of a CIP project. CIP Project Request Form is NOT required. Please submit with Departmental
Operating Budget.
1. Replacement of vehicles and equipment under $50,000 with an expected life of less than five years.
2. General maintenance, repairs, replacement under $50,000 with an expected life of less than five years
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Appendix A: The FY2018-FY2022 CIP Submission Packet

Some examples of Capital Outlay are: Sheriff and County vehicles, replacement of an HVAC unit, an office
renovation.
Engineering or planning studies that are directly linked to a specific capital project are part of the cost of that
project. Such engineering studies should be included in the project request of which they are a part. Other
studies and plans can be major expenses of a nonrecurring nature, but are not County assets in the sense of a
building; they will be given special treatment. They are generally not listed in the CIP, but are shown in the
Operating Budget.
DEPARTMENT RESPONSIBILITIES
A Department Director is responsible for submitting proposed projects that are to be included in the CIP.
Departments should only submit the following:
New projects that have not received funding in prior CIPs
Projects included in the adopted CIP with updates (such as change in dollar amount requested, change in year of
anticipated expenditure, change in project description and/or design) and submitted on the revised forms
conforming to the new procedure requirements
All capital projects are to be submitted electronically on the attached forms uploaded to the SharePoint site.
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Appendix A: The FY2018-FY2022 CIP Submission Packet
GENERAL DIRECTIONS FOR THE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM REQUEST FORMS
The attached forms are used when a CIP project is requested to be included in the County Budget and within the
5 Year CIP Plan. Please complete the CIP Project Request Form(s) for capital or major maintenance projects. The
information on these forms will be used to evaluate and assign priorities to all requests. Since there is never
enough money to do everything, some projects may be excluded in the first year Capital or Capital Maintenance
Budgets or even in the five-year CIP. It is very important that the forms are accurately and COMPLETELY (all pink
areas) fill out and project justifications are completed as described below to ensure that the request will receive
a fair review relative to other requests. If not completely filled out, forms will be returned to the Department
Director to complete missing information. One file and any additional informational attachments for the
projects are to be electronically submitted per departmental budget unit by uploading to the department's
folder on SharePoint and contain all the requested projects (each with its own Project Tab and if necessary
Additional for Project Tab).
CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM INSTRUCTIONS
The CIP Project Request Form presents all the basic information required for each individual project to be
considered. All projects must be identified separately, and the applicable forms (tabs labeled-ProjectName &
Add for ProjName-if needed) completed for each one. For example, for water system improvements, each
waterline should be considered a separate project. Before starting, you may want to copy the blank project
form tab for the number of projects to be submitted. To do so, right click on the tab->select Move or Copy>select (move to end)->check Create a Copy->click OK. To change the tab's name, right click on the tab->Select
Rename->enter in the name of the project->click Enter.
In order to begin entering information into a pink field on a tab, the password is - edit
1. DATE OF SUBMISSION: Enter date of submission.
2. CHECK BOXES: Check (X) whether project qualifies as Capital Project or Capital Maintenance (see General
Information).
3. PROJECT TITLE: Enter name of proposed project. Example: HVAC Replacement.
4. PROJECT LOCATION: Suggested location of proposed project. If the purchased item, equipment or
constructed facility will remain at a physical address, provide the address and existing facility name if known. If
site selection is required, provide details in the space provided or in the project narrative.
5. COUNTY/SCHOOL: Identify whether this is a project for the County or the Schools.
6. DEPT NAME & BUDGET UNIT #: Insert dept name and corresponding 16-digit budget unit number (no dashes).
7. CONTACT NAME/PHONE/EMAIL: Enter name and contact information of person who is the main point of
contact regarding this submission.
8. DEPARTMENT PRIORITIZATION RATING: The form has been revised to incorporate the new rating criteria
adopted during the FY2017-2021 CIP development process. The Criteria Ratings tab provides an explanation of
each criteria based on the selected rating of 9, 6, 3, or 0. Please fill in the rating number for the criteria in the
columns for each project submitted.
10. PROPOSED SCHEDULE/COST: Complete each blank requested. Dollar amounts should be in Current Year
dollars. Please round to the nearest thousand dollars, ie if a cost is $158,788, enter $159,000. If you have any
questions, please contact the Director of Financial Services.
a. Enter the proposed starting and ending dates for construction, updates, or improvements.
b. Useful Life of Facility/Equipment: Enter how long is facility or equipment anticipated to be used for.
c. Design/Engineering Cost: Include any design and engineering costs, including feasibility studies, preparation of
site plans or building plans and pre-development studies (such as natural resources or archaeological studies).
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d. Construction/Equipment Cost: Include cost to purchase land, build and equip/furnish the proposed project.
e. Previous Funding/Fiscal Year: Amount funded previously through CIP or other means and in what year the
funding was received.
f. Annual/Recurring Costs & Recurring Revenue Generated: Enter what the estimated operating budget
expenses will be annually (such as maintenance, staffing, and future capital outlay like furnishings and
technology that are not planned for installation with initial construction), and how much revenue is anticipated
to be generated by the proposed project annually.
g. Capital Cost/Funding Analysis: Enter the amounts requested and proposed financing/funding method for each
year over the next five years in the capital budget.
11. PROJECT NARRATIVE/JUSTIFICATION:
a. Indicate whether the project is mandated (Yes/No), Mandating Agency, and whether the Agency is Federal,
State, or Local.
b. Every narrative needs to start of with a statement of need for the project and what it is expected to
accomplish. Quantify the benefits. Give a detailed explanation whether the project is to replace existing
facilities and land or is an addition involving an increase in service delivery. A description of buildings or land
acquisition projects should include function, dimensions, overall characteristics, unusual conditions, and any
other pertinent information. Directly identify and describe its relationship to regional, Local, State, and Federal
policies and plans, as well as the requesting department's own multiyear plans and program. Specific
County/Department Goals and Objectives should be cited.
c. Indicate and quantify any alternatives that might meet the needs indicated for the proposed projects and why
they were rejected in favor of this proposed project-ie cost/benefit analysis.
d. Indicate and quantify what the consequences would be on services if the project is not funded. In addition, if
the project is located or serves areas outside Gloucester County, clear justification is especially critical. Please
include the operating costs for the current equipment or facility as compared to the cost of proposal. For
example, the existing building requires frequent electrical repairs and heating and cooling costs are excessive
(quantify $$). A new building would realize operating savings within XX years of completion. Another example
would be duplication of efforts with existing software and new software would result in fewer labor hours and
decreased labor costs.
e. Outline any potential liabilities that need to be prepared for with doing or not doing this project.
f. If additional information not requested would be helpful in understanding the project, please provide it.
g. If more space is needed than beyond what is visible for each question, either use the space for Item 5 or the
space available in the Add for ProjName sheet renaming the tab to the correct project name. Be sure to
reference which item the information is intented to complete. Your entire answer needs to be completely
visible in the available space on the form itself.
12. ATTACHMENTS: Indicate title of any additional attachments or web links related to the project submission,
including any plans referenced in the narrative above, specifying any particular section and/or pages of the
document that is in direct support of the project. If any feasibility or other studies have been completed in
association with a submitted project, please submit copies as an attachment to the application. Please include
photo(s) and a location map to help us understand the project and its relationship to other projects.
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FAQs for CIP Submission Requests
If a project was included in an out-year of the most recent CIP (FY2017-2021), do I need to submit
that project for funding again?
Yes, you should submit a project every year that it needs funding, regardless of what was planned in
the previous CIP. It is particularly important to submit this year due to the revised forms to include the
criteria ratings and additional justification requirements.
If a project was approved for funding but revised funding is required based on new information, do I
need to submit that project for funding again?
Yes, you should submit with any updated information and/or additional options as priorities and needs
change and on the revised form requests following the revised processes and procedures.
If a project was not recommended for funding, should I re-submit that project for funding again?
Yes, you should submit with any updated information and/or additional options as priorities and needs
change and on the revised form requests following the revised processes and procedures.
Do I submit technology improvement projects request using these forms?
Yes, they will go through an evaluation process that will include the Director of IT & GIS.
What if I don’t know how much funding I need?
Depending on type of project, contact the Engineering Director, IT Director, and/or Purchasing Director
for assistance and recommendations. Requests with no budgets will not be considered for funding. It is
critical that the submitted budgets are accurate. Make all requests in today’s dollars. The Director of
Financial Services will adjust for inflation for projects requested in out years.
Would I still submit a CIP request form if my project is estimated above $50K but does not meet the
definition of a Capital Improvement?
When in doubt, consult with the Engineering Director, IT Director, or Director of Financial Services or
complete the form and submit by the due date indicated. The CA's CIP Development Team will review
and determine whether it is CIP eligible or return to the Department Director to re-submit as part of
their operating budget under Capital Outlay.
Can I submit a project after September 7, 2016?
The date for submissions is a hard deadline. The 5 Year CIP information is being routed early to allow
all departments ample time to draft their submissions. The CA's CIP Development Team will need all
requests in on time in order to evaluate and complete their recommended 5 Year CIP to the Planning
Commission and subsequently to the BOS for their consideration.
How are the projects prioritized for funding?
The CA's CIP Development Team will set the prioritization criteria each year. However, you can
generally expect the following items to be considered:
a. Comprehensive, Strategic Priority, or other approved plan alignment
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b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

Critical, time-sensitive, needs
Mandate compliance
Major maintenance issues
Projects with revenue-generating and/or cost reduction potential
Improvements that support economic development
Changes in policy or community needs

How do I submit my project for consideration?
See the Instructions tab. If you still have questions, contact the Director of Financial Services.
Do I fill out the forms for projects in out years?
Yes, you will need to fill out a project submission form for each project you are projecting to start and
request funding for during this cycle (FY2018, FY2019, FY2020, FY2021, and FY2022).
How do I make changes to areas on the form not in pink?
Areas outside the pink cells are protected and not editable. If you have a question or suggested change
about an area please contact the Director of Financial Services.
When I try to enter information into the pink cells, a pop-up appears indicating a password is needed
to unprotect the cell. What is the password to unprotect the cell?
The password is - edit. You may need to re-enter the password after each save.
When I try to enter information into the pink cells, a pop-up appears indicating to unprotect the
sheet. What is the password to unprotect the sheet?
Be sure the cursor is in the formula bar when you enter and/or delete information. This may only be
necessary for those cells that are merged (one cell going across multiple columns and/or rows). If
there is still a problem, please contact the Director of Financial Services.
How do I expand the fields to see my complete answers in the justification?
The portion of your answers that are not visible within the form area available will need to be either
copied to the available space for item 5 or to the Add for ProjName sheet. Please be sure to reference
the question that the additional information is completing.
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Criteria Priorities
Dept Rating

Reserved for Submitted Photo(s)

County/School?

Budget Unit # (16-digit)
Public Safety Legal Mandates Protect Capital

Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

Adopted Plans Service Standard Population Served Public Support

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

FY19

FY20

FY21

FY22

Total FY18-22
$
-

$

$
$

-

$
$

-

calculation error

Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.
1) Statement of Need. What is the project
expected to accomplish?
Quantify benefits.

2) Indicate and quantify any alternatives
that might meet the needs indicated and
why they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what the
consequences would be on services if not
funded.

4) Outline any potential liabilities that
need to be prepared for with doing or not
doing this project.

5) Additional information you wish to
provide that would assist in the evaluation
process.

Attachments (list):
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$
$

-

Operating Budget

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year

Proposed Capital Costs
Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
Variance-over (short)

Financing

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

Costs Beyond

Total Project Costs
$

$
$

-

-

Total Project Financing
$
$
$
-
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM - CONTINUATION
Gloucester County, Virginia

Project Title
Project Narrative/Justification
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Criteria/Rating

9
Project is needed to alleviate
Public Safety
existing health or safety
standard
Project is required by law,
Legal Mandates regulation, or mandate, but can
wait for the proposed FY
Project is critical to saving
Protection of
structural integrity of existing
Capital
facility or extending life of the
existing asset
Project is directly consistent
Consistency with
with the County's
Comprehensive
Comprehensive Plan or other
or Other Plans
adopted plans and policies
Project would improve or
Standard of
provide a higher standard of
Service
service

6

3

0

Project is needed to alleviate
Project would promote or
potential health or safety hazard maintain health and safety

No health or safety impact
associated with project

Project would address
Project is required by agreement
anticipated mandates or other
with another jurisdiction
legal requirements

Project benefits Gloucester only
and is not externally required

Project will repair important
systems

No existing asset involved

Project will improve asset or
defer future expenditure

Project is somewhat consistent
Not applicable (Project is not
Project is inconsistent with the
with County's Comprehensive
addressed in the County's
County's Comprehensive Plan or
Plan or other adopted plans and
Comprehensive Plan or other
other adopted plans and policies
policies
adopted plans and policies)
Project would make possible
new services or projects

Project would maintain the
current standard of service

Could have negative impact on
standard of service

Population
Served

Project would benefit a large
Project would benefit all citizens
Project would benefit some
percentage (more than 50%) of
or areas
citizens (10%-50%)
citizens

Project would benefit only a
small percentage of citizens or a
particular area (less than 10%)

Public Support

Project has need and strong
political support

Project has been identified as a Project has been identified as
need and has moderate support need but lacks support

Project has not been identified
by citizenry as a need

Financing

Project revenues will support
project expenses

Operating
Budgets

Project will result in decreased
operating costs or decreased
debt service

Non-county revenues have been Potential for non-county
identified and applied for
revenues exist
Project will have some
Project will have minimal or no
additional operating/personnel
operating, debt service, and
additions or debt service
maintenance costs
payments

No financing arrangements
currently exist
Project will require significant
additions in
operating/personnel costs or
debt service payments
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Gloucester County
Summary of FY2018-FY2022 Capital Improvement Plan Project Requests and Recommendations
Line
Department Project Title
#

CA
Recommend?

Primary
Financing

Funding
Source

Yes

Bond

General
Fund

$397,800

General
Fund

$480,000

$160,000

$60,000

$60,000

1

Animal
Control

2

Community
Cable Communications Program
Engagement

Yes

Paygo/
Committed

3

Engineering

Yes

Paygo

4

Engineering

Yes

Paygo

5

Engineering

Yes

Paygo

6

Finance

Program/Performance Budget Software

Yes

Paygo

Information
Technology
Parks Rec
Tourism
Parks Rec
Tourism
Parks Rec
Tourism
Parks Rec
Tourism
Parks Rec
Tourism
Parks Rec
Tourism
Parks Rec
Tourism
Parks Rec
Tourism
Parks Rec
Tourism

ERP Software (Replace Fin Plus, Community Plus,
etc)

Yes

Paygo

Community Center

No

Bond

Woodville Park Playground

Yes

Paygo/Grant

Woodville Park Utilities

No

Bond

Woodville Park Parking Lot Improvements

Yes

Bond

Woodville Park Landscaping and Shelters

Yes

Paygo

Beaverdam Park Paving

Yes

Paygo

Beaverdam Park New Lodge

Yes

Paygo

Athletic Field Lighting

Yes

Paygo

Ark Park Road Improvement

Yes

Paygo

7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

New Animal Control Office at Shelter Location

ADA Accessibility Improvements
Asphalt Paving & Overlay-2002 Courthouse Pking
Lot
Asphalt Paving & Overlay-Justice Dr & Law
Enforcement Parking Lot

17

Radio O&M

911 Call Answering Equipment (CPE) Upgrade
(submitted LY under Sheriff)

Yes

Paygo/Grant

18

Radio O&M

Public Safety Radio Subscriber Upgrades

Yes

Bond/Other Debt

19

Registrar

New Voting Machines

Yes

Paygo

20

Schools

Roofing Replacement/Coating at GHS, Achilles,
and Botetourt

Yes

Paygo/Bond

21

Schools

HVAC Replacement at Peasley Middle School

Yes

Paygo/Bond
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General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund

Total Cost

Year One
FY2018

Year Two
FY2019

Year Three
FY2020

Year Four
FY2021

Year Six and
Beyond
$397,800

$160,000

$160,000

$100,000

$100,000

$105,000
$170,000

Year Five
FY2022

$105,000
$170,000

$644,000

$644,000

$15,256,000

$897,000

$250,000

$250,000

$1,664,000

$1,208,000

$14,359,000

$456,000

$509,000

$509,000

$225,000

$225,000

$69,000

$69,000

$380,000

$380,000

$1,003,000

$320,000

$310,000

$68,000

$373,000
$68,000

$442,750

$442,750

$3,090,000

$3,090,000

$136,275

$136,275

$1,002,000

$268,000

$1,424,109

$650,000

$734,000
$215,000

$220,000

$339,109
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Gloucester County
Summary of FY2018-FY2022 Capital Improvement Plan Project Requests and Recommendations
Line
Department Project Title
#
Lighting Replacement in All Schools except GHS
and Page
Bathroom Renovations at Achilles, Botetourt,
and Petsworth

CA
Recommend?

Primary
Financing

Yes

Paygo

Yes

Paygo

Funding
Source
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund
General
Fund

Total Cost

Year One
FY2018

Year Two
FY2019

22

Schools

23

Schools

24

Schools

New Achilles Bus Loop

Yes

Bond

25

Schools

School Bus Replacement Program (5 per year)

Yes

Paygo

26

Schools

Yes

Paygo

27

Schools

Yes

Paygo

28

Schools

Yes

Paygo

29

Schools

Yes

Paygo/Bond

30

Schools

Bus Compound General Repairs

No

Paygo

31

Schools

Renovation of Gloucester High School

No

Bond

32

Schools

Bus Compound Relocation

Yes

Paygo/Bond

Social Services Building Expansion

Yes

Paygo/Bond

Tax & Receipting Software Implementation

Yes

Paygo

Rehab/Repair PS #11 (Courthouse North) Phase II

Yes

Paygo

Utilities

$1,090,000

$200,000

Paygo

Utilities

$840,000

$120,000

Paygo
Paygo
Paygo
Paygo
Paygo
Paygo
Paygo
Paygo

Utilities
Utilities
Utilities
Utilities
Utilities
Utilities
Utilities
Utilities

$75,000
$85,000
$200,000
$600,000
$600,000
$1,200,000
$1,500,000
$230,000
$92,799,251
$69,410,451

$75,000
$10,000
$100,000

33

Social
Services
Information
Technology

34

Utilities

35

Utilities

36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

Utilities
Utilities
Utilities
Utilities
Utilities
Utilities
Utilities
Utilities
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Playground Equipment Replacement at Botetourt
and Achilles Elementary Schools
Irrigation and Wells for fields at Bethel/Peasley
and for Well at Page (New!)
Locker Replacement/Alternatives at Peasley
Middle School (New!)
Gloucester High School Major Repairs (HVAC,
Roof Repairs, & Others)

Rehab/Repair PS #13 (Courthouse South) Phase II
Yes
(NEW!)
Water Treatment Plant Roof Replacement
Yes
Water Treatment Plant Façade Repairs
Yes
Replace Reverse Osmosis Membranes
Yes
Rebuild PS #11 (Courthouse North)
Yes
Rebuild PS #12 Summerville
Yes
Rebuild PS #13 (Courthouse South)
Yes
Utility Yard
Yes
WTP HVAC (New!)
Yes
Total FY18-FY22 and Beyond Requests
Total 5+ years
Total FY18-FY22 5 Year CIP Only Requests
Total 5 years

Year Three
FY2020

$1,709,109

$322,408

$415,702

$266,417

$243,000

$81,000

$81,000

$81,000

Year Four
FY2021
$292,306

Year Five
FY2022
$412,276

$800,000
$2,468,749

$800,000
$465,000

$737,653

$478,950

$493,319

$508,118

$523,362

$124,479

$179,834

$216,670

$216,670

$240,000

$240,000

$158,000
$10,972,820

Year Six and
Beyond

$158,000
$997,000

$9,975,820

$319,806

$319,806

$33,274,180

$1,400,000

$31,874,180

$6,600,000

$600,000

$6,000,000

$1,130,000

$130,000

$1,000,000

$250,000

$250,000

$100,000

$5,653,408
$5,653,408

$60,000
$52,941,156
$52,941,156

$445,000

$445,000
$360,000

$360,000

$100,000
$100,000
$200,000

$500,000
$500,000
$1,000,000
$1,500,000

$75,000

$60,000
$4,134,570
$4,134,570

$60,000
$2,411,203
$2,411,203

$50,000
$4,270,114
$4,270,114

$23,388,800
$23,388,800
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Gloucester County
Summary of FY2018-FY2022 Capital Improvement Plan Project Requests and Recommendations

Proposed Funding Sources
Schools/
County
Cable
Services
Parks/Radio
Schools/
County
Utilities

Year One
FY2018

PAYGO-General Fund Unassigned Fund Balance

$2,396,408

PAYGO-General Fund Committed Fund Balance
Grant/Donation Funded

$160,000

New GO Bond Proceeds
PAYGO-Enterprise Fund
Total Proposed Funding Plan for Recommended
Five Year CIP
Total Funding Requests Not in Recommended
Five Year CIP
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Total Funding

Year Two
FY2019
$4,459,156

Year Three
FY2020
$2,204,570

Year Four
FY2021

Year Five
FY2022

$1,906,203

$160,000

$2,083,308

Year Six and
Beyond
$373,000

$160,000

$275,000
$1,597,000
$100,000

$16,975,820
$565,000

$734,000
$580,000

$505,000

$810,000

$4,796,800
$3,860,000

$35,671,465

$4,253,408

$22,274,976

$3,678,570

$2,411,203

$3,053,308

$9,029,800

($33,738,986)

($1,400,000)

($30,666,180)

($456,000)

$0

($1,216,806)

($14,359,000)

1 of 1
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

Reserved for Submitted Photo(s)

County

County Office Space - New Animal Control Office at Shelter Location
County Animal Shelter on Beehive Drive
Animal Control
Stephen T. Baranek, Chief Animal Control Officer, 693-5290, sbaranek@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/5/2016
x

$
$

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

35,000
10,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

$
$

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

362,800
-

FY21

FY22

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
Variance-over
calculation
error(short)

$

$
$

-

$
$

-

Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$
$

No

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

-

30
NA
NA

Total Project Costs

$

397,800 $

$
$

Total Project Financing
$
397,800
397,800
397,800 $
397,800
$
-

397,800

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

New office building located adjacent to the existing animal shelter on Beehive Drive (old landfill site). The demolition of the old animal
shelter is required to make way for the new requested building. In 2013 a CIP request was filed by Garry Curry using the 2005 Wiley &
Wilson space needs assessment. The assessment projected 1,812sf of space was needed for animal control office purposes. The area
needed was increased by 400 sf to provide for a foyer / waiting area and mechanical space bringing the total to 2,212sf. The build-out
cost was estimated using the median R.S. Means square foot cost for “Office Space 1-4 stories” which is $140/sf (2015 ed.) This 2013
plan/request was adequate at the time but Animal Control
(See continuation sheet)
One of the outcomes with completing this project is to better serve the County’s citizens by reducing the wait time one must endure
2) Indicate and quantify any while completing their business at the current animal shelter. This can also be accomplished by increasing the department’s staff by
alternatives that might meet either hiring a full time animal shelter manager or by hiring an additional Animal Control Officer. The Board of Supervisors (BOS) elected
the needs indicated and why to reduce the workforce of Animal Control in the FY16 budget. Currently there is no projected time frame from the BOS of when this
they were rejected.
position may be re-filled. The loss of this position might not seem like a lot but it is actually 25% of the Animal Controls officers that were
assigned to the department.
With the current situation animal control is disconnected from the main building where our services are provided. As the County
3) Indicate and quantify what continues to grow and the population of animals also grows the wait time for citizens / customers will continue to increase. The number
the consequences would be of calls has not gone down causing citizens to wait longer to retrieve their dogs that are at the shelter. Additionally, because of the
on services if not funded.
additional miles needed to be driven by our Animal Control officers to and from the shelter, the wear and tear on the department’s
vehicles will also increase along with the fuel they use.
1) Statement of Need. What
is the project expected to
accomplish?
Quantify benefits.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

There are no immediate potential liabilities with completing this request or not, but over the past three years Animal Control has had to
make some drastic changes in its services to our citizens because of budget cuts. The approval of this CIP request would only help to
regain some of the lost funds and worker time to be better be used now and in the future to serve our citizens.
Lastly, on page 7 of the County's Vision for 2035; Governance, it talks about streamlining services and eliminating inefficiencies. By

5) Additional information you
building an office for Animal Control this would address both of these concerns by saving gas and wear & tear on the department vehicles
wish to provide that would
as well as producing a savings of our officers time. This saved time could be put to much better use such as enforcing laws, increasing
assist in the evaluation
license sales and educating the public.
(See continuation sheet)
process.

Attachments (list):
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AC FY18 CIP Request with Site Map & Floor Plan
AC FY18 Rating Standards & Justification Narratives for CIP Request

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM - CONTINUATION
Gloucester County, Virginia

Project Title
Project Narrative/Justification

County Office Space - New Animal Control Office at Shelter Location

has some new requirements that need to be addressed. Attached is a floor plan for what is now needed and requested. First there are no restrooms in
the Animal Shelter for animal control staff and kennel workers to use. With this in mind a large enough restroom and shower area is needed that can
be accessed by non-department personnel as well as department staff at all times. Kennel workers and volunteer Humane Society staff care for the
animals at all hours of the day and night. Furthermore, Animal Control would need an area for a separate conference / interview room to privately talk
to citizens and collect their statements / concerns. This conference room would be used for departmental meetings, training, and a lunch area. Taking
into account the secluded area of the shelter and office / admin building it is imperative that a video surveillance system be installed along with some
sort of security window in the foyer area to help protect animal control personnel.

The Animal Shelter is located on Beehive Drive is 3 miles from the current Animal Control Offices in Building # two (2) on Main Street
• An Average of 20 one way trips to the shelter are made daily by our Three (3) Officers
• 20 trips x 3 miles = 60 miles of unnecessary travel daily * 60 miles ÷ 15 MPG (average truck miles per gallon) = 4 gallons of gas used daily
• 4 gallons of gas x $2.06 a gallon = $8.24 a day
• $8.24 a day x 247 regular work days in the year = $2,035.28 a year driving to and from the Animal Shelter and Animal Controls Office, plus the cost of
additional wear & tear of Animal Controls three (3) vehicles
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Continuation of Departmental Priority NewOfficeCont
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New Animal Shelter opened February 1999 with little to no input from Animal Control
staff of it’s design
 No restrooms
 No storage for animal supplies, i.e. food, bedding or cleaning supplies
 No office space (note: current office space is the “Cat Room”)
 No parking lot or gravel driveway was added in initial design
 Parking lot for 5 cars was added several years later, two of the parking spots
are currently used by the departments emergency sheltering trailers
The Animal Shelter is 3 miles from current Animal Control Offices
 An Average of 20 one way trips to the shelter are made daily
 20 x 3 = 60 miles of unnecessary travel daily
 60 ÷ 15 MPG (average truck miles per gallon) = 4 gallons of gas a day
 4 gallons of gas x $2.06 a gallon = $8.24 a day
 $8.24 a day x 247 regular work days in the year = $2,035.28 a year
 Plus additional wear & tear of vehicles
Animal Control staffing has decreased
 Animal population continues to increase
 Customer / citizen complaints will also continue to increase
 Customer satisfaction will continue to decrease
CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
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Animal Shelter Location

Current Animal Control “In Use” Animal Shelter is located at 6582 Beehive Drive
Old Animal Control “Not In Use” Animal Shelter is located at 6584 Beehive Drive
CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
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Building Area
64’ x 53’ (Inside)

NOT TO SCALE

53’

CURRENT FLOOR
PLAN OF
ANIMAL SHELTER

64’

Opened February 1999
22 Split Guillotine Type Dog Runs
4 Guillotine Type Isolation Cages &
3 Smaller Type Isolation Cages In
Isolation Room
“A” Side

“B” Side

No Public Restroom In This Building
Euthanasia
Room
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Animal
Isolation
Room

Office Space Now,
Was Old Cat Room

Kitchen / Food
Prep Room

OFFICE SPACE AT
THE SHELTER

Required by law
Used For:
 Intake of animals
 Release of animals to owners or show

animals to citizens
 Complete paperwork as required by code
 Housed required records to be kept on site
CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
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KITCHEN AREA

Required by law
Used For:
 Food preparation
 Laundry
 Storage area for cleaning

supplies / equipment
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ANIMAL ISOLATION /
OBSERVATION ROOM

Required by law
Used To House sick & injured animals
Caging:
 4 Guillotine Type Isolation Cages
 6 Smaller Type Isolation Cages In This Room

CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
Page 47

EUTHANASIA ROOM

Required by law
Placed in a discreet location

Store & secure euthanasia supplies
Freezer & additional needed supplies
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“A” SIDE
OF SHELTER

(11) split guillotine runs
Dog kenneling area only;
cannot co-mingle different species
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“B” SIDE
OF SHELTER

(11) split guillotine runs
Dogs kenneling area only;
cannot co-mingle different species
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OFFICE SPACE AT
OLD SHELTER
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THE SHELTERS’
“ONLY”
RESTROOM
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5 DOG RUNS
THAT WOULD HOUSE
5 – 8 DOGS IN EACH
NOTE: These dog runs can not be
used because they do not meet
State standards

CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
Page 54

CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
Page 55

Walkway to Animal Shelter

Floor Plan
Of Proposed
Building
NOTE: The RED doorway
that is in the hallway will be
locked at all times and ONLY
Animal Control Staff will
have a key to access the rest
of the building. This will
allow kennel workers &
volunteers access to only the
restrooms while ensuring
the security of the offices
and case records.

Locker Area
Conference / Break
Room
Men’s
Restroom
& Shower

OFFICE BUILDING
ESTIMATED COSTS:
2212 sq. ft. X $140\sq. ft. =

Chief ACO
Office

Senior ACO
Office

$397,800
(note this includes; design, construction,
and contingency)

Dispatcher
Area

Deputy ACO’s
Office

Reception
Area
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Women’s
Restroom
& Shower

Walkway to Parking Area

ANNUAL
OPERATING COSTS:
$10,000

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

X
Both

Cable Communications Program
Colonial Courthouse; Walker Education Center & GHS Broadcast Studio
Community Engagement
Christi Lewis-clewis@gloucesterva.info/693.5730

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated

7/1/2017
$

10,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs
Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
Variance-over (short)

$

160,000 $

FY19

$

FY20
-

$

160,000 $

6/30/2022
480,000

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount $
For What Fiscal Year

FY21

FY22
-

$

Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond
160,000 $
480,000
$

$
$

132,725

132,725

132,725

27,275

27,275

27,275

160,000 $
$

-

Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$
$

160,000 $
$
No

-

$
$

160,000 $
$

398,175
81,825
480,000 $
$

-

5 to 7
74,000

Total Project Costs
$
480,000
Total Project Financing
$
398,175
81,825
$
480,000
$
-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

1) Statement of Need. What Supports the government and schools public access channel programming, broadcast of Board of Supervisors, School Board
is the project expected to
and Planning Commission meeting and the videotaping and production of local programs. In addition, provides a broadcast
accomplish?
studio for Gloucester High School students for career and technical education.
Quantify benefits.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet No viable options to providing this program with the exception of separating out the school division's broadcast studio and
the needs indicated and why career/technical education program for funding under the school system. Not recommended.
they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what
the consequences would be No public access channel programming, broadcast of public meetings and/or GHS career and technical ed program.
on services if not funded.
4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Not aware of either.

5) Additional information you
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
process.

Per BOS Fund Balance Policy, the Cable Services Fund will maintain a committed fund balance equal to two-fifths (2/5) of the
cable television franchise fees collected less the appropriate expenses for the program. For FY2017, total Cable Franchise
Tax/Fees are budgeted at $398K. In addition, Cox Communication provides an annual Capital Grant of approximately $28,000
to be used towards maintaining and/or improving communication systems. FY2017 Operating Budget for Cable Services is
approximately $20K, leaving sufficient funding to maintain the Committed Fund Balance and contribute to the General Fund
Operating.

Attachments (list):
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Cable Prog

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016
X

County

ADA Accessibility Improvements
County Complex
Engineering
Garrey Curry, P.E./693-4042/gcurrey@gloucesterva.info

8/1/2017
$

-

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

$
$

3/31/2018
60,000
-

FY21

30
Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount $
NA
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond
Total Project Costs

FY22

60,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
60,000
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
60,000 $
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$
$

Yes

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

60,000

$

60,000
60,000
-

Total Project Financing
$
60,000
$
60,000
$
-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

$
$

-

60,000

Department of Labor
Federal

1) Statement of Need. What
is the project expected to
accomplish?
Quantify benefits.

This project will continue to improve accessibility throughour the County Complex, including the Law Enforcement/Jail
Complex. The need to provide all citizens access to County government functions is important and necessary.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

There are no feasible alternatives.

3) Indicate and quantify what
the consequences would be
Not funding this project could create an impairment for disabled citizens.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
County may face potential lawsuits for not providing accessible routes during events and festivals.
prepared for with doing or not
doing this project.

5) Additional information you
Additional analysis indicated the need for a consultant to design the accessible route between Main Street and the parking lot
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
behind County Office Building 2.
process.

Attachments (list):
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ADA Cty Cmplx

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

X
County

Asphalt Paving and Overlay
2002 Courthouse Parking Lot
Engineering
Garrey Curry, P.E./693-4042/gcurrey@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016

8/1/2021

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

$

11/30/2021
100,000

FY21

FY22

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

100,000 $
$
100,000

No

$
$

-

$
$

15

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

100,000 $
$

Total Project Costs

100,000

$

100,000
100,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
100,000
$
100,000
$
-

-

100,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

1) Statement of Need. What
The asphalt in the parking lot at the 2002 Courthouse will require an overlay. Over time areas where the wearing course is
is the project expected to
accomplish?
breaking up will become apparent and expose the underlying asphalt.
Quantify benefits.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
N/A
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what
If this is not addressed, the underlying asphalt and subgrade will fail requiring a more significant and expensive repair and
the consequences would be
replacement.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Damage to County and personal vehicles. Not having access to the Courthouse.

5) Additional information you The cost of asphalt fluctuates with the price of petroleum. The estimate is based on previous paving projects which
wish to provide that would
determined an approximate cost per square foot of $2.00. The square footage of this project is approximately 50,000 SF which
assist in the evaluation
results in a cost of $100,000 (50,000 SF x $2.00/SF).
process.

Attachments (list):
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Asphalt Pav Ovrly CH

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

X
County

Asphalt Paving and Overlay
Justice Drive and Law Enforcement Parking Lot
Engineering
Garrey Curry, P.E./693-4042/gcurrey@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016

8/1/2018
$

-

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20
$
105,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
105,000
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
105,000 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

11/30/2018
$
105,000
$
-

FY21

15
Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount $
NA
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond
Total Project Costs

FY22

$
$

No

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

105,000

$

105,000
105,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
105,000
$
105,000
$
-

-

105,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

1) Statement of Need. What
The asphalt along Justice Drive and within the Law Enforcement Complex requires an overlay. There are several area where
is the project expected to
accomplish?
the wearing course is breaking up and exposing the undelying asphalt.
Quantify benefits.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
N/A
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what
If this is not addressed, the underlying asphalt and subgrade will fail requiring a more significant and expensive repair and
the consequences would be
replacement.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Damage to County and personal vehicles. Not having access to the ECC/EOC, Law Enforcement Center and Jail.

5) Additional information you The cost of asphalt fluctuates with the price of petroleum. The estimate is based on previous paving projects which
wish to provide that would
determined an approximate cost per square foot of $2.00. The square footage of this project is approximately 52,500 SF which
assist in the evaluation
results in a cost of $105,000 (52,500 SF x $2.00/SF).
process.

Attachments (list):
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

7/27/2016
X

County

Program/Performance Based Budget Software
County Offices/Computers
Finance Department
Stephanie Tinsley/804.693.1386/stinsley@gloucesterva.info

7/1/2017
$
$
13,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

$
$

3/1/2018
170,000
-

FY21

FY22

170,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
170,000
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
170,000 $
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$
$

No

$
$

-

$
$

10
NA
NA

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

-

$
$

Total Project Costs

170,000

$

170,000
170,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
170,000
$
170,000
$
-

-

170,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

The BOS, during their January 2015 Strategic Planning Retreat, identified a Governance priority need to implement program
based budgeting with performance measures (see 3 Year Strategic Priority Governance 4 Program Performance Based
Budgeting). According to the Key Tasks/Activities identified in the 3-Year Priority Action Plans, the exploration and analysis of
resourcing options/best practices on developing program based budgeting began in July 2014 with Ms. Garton, former County
Administrator, learning of a process and software program at an ICMA conference (see Recommendation Regarding Program
Budgeting memo dated March 31, 2015 for additional information).
Alternatives include waiting and including this option as part of an overall ERP solution or a more manual implementation
2) Indicate and quantify any process which would extend out for upwards of 3-4+ years. Considering the identified need to implement with the FY2017
alternatives that might meet Budget, these options were not considered at the time. Since the software was not approved for funding with use of
the needs indicated and why Unassigned Fund Balance as recommended by the interim County Administrator, Sandy Wanner (see Performance/Program
they were rejected.
Based Budget Software memo dated Sept 9, 2015), the ability to fully implement Program/Performance Based Budgeting has
been delayed significantly.
Our current financial system is compliant with the required budget reporting mandates of the Code of Virginia. It does not
3) Indicate and quantify what provide the ability to do program performance based budgeting such as setting up programs, cost allocations, etc; therefore it
the consequences would be will require double effort in creating the annual budgets as mandated by the Code of Virginia and then as annual
on services if not funded.
Program/Performance Based Budgets as required by the BOS. Program/Performance Budgeting is currently not mandated but
may likely be so in 5 years or so. It is a GFOA budget presentation recommendation.
The only potential liability for not implementing Program/Performance based budgeting software is not meeting the BOS
strategic governance priority as there are no regulatory requirements. The vendor recommended that we complete our critical
4) Outline any potential
financial system upgrade first to ensure data integrity and stability before implementing their software solution which will
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
interface with the FinPlus system and reduce duplicative effort. Those upgrades were completed in March 2016. Therefore
not doing this project.
implementation can begin as soon as funding is approved with a goal to begin transition with with FY2019 Budget
Development Cycle.
1) Statement of Need. What
is the project expected to
accomplish?
Quantify benefits.

5) Additional information you The cost estimates above are based on the results of an RFP that was issued in April 2015 (see RFP 15-023-BL Scope of Service
wish to provide that would
Section) as revised by later communications with the vendor in July 2016 of the necessary price increase (see Questica Proposal
assist in the evaluation
- Gloucester 01-Sept-16).
process.
Attachments (list):
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3 Year Strategic Priority Governance 4 Program Performance Based Budgeting
Recommendation Regarding Program Budgeting Memo from Ms. Garton
Performance/Program Based Budget Software Memo from Mr. Wanner

RFP 15-023-BL Scope of Service Section
Questica Proposal-Gloucester 01-Sept-16
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County of Gloucester
County Administrator
6467 Main Street
P. O. Box 329
Gloucester, Virginia 23061

(804)693-4042

MEMORANDUM
To:

Gloucester County Board of Supervisors

From:

Brenda G. Garton, County Administrator

Cc:

Garrey Curry, Jr., Assistant County Administrator
Stephanie Tinsley, Director of Finance
Pat Michura, Director of Human Resources

Date:

March 31, 2015

Subject:

Recommendation Regarding Program Budgeting

____________________________________________________________________________
Board members have expressed a desire to implement program budgeting in Gloucester
County. To that end, a Budget Analyst was funded in the FY 14-15 Adopted Budget. After
waiting until the Finance Director position was filled, the initial interview process did not result in
an accepted job offer.
I created a committee consisting of Garrey Curry, Stephanie Tinsley, Pat Michura, Scott Varner,
and myself to review options for implementation of a program budgeting approach. We
participated in a demonstration of a process and a software program I had learned about at
ICMA Conferences to implement priority based budgeting. As part of this process, programs are
identified, rated according to the degree to which they contribute to the achievement of the goals
and priorities established by the governing body, and prioritized. Each Department Head is
required to allocate staff time and other resources spent on each program, which assists in
making funding decisions. After discussion, I selected two Board members, Mr. Bazzani and Mr.
Hutson, to view the demo and to discuss my recommendations resulting from our research.
Those two Board members then recommended that we arrange for the other five Board
members to view the same demonstration.
It is my recommendation, with the concurrence of the members of the committee, that the
County issue an RFP to solicit proposals from companies offering programs and training to
implement program budgeting. The one-time cost of purchasing a program and initial training
can be funded from the vacancy savings in this year’s budget by not filling the budget analyst
position. There will be ongoing maintenance cost going forward, but this cost is not a significant
number. Once we have obtained a program, received training, and determined what additional
staff is needed (if any), and with what skill set, we can revisit the budget analyst position, likely
with an altered job description.
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I would like the Board’s concurrence to proceed with this course of action, as I would like to get
started on the process before I leave. Please call if you have any questions.
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS
CONSULTING SERVICES FOR BUDGETING PROGRAM
RFP No: 15-023-BL
April 3, 2015-April 24, 2015
CONSULTING SERVICES FOR BUDGETING PROGRAM
Purpose
To establish a contract with a qualified consultant to provide an automated tool and techniques to institute a zero-based, program, or
other alternative budgeting method for the County and Schools.
Vision
Gloucester County and Schools currently utilizes a line item budgeting approach. The County desires to institute a new method of
budgeting in which all expenses are justified and tied to an identified program or priority that is measurable for results. It is anticipated
that such a method will begin from a ‘zero-base” and every function within the County and Schools will be analyzed for its strategic
priority and costs. Budgets will then be constructed around what is needed for the upcoming period in relation to the strategic goals
that are to be implemented into the budgeting process. This strategy will tie the budget process to specific functional areas of the
organization, where costs can be grouped, then measured against previous results and current expectations. It is anticipated that the
alternate budgeting technique will be conducted throughout the year over several years for adjustments in resources allocated related
to changes in and/or delivery of programs.
Scope of Services
To engage a qualified Consultant to furnish, install, test, train and maintain, in a hosted environment, an automated solution to provide
an alternative budgeting method for the County and Schools. At a minimum, the desired solution will provide a measurable process
or mechanism allowing the County to make better decisions in regards to resources allocations that are based on the priorities
established among the various functional areas. Further, the anticipated system shall provide a method to link budget decisions to the
long-term strategic directions established by the organization. Additionally, tools and techniques are desired allowing stakeholders
to monitor the near-term financial status of the organization, allow for forecasting, and to gage the alignment and performance of
expenditures to established goals and objectives. At a minimum, the extent of the solution should include the following objectives
listed below:
Budgeting Objectives


Identification of the core responsibilities, strategic priorities, and challenges. (Short term/Long term)



Prioritization of resource allocation to programs and services identified as strategic priorities.



Establishment of clearly defined and meaningful performance measures.



Ability to roll up all costs per strategic priority and drill down from priority to supporting program to detailed costs.



Ability for “what if” scenarios and forecasting.



Determine rates of return for programs as well as rates of return to be foregone when one program is chosen over another.



Identification of the available options that will improve the financial budget design.
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Develop, implement, and lead in providing the appropriate automated tool(s) that will monitor, manage, and forecast
financial resources for future decision making.



Establish an institutional, dynamic, and transparent budgeting process that monitors resources and performance on a daily,
monthly, quarterly, and annual basis.

Training


The service provider shall provide a complete and comprehensive training program to the designated staff in order to assist
them with identification of their programs and as each relates to an identified strategic priority, as well as equip them with
the technical proficiency to operate and maintain the tool(s).

Submittal Requirements
Offerors are requested to submit a comprehensive and concise package that is bound in one volume that includes their detailed
qualifications for all areas proposed below.


Experience: Provide a narrative describing the firm’s experience and qualifications with municipal budgeting systems. At
a minimum, describe how long the firm has provided the services and describe the breadth of services that has been provided
by the service provider. Describe your organizational philosophy and the mission and values of your firm as it relates to
providing client services. Identify if the firm is under any litigation that could negatively impact the ability to perform the
services in a professional and time sensitive manner.



Staffing: Provide names, occupations, qualifications and resumes of the staff members that would be tasked in evaluating
and converting the County and Schools to an alternative budgeting method. Identify your entities officers and directors,
management structure, organizational chart and project teams. Explain staff assignments of the various steps in the
anticipated process. What are your office hours and where is the office that will provide the services located?



Process: Detail the extent of the budgeting method and techniques that that is being proposed in relation to this solicitation.
Define the methods and best practices that will be used in the process and describe the assistance, materials and time
allocations to be furnished by the County and Schools in this initiative. Describe the training that will be provided to staff
and an overview of how the software application may be maintained after the conversion is complete. Identify a proposed
schedule for the services with lag time minimized to avoid overlapping of data. Please provide the schedule broken down as
combined County and Schools implementation and as separate schedules by County and Schools.



Fees: Describe all fees and costs associated with the full completion of the scope of services. Please provide them broken
down as combined County and Schools implementation and as separate implementation plans by County and Schools.
a.
b.
c.



An itemized list of costs associated with the methods and tools offered for the budgeting method.
A flat fee for any and all present and consulting services related to the scope of services.
An annual fee for maintaining the software and technology. At a minimum, project annual costs for five (5) years.

References: Provide references from local government entities or clients demonstrating proficiency in providing budgeting
programs relevant to this solicitation that can verified for quality, competency and professional skills of the firm. A minimum
of three (3) references (preferably in Virginia) is desired.

Evaluation Criteria
Each proposal will be evaluated in compliance with the RFP instructions to the offeror and any mandatory terms and conditions set
forth within the solicitation document. The objective of the evaluation will be to recommend the firm(s) who is the most responsive
to the expressed needs of this solicitation. Proposals will be evaluated with the following criteria:
A.
B.

Experience, Qualifications and Capacity of the offeror to perform and deliver the services included in the
solicitation.
Understanding of the County’s needs and the offerors expressed approach and ability to provide the various
processes indentified in this solicitation.
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C.
D.
E.

Firm’s current workload and the ability to assign the needed resources to the service needs in a rapid and
professional manner.
Acceptability of the provided references for comparable services performed by the firm.
Reasonability of Costs and Fees.

Evaluation Process
Proposals will be evaluated and interviews may be scheduled with selected firms in accordance with the “other than professional
services” method of selection outlined in § 22-52 of the Code of Gloucester County, Virginia. Selection shall be made of two or
more offerors deemed to be fully qualified and best suited among those submitting proposals, on the basis of the factors involved in
the Request for Proposals (RFP). Interviews may then be conducted with selected offerors. After interviews and negotiations have
been completed, the County will select the offeror, which, in its opinion, has made the best proposal, and will award the contract to
that offeror. Should the County and/or Schools determine that only one offeror is fully qualified or that one offeror is clearly more
highly qualified than others, a contract may be negotiated and subsequently awarded to that offeror.
Award
Award shall be made to the responsible offeror whose proposal is determined in writing to be the most advantageous to the County
and/or Schools, taking into consideration price and the evaluation factors set forth in the request for proposals per § 22-50 of the
Code of Gloucester, Virginia. The contract file shall contain the basis on which the award is made. The award of a contract shall be
the sole discretion of the County and Schools. The award shall be based on the evaluation of all information as the County or
Schools may request. The County and Schools reserves the right to make multiple awards as a result of this solicitation. The
County and Schools reserves the right to accept or reject any or all proposals in whole or in part and to waive any informality in the
RFP. Further, the County and Schools reserves the right to enter into a contract deemed to be in its best interest.
Method of Payment
The Consultant will be paid on the basis of the invoice submitted to the Gloucester County Finance Department after services have
been provided and acceptance has been indicated by the designated representative of the County. All payments will be made in
accordance with the Code of Virginia’s Prompt Payment provisions. Code of Virginia §2.2-4347 & 2.2-4352
Debriefing
The County and Schools will keep all information regarding the identification of the persons or firms making offers or the contents
of any offers as confidential. This information will only be available after an award or decision to award has been made. After an
award is made, or the decision to make an award is made, the debriefing process will consist of the procurement file being made
available for review in the Central Purchasing Department. Central Purchasing staff will not meet with offerors to discuss the file.
Offerors should make an appointment to review the file during normal business hours, 8AM–4PM., Monday – Friday.
Trade Secrets/ Proprietary Information
Trade Secrets or Proprietary information submitted by an offeror, in connection with a procurement transaction shall not be subject
to public disclosure under the Virginia Freedom of Information Act; however, the offeror must invoke the protections of this section
prior to or upon submission of data or other materials to be protected and state the reasons why protection is necessary. Information
leading to the decision to award, including prices and other factors, shall be made public after an award decision is made.
Please mark one:
()

No, the submittal I have turned in does not contain any trade secrets and/or proprietary information.

()

Yes, the submittal I have turned in does contain trade secrets and/or proprietary information.

If YES, please list the page numbers and the reasons for why the information is considered a trade secret and/or proprietary
information. Do Not Mark the Whole Proposal Proprietary.
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Revised Price Quote
Prepared for

William Lindsey
County of Gloucester
by

Patty Labadie
Questica Inc.

01-Sept-16
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Questica Budget Price Quote
Quotation ID#: 01-Sept-16
Description
Questica Budget Framework
Includes 1 Seat of each module (Operating,
Salaries, Capital & Performance)
Operating License Seats
Salaries License Seats
Capital License Seats
Performance Measures License Seats
Unlimited Read-Only
Allocations Module
Statistical Ledger

Qty

Total

1
21
1
7
21
1
0
1

Total Software (one-time fee):

$

56,876.00

Total Annual Maintenance and Support:

$

13,081.00

Professional Services (Per Statement of Work)
Planning & Analysis
Installation
Data Load & Verify
Accounting Integration
Customizations
Customized Reports
Training
Project Management
Total Professional Services (one-time fee):

Travel expenses, if applicable
Total Travel Expenses:
Annual Hosting

Discount, including year 1 maintenance
Grand Total
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Included
Included
Included
Included
Not included
Not included
Included
Included
$91,760.00
Not
applicable
$

$ 12,500.00

<$13,081.00>
$ 161,136.00

Pricing Notes
Quotation ID#: 01-Sept-16
Pricing valid through: 30-Sept-16




Above pricing in US Dollars
Applicable Taxes Extra
Payment Terms:
o Hosting: 100% on execution
o Licenses: 50% on execution
50% 90 days after execution
o Professional Services:
 50% earlier of 60 days from contract effective date or 1st login to Hosting Server*
 50% earlier of 120 days from contract effective date or delivery of historical data import
o








Annual Maintenance: YR2 due 365 days after execution

Data imports based on standard Excel Import Template (Provided by Questica)
GL Accounting System Integration Connector to: SunGard
o Actual costs integration – Operating and Capital
o Budget export to SunGard
HR System Integration Connector to: N/A
Custom reports “may” be required but are not included in this quotation.
o Note: Ad Hoc reporting is not considered custom – Ad hoc reporting is included
Microsoft SQL Licenses not included (unless Questica is hosting)
Travel costs, if applicable will be charged back at cost (airfare, hotels, car rental, etc.) plus a $75. per
diem for food and incidentals.
o Travel time if applicable will be billed at a rate of $185/hr to a max of $500 each way.
o We do not anticipate the need to travel to your site, unless requested.

* Questica hosts the application and database during the implementation process. The 1st login represents the
date on which the first login to the hosting database by a customer user occurs.
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Quotation General Terms and Conditions
Quotation ID:

01-Sept-16

General Terms and Information:
Terms of Service: The services and any related software are provided under the License and Service Agreement which is
hereby deemed to be fully incorporated into this quotation, whether or not attached hereto. By executing this quotation below,
Customer acknowledges a) having been provided a copy of the License and Service Agreement as Exhibit A to this quotation,
and b) having read the License and Service Agreement and Agrees to all its terms. Terms, provisions, or conditions on any
purchase order, acknowledgement, or other business form or writing that Customer may use in connection with the provision
of Services (or software) by Questica will have no effect on the rights, duties, or obligations of the parties hereunder,
regardless of any failure of Questica to object to such terms, provisions, or conditions.
Taxes: The pricing on this quotation is exclusive of all sales, use or other taxes, customs duties and similar levies, if any,
payable in or to any jurisdiction or authority whatsoever. Such taxes (other than the taxes on the net income of Questica) shall
be the responsibility of the Customer.
Payment: Payment is required in the currency quoted. Unless detailed otherwise in this quotation, Terms are Net-30 days
from the later of a) the date of receipt of invoice, or b) the invoice date.
Maintenance and Support: This quotation may include Annual Product Maintenance and Support. Its cost is calculated as
23% of the current cost of licensed software, prior to discounts. This service (as detailed in the attached License and Service
Agreement) is purchased on an annual basis from the date the software is purchased. If payment of the annual fee is not
received by Questica before the first business day of the next additional year, Questica’s obligation to provide the maintenance
and support services shall be terminated. Questica may, in its sole discretion, increase the Annual Product Maintenance Fee
upon 30 days prior written notice. If may elect not to increase its maintenance and support rate in any year, however no such
waiver shall preclude Questica from applying the escalation to any subsequent year or part of a year, and from making the
subsequent application as if all subsequent escalation had been duly made over the period since the last increase.
Acceptance of Custom Work: This quotation may include the development of Product Customization, Custom Reporting or
Data import services as detailed in an attached Scope of Work. Within fifteen (15) business days from the delivery of each
individual Custom Work, the Customer/Licensee shall, in its sole discretion, review the Product Customization and notify
Questica whether it finds the Customizations satisfactory or unsatisfactory. If it’s determined that the Customizations are
unsatisfactory, then it shall state in writing the reasons for its determination, including identifying any nonconformance with the
Licensee’s specifications or expectations. Questica will promptly correct the deficiencies and reinstall the Customizations, and
the approval procedure shall be reapplied until Licensee finally declares the Customizations satisfactory. In the absence of a
written response within 15 Business Days after the delivery of the Customizations or once the Licensee has declared the
Customizations satisfactory, the Customizations shall be considered ‘Accepted’.
Consulting, Training or Implementation Time Invoicing: Only activities approved in an approved Scope of Work shall be
invoiced. A mutually determined change control mechanism will be used to accommodate modifications to the Scope of Work.
Travel Costs: Unless noted otherwise, this quotation does not include any travel, lodging, or on-site expenses. If such travel
is required and subsequently authorized, Questica’s standard travel and per diem rates shall apply. Air Travel, Rental Car
(with associated fuel and parking costs), and Lodging costs shall reimbursed at cost. Questica is not responsible for
unpredictable (including Commercial Airline Travel) delays which may increase travel cost.
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Acceptance
Quote ID#: 01-Sept-16

Authorized Signature:

______________________________

Authorized Name:

______________________________

Organization Name:

______________________________

Date:

______________________________

Upon accepting this offer, please scan and email, or fax back all pages of the signed quotation and include an authorized
purchase order. Fax number: 1-866-520-8514.

QUESTICA, INC.
Authorized Signature: ______________________________
Authorized Name:

______________________________

Organization Name: ___Questica, Inc.________________
Date:
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______________________________

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/13/2016
X

County

Replacement of Finance Plus & Community Plus Software
Information Technology
Information Technology
Start 2/1-Rich Erwin/804.693.1392/rerwin@gloucesterva.info

7/1/2019
$
$
23,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20
$
644,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$
$

12/1/2020
644,000
-

FY21

FY22

$
$

644,000

644,000 $
$
No

-

$
$

10
NA
NA

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

-

$
$

Total Project Costs

644,000

$

644,000
644,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
644,000
$
644,000
$
-

-

644,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

This project would seek to replace the current financial system with a robust ERP (Enterprise Resource Planning) financial
1) Statement of Need. What management system that has the potential to bring other County business systems under the umbrella of the ERP, allowing for
a fully integrated system with integrations at the code level, versus third party import/export functions or in-house custom
is the project expected to
accomplish?
integrations that have become increasingly harder to support. The initial focus and the highest priority would be the core
Quantify benefits.
business functions of the County. Other systems to include permitting, zoning and development, code enforcement, building
inspections, utilities, parks & rec, etc would be absorbed over time.
2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

Alternative would be continue with the same systems we currently have in place; continuing to use various third party
software, building custom integrations. This alternative is not the most efficient means of using limited resources, nor do we
have the knowledge base internally to continue to maintain customs or systems that we no longer have support or other
localities using.
The current financial system does not provide the modern tools needed to conduct County business in an efficient manner.

3) Indicate and quantify what
The system was a product of its time, but that time past several years ago. SunGard Public Sector no longer provides
the consequences would be
enhancements for our instance of FinancePlus and has not for the last four years. The hardware and the operating system for
on services if not funded.

the current product are also past their effective life span.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.
5) Additional information you
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
process.
Attachments (list):
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Information Tech Financial Replacement
Information Technology gfoa_software_study

Summary
Gloucester County and Gloucester County Public Schools are requesting to replace their aging and
inefficient Financial Software System with a modern Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) system that is
fully integrated to allow budgeting collaboration between both entities. This project will also
encompass a focus on accountability and oversight through the use of electronic work flows and
approval processes. This will be a countywide collaborative effort to ensure the selection of an ERP
system that will meet the current and future needs of both Gloucester County and Gloucester County
Public Schools.

Objectives









Operational Effectiveness and Efficiency
Maximum Productivity
Staff/Citizen/Vendor Access/Transparency
Adherence to Changing Regulatory Requirements
State-of-the-Art Security & Audit Compliance
Modernized Technology to Enhance Efficiencies
Increased Return on Investment (ROI) and Improved Total Cost of Ownership (TCO)
ERP Vendor With Proven Financial Stability, Widespread Market Acceptance and Approval,
Public Sector Expertise, Ongoing Support

Project description
The current financial system does not provide the modern tools needed to conduct County business in
an efficient manner. The system was a product of its time, but that time past several years ago.
Sungard Public Sector no longer provides enhancements for our instance of FinancePlus and has not for
the last four years. The hardware and the operating system for the current product are also past their
effective life span. This project would seek to replace the current financial system with a robust ERP that
has the potential to bring other County business systems under the umbrella of the ERP, allowing for a
fully integrated system with integrations at the code level, versus third party import/export functions or
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in-house custom integrations that have become increasingly harder to support. The initial focus and the
highest priority would be the core business functions of the County. Other systems to include
permitting, zoning and development, code enforcement, building inspections, public utilities, parks and
recreation, etc., would be absorbed into the ERP solution over time.

Challenges and Deficits
Integration
Non-integrated systems create silos of information, redundancy, duplication of effort, lack of
communication, outdated processes, and poor data quality. The benefits of a fully integrated ERP gives
much needed improved productivity and data integrity that allows for:
•

Overall operational effectiveness (improved data control. consistency & quality; increased
employee efficiency & productivity)

•

Accurate and timely information to formulate key policy decisions and provide meaningful
forecasting so we can move our organization forward with a strategic vision and initiatives

•

Improved access and flow of information for more productive use of staff time

•

Seamless integration with additional third party systems, as well as easy data sharing with other
departments & agencies, for enhanced productivity, reporting & data access

•

Reduction of information silos provides access to accurate, real-time data for informed and
accurate strategic decision making

•

Reduction of data re-entry and redundancy

•

More self-sufficient employees, providing administrators time to focus on more strategic
initiatives

Reporting
Lack of customization or dynamic reporting limits transparency, dissemination of information, Business
Intelligence analysis, and high-level decision making capabilities. The benefits of a robust reporting
platform include:
•

Ability to analyze data, employ KPIs (Key Performance Indicators), forecast effectively for more
accurate, informed and strategic decision making that keeps our organization moving forward

•

Reports and reporting methods that accommodate our needs, making it easier than ever to get
information in and out of system

•

Easily-reproducible reports, templates and “wizards” that save staff time and increase staff
efficiencies/overall ROI
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•

Improved communication for staff, citizens and regulatory agencies, keeping us compliant and
transparent

•

Reduction of paper and printing, saving us overhead soft and hard costs in materials and staff
time

•

Microsoft Office Capabilities (Excel/Pivot Tables and Cubes, SSRS (SQL Server Reporting Services)
for intuitive, easy-to-use options that give us powerful BI tools for key forecasting and decision
making capabilities

•

Complete regulatory compliance (GAAP, GAAFR, GASB 34, M/W/DBE) derived inherently from
within the system

Automation
Manual processes lead to inefficiencies, frustration, redundant and time-consuming efforts, and
potential for increased errors. Automation leads to overall cost reductions by:
•

Elimination of data redundancy, duplication, and wasted time spent sending/tracking/searching
for information

•

Automated workflow, business rules and notifications for increased efficiency, accuracy,
accountability, flexibility and productivity

•

Running of off-hour and/or repetitive tasks, saving time and increasing efficiencies (no more OT,
downtime or loss of production)

•

Improved data accuracy and access

•

Greater cost savings through electronic processes

•

Ability to further our “green” initiatives by reducing our printing impact on the environment

•

Greater staff/citizen/vendor accessibility and communication

•

Easier, more widespread use with increased speed and end-user satisfaction

Technology
Outdated technology and lack of modernization lead to significant IT efforts, and lack of overall
functionality. With improved performance and management the benefits include:
•

24/7 Web-based system for increased accessibility, functional potential, transparency,
adaptation and productivity

•

Substantial increase in processing, data warehousing & communication, increasing efficiency
and productivity
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•

Scalable, flexible, easily-maintained system frees up IT staff to focus on more strategic initiatives

•

Consistent end-user experience for a maintainable level of productivity, eliminating need for
retraining with each upgrade

•

Elimination of “Dips and Peaks” of changing technology, saving training and downtime and
ensuring optimal use of system functionality

•

State-of-the-art security, accessibility, processing, compliance, and decision-making capabilities
brings us to forefront of public sector accounting, reporting, compliance, security, productivity
requirements and needs

•

Gives us significant advancement over previous system deficiencies in terms of speed, accuracy,
end-user satisfaction, compliance & ultimate BI capabilities

End-User Experience
Challenges in staff/citizen use of system means increased effort/frustration/time to complete tasks,
decreased output, lack of use and/or buy-in, and overall inefficiencies. By focusing on end-user
experience during this project we should see:
•

Increased performance, productivity, efficiency and end-user satisfaction through consistency,
streamlined processes and capabilities, & flexible access

•

Ability to extract and report on data for better analysis and reporting capabilities

•

Customizable fields, screens, and programs for flexibility, and the ability to meet our specific
needs

•

Off-the-shelf ERP solution designed specifically for the public sector so it works the way we need
it to

•

Reduced costs through electronic management, seamless integration, current technology, and
expert vendor support

•

Proven, financially stable ERP vendor who is an expert in the way WE do business

•

Established, local installed user base provides references, as well as user meetings to share ideas
and feedback

•

Increased transparency and higher service satisfaction translates a positive ROI and TCO
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Options and Costs
Option 1 – Recommended
Replace Existing System with
ERP
$644,000
Realize the full potential of a
fully integrated ERP.

Option 2
Upgrade Database Version with
Current Vendor
$60,000
No enhancements to the
product. This would solely
migrate from the Informix
database to a Microsoft SQL
Server database.

Option 3
Do Nothing
$0.00
Hardware and Server OS are
past the need of replacement.

Project plan
If approved for the FY16 budget, the first step would be to form a select committee of stake holders to
include, but not limited to, Finance, Purchasing, HR, Payroll, Treasurer, Administration, and Technology.
The Gloucester County School System would be consulted so that they could determine who would
server on the committee as well. The committee would first seek to identify viable ERP solutions that are
well represented in the state of Virginia. Once the committee has determined a list of vendors, the
committee would then determine whether to go through the RFP process or determine if any contract
vehicles could be utilized to save money and expedite the process. Once the ERP solution has been
determined, the County purchasing agent will negotiate as appropriate with the vendor.
The Gloucester County Department of Information Technology will have project oversight and will provide
appropriate staff to manage the project throughout the life-cycle. A project scope will be developed in
coordination with the selection committee and the ERP vendor.
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GOVERNMENT FINANCE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION
THE RESEARCH AND CONSULTING CENTER

Clarke County, Virginia
March, 2011
Business Operations Analysis
Business Case Development
Financial, Human Resource, and
Other Administrative Systems

Note: This is a privileged and confidential document between Clarke County, VA and the
Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA). No part of this publication may be cited,
reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted in any form or by any means without prior
consent from GFOA.
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INTRODUCTION
In December, 2010, Clarke County (“County”) asked the Government Finance Officer’s
Association (“GFOA”) to conduct an assessment of its business processes and supporting
technology. The intent of this assessment was to address operational issues tied to perceived
deficiencies in applications that support those operations. Namely, that the lack of integration
across multiple systems and desktop tools was the proximate cause of process inefficiency, data
errors, excessive manual efforts to manage information, and ultimately the inability to provide
desired service levels to employees, vendors, and citizens.
GFOA and the County established specific goals for the Business Operations Analysis, including:
• understand current business processes at a level of detail sufficient to understand
alternatives
• understand the current alignment between business and technology
• identify potential areas for business process improvement
• identify potential gaps between the organization’s goals and future enterprise solutions.
To add value to the assessment, GFOA was also asked to provide an analysis of alternatives and a
business case for a recommended plan of action. The business case is intended to provide the
rationale for pursuing the desired solution(s) in both financial and operational terms.
To meet these objectives, GFOA conducted an on-site assessment of the applications and
business processes of the County with the intention of defining alternatives and recommending a
course of action to resolve operational issues with its current processes and systems. The
outcome of that assessment and subsequent analysis is this report, which will highlight:
•
•
•
•

The County’s vision and major business drivers
Analysis of the current systems
Alternatives for the County to consider
A recommended alternative and supporting business case

It is important to note that there are really three entities acting as stakeholders in this assessment the County itself, the Clarke County School District, and Joint Administrative Services. For the
purposes of this report, “County” typically refers to all three groups collectively. Where needed,
the report specifies the entities individually.

Methodology
To complete the analysis, GFOA modified its standard “Needs Assessment” process. To obtain
necessary information from the County and from various representative firms in the ERP market,
GFOA completed the following activities:

Executive Visioning Session:
As part of GFOA’s on-site kick-off, GFOA facilitated a discussion to obtain feedback from
managers on the County’s key business drivers and vision for the County. GFOA uses this
information to set the overall direction for our analysis and recommendations. Our goal is to
ensure that recommendations are in alignment with overall County direction.
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Focus Group Sessions with County Departments:
Interviews were conducted with County departments to gain a better understanding on the use of
current systems and to understand current challenges. Departments also shared critical business
process requirements.

Technology Interview
In addition to the interviews of business users, GFOA interviewed the County and Schools
Information Technology staff to identify the technology standards, issues, opportunities and risks
related to the overall technology environment.

Market Research
To provide a basis for recommendations contained in this report, GFOA contacted a number of
ERP vendors to get specific information on product offerings, implementation requirements, and
price, as it related to the County’s current situation.

THE COUNTY’S VISION FOR THE FUTURE
To begin the process of articulating a County-wide vision, we first need to identify major
business drivers that describe conditions that the organization must target to be successful.
Stakeholders offered the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Eliminate department and function-specific “shadow” systems such as spreadsheets,
databases, or manual reports and forms that staff use because the enterprise systems do
not meet their needs
Reduce duplicate data entry
Simplify and standardize processes
Reduce manual processing steps
Eliminate multiple sources of the same data and information
Need to provide user-friendly reporting tools
Integrate the assessment/rate to revenue to financial reporting process
Are current platform choices (AS/400, Linux, Open source software) the right solutions
for our needs and capabilities?

These business drivers were validated with the focus groups, who added additional detail and
examples.
The next part of our discussion turned towards identifying goals and objectives, or a vision of
what a future computing environment should look like. This is an important step in order to
ensure that recommendations and improvements are in alignment with stakeholder needs and
values. During conversation, GFOA noted the following prevailing themes:
•

Focus on Governance - The County and Schools are aware of the potential benefits of
shared services between the entities, and indeed the Joint Administrative Services
functions as a shared services mechanism in providing management services for both
entities. Now, there is a desire to analyze and determine optimal information technology
governance structures in a similar fashion. Should IT be operated separately between the
County and Schools, fully combined, or combined for some functions and not others?
How will IT be governed in prioritized if some or all services are shared? These are
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important questions given the critical role that IT plays in supporting both planning and
operational activities.
•

Process Automation - There are many examples where automation could save
significant time and produce more accurate results. Employee records and leave
management, for example, are almost entirely manual, as are many processes outside
basic financial transactions. Both the County and Schools would like to see more
automation as a way to save time and money.

•

Best Practices - As processes are potentially automated, there is a strong desire to
investigate best practices, and to move towards process-driven rather than technologydriven operations. It is important to note that County stakeholders agreed that best
practices needed to push towards consistency and transparency as well as meeting
functional and regulatory needs.

•

System Integration - Again, several examples were cited where the inability to share
information across functions created inefficiencies, hampered productivity, and created
errors in processing. As an example, revenue data from the Bright system must be
manually rekeyed into the RDA Xpert system – there is no real-time automated interface
between the two systems. However, stakeholders were careful to point out that
integration needed to be flexible, and to support the County and Schools business rules.
Again, both the County and Schools envision a computing environment where data can
be entered once and shared across functions, saving time by eliminating duplicate work,
reducing errors, and increasing transparency and consistency

•

Access to Information - In many cases, information is known to exist, but current
systems configuration or poorly understood tools makes it difficult to access and analyze
that information. In many cases, staff and stakeholders rely on other departments to
provide information that they feel they should be able to obtain on their own. In some
cases, security and internal controls are a significant constraint to increasing access and
transparency in the current environment. As a result, there are significant delays in
providing and accessing information, making it difficult to manage operations. Adding to
that difficulty is a multitude of out of sync data sources, which creates questions about
the validity of the information. The County’s vision here is simple – staff and
stakeholders should have easy-to-use tools that provide immediate and secure access to
the information they need to perform their job functions.

Any alternative that the County explores to resolve these issues and take advantage of
opportunities will require a significant and ongoing commitment from the executive level to
transform the organization. That commitment must include allocation of staff time to
development and implementation of process change, willingness to explore new tools and
techniques for both transaction processing and decision making, and even a financial commitment
to the software tools and training that County and School staff need to perform their work at a
high level. Without such executive support, the issues described above cannot be resolved, and
the County’s vision cannot be achieved.
Such commitment is no easy task. As in any organization, there will be competing priorities,
resource constraints, changes in leadership and personnel, and any number of factors that can and
do present barriers to success. There will even be pressures to abandon efforts that have been
started but not finished. To overcome those barriers, organizational leaders must remain
committed to a vision of transformation. Again, that commitment is vital regardless of the
eventual paths that the County takes in addressing its business process issues.
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ANALYSIS OF CURRENT SYSTEMS
In a nutshell, the County’s current information systems infrastructure does not adequately support
planning, operations, or reporting. To cope with this, employees have developed “shadow”
systems and created additional manual processes to meet their information needs. As a result, the
organization has become proliferated with systems that have limited or no integration to each
other. County staff spends considerable time on manual data entry and re-entry and data
reconciliation. This causes staff to spend more time managing data and less time managing their
work.
In preparation for GFOA coming on-site, the County prepared an inventory of the current systems
used to perform their daily activities. Exhibit 1 is a summary of the enterprise applications from
that inventory (applications that support multiple departments or multiple business functions).
Exhibit 1: Clarke County’s Existing Enterprise Applications
Name of Application
Platform
Purpose
Bright (BAI)
IBM AS/400
Tax and license revenue,
Treasurer A/R and G/L, tax
billing and management,
development rights database
ESRI ArcGIS
Windows
GIS, Land Use, mapping
CAMRA (Stonewall
IBM AS/400
Real Estate Assessment
Technologies)
Windoware (Superbase)

Windows

Zimbra
Southern Software

Linux Server
Windows

RecTrac (Vermont Systems)

Linux Server

Xpert (Open RDA)

Linux Server/AIX

Pearson PowerSchool

Building Department inspections
and permits
Email, calendaring
Sherriff case management and
911 dispatch
Program and class registration
and cashiering
Core financials, purchasing,
budgeting, personnel, leave
management, utility billing
School District administrative
functions

In addition to the enterprise systems listed above, the State of Virginia requires the use of some
function-specific systems, primarily to support reporting requirements. These systems include
Health, Social Services, Courts, Transportation, Law Enforcement, Compensation Board, State
Taxation and Voter Registration. Also, the School District supports dozens of different of
instructional software packages, which are not included here
Included in Exhibit 1 are major systems the County purchased and implemented from software
vendors for that particular business function. This list does not include the many side systems
that are used to complete business tasks. In observing current systems, GFOA noticed that many
processes relied heavily on Microsoft Excel to combine, analyze, and report on information from
the primary systems. In some cases, staff used Excel to conduct relatively sophisticated analysis
tasks using pivot tables and advanced Excel functions. This functionality however, is only
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available after considerable effort by County staff to pull all of the necessary information into
Microsoft Excel or a similar program.
The following provides an overall system assessment that highlights the major findings from
GFOA’s on-site focus group meetings and system observations. Detailed findings for each
functional area are presented later in the chapter.

Major System Issues
Lack of Integration:
County staff spends an excessive amount of manual effort combining data from multiple systems
to produce reports, provide decision support, and complete business tasks. A consistent theme
throughout departmental interviews was the amount of required duplication of effort due to a lack
of system integration. GFOA confirmed this issue during system observations. In almost all
cases, staff was re-entering and then re-formatting accounting data to meet their needs.

Lack of Real Time Access to Information
Primarily due to lack of integration (see above), real time access to key information is not
available throughout the County. When information is needed, staff must take the time to pull
information from a number of sources and prepare reports. Additionally not all staff have access
to management information. A number of staff commented that information is only available by
asking someone else to provide it. Purchasing functions are particularly affected, as it is difficult
to obtain the status of a purchase order without tracking it outside the system. Human Resource
information is also difficult to obtain, however this is more due to lack of automation than lack of
access to real time data.

Lack of Robust Reporting Capabilities
The County lacks robust reporting capabilities within its systems. Almost all reporting is done
through the use of side systems (Microsoft Excel) excepting the monthly Account Manager report
produced around the 10th of each month, which comes from the Xpert system. Producing reports
is a very labor intensive process that makes it difficult to get information out of the system.
Carryovers was one of the most frequently cited examples. CAFR (produced by the County’s
auditor) and the annual school report (entered on a State Excel spreadsheet) are further examples,
requiring up to two months of extensive work to gather the data needed. To be fair, year end
accrual processing impacts that time frame as well, irrespective of the lack of real time data or
reporting capabilities.
Lack of Appropriate Controls
Many participants expressed frustration that budgeted funds and individual transactions could
essentially be coded to different accounts or departments at will by others, because financial
systems do not possess adequate controls or audit functions. Whether real or perceived, there is a
strong feeling that the system lacks controls and commitment reporting to allow managers to
adequately manage their budgets. The result is that managers are not convinced that their
monthly reports are accurate, and they have little idea where they are against budget. By the end
of the fiscal year, managers are conserving funds to protect themselves against going over budget,
resulting in a high level of carryover activity and missed opportunities.

No Workflow
Many processes rely on manual processes or side systems. There is little to no built in workflow
to automate business processes. For example, Treasury uses the Bright system and assessment
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data and tax rates to calculate revenue, which is then passed to accounting staff for manual entry
into Xpert. In another example, applicant data is manually reentered to create an employee file,
and employee certifications and training are tracked in another spreadsheet – there is no single
workflow process to manage employee records.

Analysis by Functional Area
GFOA conducted functional interviews with County and School staff to gain an understanding of
current system and process issues. The focus group sessions lasted about 90 minutes each, and
focused on topics such as:
• What are the key business processes of the group, and which are high, medium and low
priority
• What information is needed to accomplish the goals of those processes
• What tools/systems are used to provide that information
• How well do the tools/systems do that
• What issues and opportunities are present within the function
• To what degree do staffing and organizational issues impact the function
Key business processes and issues/opportunities with systems dominated most of the discussions,
which were well attended with thoughtful commentary from a broad perspective. Below is a
short analysis of each functional area that GFOA met with during on-site focus group meetings.

Finance and Administration
Summary
The primary accounting system is the Xpert system from Open RDA, although the Bright system
for revenue was discussed in this group as well. As with most groups, Excel plays a prominent
role in both transaction processing and information tracking, and is a primary source of data and
reports.
This group highlighted several issues, including lack of user-friendliness, lack of real time data,
excessive duplication of effort through re-keying of information, difficulty with reporting and
budgeting, and too much paper.
The organizational impact here is large. GFOA asked focus groups members to estimate the time
spent on various activities that are directly related to system capabilities. GFOA then combined
those estimates with its own observations, and concluded that approximately 120 hours of nonvalue added activity occur in this group each month. Below are some examples:
•
•
•
•
•

10 hours on reconciliation and syncing of systems (this can actually go significantly
higher during budget and annual reporting cycles)
40 hours on Excel spreadsheet functions that are required due to lack of system
functionality, especially in personnel budgeting for the Schools
20 hours on follow up reporting needs from managers who are unable to access data or
generate reports themselves
20 hours on management of paper processes for school billing
30 hours verifying data
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Analysis and Recommendations
The issues discussed in this group are almost entirely related to the system, and much less so to
poor processes or inadequate staffing. In fact, staff have created some very sophisticated tools to
maneuver around system limitations.
Should the County move ahead in replacing these systems with an integrated solution, there
would likely be nearly immediate gains in efficiency in this area through elimination of rekeying
data and reconciliation activities. Deployment of reporting tools would follow a more traditional
productivity curve, where there is a short term drop off in productivity followed by a long term
gain in time savings.
GFOA’s primary concern with new technology in this group is not the technology itself or
modified processes, but change management. Users and staff will be hard-pressed to let go of
spreadsheet-based tools and processes that have been developed and refined over time. A solid
change management program will be critical to moving this group forward with any new software
that the County may elect to pursue.

Purchasing, Accounts Payable, Fixed Assets, Vendor Maintenance
Summary
Xpert and Excel are the primary supporting technologies for this group. It is important to point
out that JAS staff can use Xpert to process payables, but department staff and account managers
have limited to no access to that system and information. Similarly, Purchasing staff are able to
generate and manage PO’s, petty cash, etc., but department staff and account managers again
have limited or no access to these systems.
As a result, staff are forced to create numerous spreadsheets to track expenditures. Over time,
these become out of sync with Xpert as account code changes and error corrections are made on
individual transactions in Xpert. GFOA estimates that this issue alone accounts for 150 to 200
hours of non-value added reconciliation time across the County and Schools. Maintenance is
required to track expenditures at the building level, which requires yet another set of
spreadsheets, adding up to another 120 to 150 hours of non-value added activity.
While lack of access to the system of record is an issue, this group also mentioned that lack of
real time integrated data was a problem as well. Purchasing and all departments are forced to
keep spreadsheets to track purchase orders that are in process because the system cannot tell them
up-to-the-minute status of purchasing and payable transactions. Related issues include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Cannot prepay for services or events, sometimes forcing the payment of fees for late
payment or late registration
Can only process payments twice per month
Difficulty tracking vendor demographics
Inability to quickly respond to vendor calls – there is no or limited access to order history
Commitment tracking is entirely manual
There is no interface between receipts in one system that are to be applied to expenditures
in another. For example, if a percentage of School building use fees are supposed to be
allocated to maintenance activities, then that is either not tracked at all or tracked entirely
manually outside the system. The Sherriff’s office reported similar issues.

There are also significant process-related issues in this area. Vouchers can take up to a week to
process, and staff have been known to physically walk paperwork through the building to
expedite signature approvals. Interoffice mail is used to move forms between process steps,
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which is slow and not always reliable. There is a large amount of last-minute invoice processing
immediately prior to check runs, which introduces the possibility of further errors. There is
widespread confusion about what is required for small fixed asset purchases.
Analysis and Recommendations
While integrated technology would certainly help alleviate excessive manual effort in this area, it
would benefit even more from process improvement and automated workflow. Simplifying
business rules and processes, then deploying automated workflow tools would resolve the vast
majority of issues that this group is dealing with. Once they have become acclimated to those
tools, the County and Schools would likely see significant improvement in vendor relations,
timeliness, and accurate reporting.

Assessments, Accounts Receivable, Cashiering, Banking, Utility Billing
Summary
Parks and Recreation uses a department-specific system called RecTrac (Vermont Systems)
which is a popular package in local governments for Park and Rec program management. County
staff using this system expressed a high degree of satisfaction with it. CAMRA is used for
assessments, and there is an interface from it to the Bright system that appears to be working
well. Bright is used for tax, fee, and license revenue tracking. Xpert is used for Utility Billing,
and there are numerous spreadsheets for grant management, monthly reconciliations, and
information tracking.
The largest issue in this group is simply lack of system functionality. Users cannot see each
other’s notes on a given parcel, transaction, or individual, and there is no planning function for
out dates (activities that need to occur within a certain amount of time from a given transaction
date). Staff reported that the “green screen” nature of the personal property part of the system
was difficult to use, and it can sometimes be difficult to track more complicated transactions,
such as applying grant funds to multiple areas. Similarly, the system reports provided by the
Bright software are sometimes difficult to interpret and do not meet many user needs.
The Utility Billing module is a bit more problematic, as the system works on a modified accrual
basis while Treasury is on a cash basis for accounting. This tends to add time to the
reconciliation process. Users cannot see property owner information when they need it, which
also adds time to processing bills and payments. Finally, the system is driven off a group of tasks
that must occur in a certain order and timeframe at the first of each month. If any of those steps
are missed or done improperly, this can create significant issues in reconciliation.
Schools have their own software for managing transactions at the building level, but there is no
automated interface to Treasury. If staff need to generate a report or need other information
(outside of School Activity Funds), they must contact Treasury to get it.
Analysis and Recommendations
The revenue modules and systems are generally more responsive and less problematic than on the
disbursement side, but an upgrade in functionality would definitely benefit staff. Utility billing
and reporting would see the most impact, but integrating the individual receipting processes with
a central accounts receivable/general ledger module would be beneficial to all parties as well.
In terms of time and dollar savings, there is perhaps 20 to 40 hours of non-value added activity
occurring in this area each month, largely from manual rekeying of data due to lack of
integration, some additional reconciliation steps, and reporting.
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Payroll, H/R, Applicant Tracking, Leave Mgmt, Benefits Admin, Retirement
Summary
Functions in this area are almost entirely manual or on spreadsheets with the exception of payroll
processing, which is done in an Xpert module. In some cases, state processes or software is
accessed (retirement, pension, state compensation board). One other exception of note is that the
Schools use the AESOP system for leave management and substitute teacher functions.
The payroll process (time entry, validation and error correction, pay generation, and reporting) is
cumbersome at best, requiring several days to gather paper, two days to key in data, time and
other transactions, and three days to actually generate the payroll. Most of this is accomplished
by a single individual.
Leave transactions are handled in Xpert as well, but do require some manual intervention. The
Schools handle leave within AESOP, but then this is rekeyed in to Xpert. The County manages
leave and leave liability on an Excel spreadsheet. It is suspected by staff that there are significant
errors in leave liability calculations, although it is virtually impossible to prove without an
automated system to provide such an analysis.
Although Xpert manages some position control and benefits data, applicant tracking, hiring, and
employee records are all entirely manual and are not consistent across the County. Social
services uses a state-provided program, schools have various programs to manage employee
records, and the County does it on paper and spreadsheets. Although transaction volume is low in
these areas, there are major concerns about the quality of the data and the amount of time spent
creating and validating it. GFOA estimates that about 60 to 80 hours of time each month could
be saved through increased automation of Human Resource functions.
Analysis and Recommendations
In GFOA’s opinion, this area presents the greatest need and potential benefit for the County. In
addition to savings from automating manual functions, the County is exposed to a high level of
risk due to the lack of reliable employee data and automated personnel processes. Should the
County face an employment related legal issue, there is significant risk that required data would
either not be available, or would be found inaccurate. The inability to accurately calculate leave
liability creates a clear financial risk, and it is likely that further investigation would find
additional financial risks.
Payroll processing could likely be shortened by two to four days with more advanced software,
and employee self-service functions could save an additional two to four days of time each
month.
Finally, it should be noted that the County’s use of older technology and reliance on manual
processes and spreadsheets does have an impact on hiring and retention. It will become
increasingly difficult for the County to attract and retain quality staff if systems and tools are not
updated. This is not to say that the County should strive to always have the best available
software at any price, but investment in tools and processes can have a positive impact on
managing labor costs.

Fleet, Work Orders, and Inventory Control
Summary
School bus maintenance is scheduled and tracked manually, as are inventory and supplies. Route
scheduling is automated through software from Trapeze, and work orders will be managed
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through SchoolDude facility maintenance software. It is hoped that SchoolDude will be
eventually be used for inventory tracking and energy management as well.
Non-warranty work on buses could be reduced if the County purchased diagnostic equipment that
would eliminate the need to go to Highway Motors for such work. Costs for this are estimated at
$3800, although there has not been an analysis of expected savings over time from such a
purchase.
The route scheduling software is problematic, as there has been little training on it and the system
itself is not user-friendly. Staff are considering investigating alternatives and determining costs to
make a budget request.
SchoolDude replaces an entirely manual work order system, and should allow for better closeout
procedures, improved communications, generation of preventative maintenance schedules, and
support for a host of other maintenance functions. Although inventory tracking will also
eventually move to SchoolDude, Maintenance staff keep as little inventory as possible because
they can get materials and supplies fairly quickly.
Energy management systems are unique to each building, including the new high school. About
one day per month could be saved on copying and faxing if the County were to pursue a unified
energy management solution for all buildings.
Facility scheduling is a largely manual process. Once school or County approval is received,
Maintenance ensures that light, heat and custodial services are arranged. Schools and County
have their own requirements for employee staffing for such uses.
Security systems use camera and DVR technology with motion detection, all of which are
working relatively well. There is a need for a regular maintenance schedule and a backup plan
for this equipment, and there is some desire to increase camera coverage to buses and other
facilities.
Analysis and Recommendations
The introduction of SchoolDude should hopefully resolve the largest operational issue here,
which is simply automating a highly paper-intensive manual process for maintenance activities.
Time savings here could be applied to increased planning and more effective scheduling of
preventative maintenance work, which would benefit both the County and Schools in the long
run.
Enterprise software such as an ERP system will also feature work order and inventory modules,
but such modules will likely be more expensive and potentially less functional than what
Maintenance has now. Unless integration of work orders with financial reporting becomes a
larger issue, it may make sense for the County to leave this area out of scope for an initial
deployment of any ERP system.

Information Technology - Infrastructure
Summary
For Information Technology (IT), GFOA focused more of the discussion on the infrastructure,
organization, staffing and processes that support functional operations, and less on the operations
themselves.
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The County and Schools IT functions appear to have a good working relationship with some
shared functions and infrastructure. The County manages about 80 desktops and laptops
(including the Sheriff’s department) and Schools have about 1200. The County’s data center has
seven servers not including the Sheriff’s server. The Schools have about 25 virtual servers with a
domain controller at the high school. A fiber optic backbone connects all the County and School
facilities, with the exception of one elementary school served by a fractional T1 line. The County
and Schools also share a storage area network (SAN).
Desktops and laptops in both the County and Schools are out of date, with the County striving for
a four year replacement cycle with an actual replacement cycle of up to six years or more. The
Schools do not have a formal replacement schedule, but the desktop/laptop environment is out of
date there as well. The impact to the County is that while these machines are more or less still
functional, they are slower, do not support all user needs, and take more time to maintain and
service. Similarly, peripheral devices such as printers are older and require additional time for
maintenance and service activities.
In terms of support, the County has a much smaller user base, and is able to provide desktop and
user support on a fairly informal basis. The Schools use a program called TrackIT for help desk
management. Because of the larger user base and heavier Internet usage, coupled with older
machines, the Schools have more issues with viruses and other malware than the County. Also,
the instructional environment is unique, and the Schools sometimes struggle to efficiently
maintain both instructional and administrative environments without impacting operations.
Staffing of the IT function at both the County and Schools is largely focused on system
administration tasks and desktop/user support. There is little planning, business analysis, or
application development activity, with vendor support being used for at least some of those
functions.
There is increasing demand on IT staff as individual departments and schools add technology to
their operations. In these cases, purchase and installation of even small packages creates a
support need within IT, and as the level of such activity increases, IT staff find that their role is
largely focused on support. Schools have designated teacher positions to assist with technology
support, but there is virtually no time allotted for those support activities. The result is increased
demand on the central IT staff, as there is virtually no assistance available at the building level.
For enterprise applications, the Bright system is the most difficult to support because of the
AS/400 platform. Printing interfaces are notably difficult to maintain. The Xpert system is
Linux-based, but is poorly architected from an old DOS structure. The impact to the County is
that the Xpert system cannot scale very well (i.e. add users or functions) and probably needs to be
rewritten.
The Schools use AESOP for substitute tracking and leave management, and the biggest issue here
is lack of integration with other systems. Zimbra supports email and calendaring, with archiving
of emails being the biggest concern. Other enterprise applications include the County website,
which is supported by IT for content as well as site maintenance. The Schools have their own
web server and several websites, although they are trying to consolidate some of these. Again, IT
provides most of the support for these websites, as users either do not have the administrative
training required or have forgotten it.
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Analysis and Recommendations
The IT function at the County and Schools is typical of local governments, in that there is a
reasonably stable infrastructure with older technology at the desktop, supported by staff who are
more focused on maintenance than planning or analysis. Growth in department-specific
applications puts additional strain on IT resources for support and integration, and takes the IT
function further away from playing a more strategic role in the organization.
Should the County and Schools pursue an ERP solution, the infrastructure (data centers, servers,
network equipment, fiber connectivity) will likely be sufficient to support a new platform.
However, there may be a need to take an inventory of desktops, laptops and printers to ensure that
end users have sufficiently new machines to take advantage of new software.
From a staffing perspective, an ERP solution would likely be vendor supported unless the County
and Schools are willing to add permanent full-time staff. In fact, the County and Schools may
wish to investigate hosted solutions as a way to mitigate the impact of new software on IT staff.
Regardless of ERP direction, the County and Schools should understand that current staffing
levels are basically adequate for day to day support, but very little beyond that. As such, there is
potential to significantly increase the value of IT to the entire County if additional positions can
be approved in IT. This is discussed further in the next section.

Information Technology - Governance
Summary
As discussed in the executive summary to this report, there is keen interest in finding an optimal
County-wide IT governance solution, given that the absence of such a governance structure is at
least part of the reason for lack of systems usage in the departments and subsequent information
silos and lack of data integration.
Organizationally, there is a Technology Services Collaboration Agreement between the County
and Schools, dated December 15, 2008, that outlines the joint creation of an Information
Technology Oversight Committee, and the role that such a committee should play. The
agreement recognizes that there is efficiency and cost savings in collaboration, while also
recognizing that there is a need to retain independent oversight for some applications. IT staff
from both the County and Schools indicated that no such oversight committee was functioning at
this point.
In terms of long range planning, the Schools have developed an IT Strategic Plan, while the
County has not. The Schools plan focuses on how technology can help the School District meet
its mission to maximize student learning opportunities, support teachers, and engage the
community, among other items. The plan works well to outline issues, ideas for moving forward,
and above all, alignment with the District’s overall goals and objectives. Importantly, the plan
goes into some detail regarding specific activities and projects to move the School District
forward, and specific measures for evaluating progress. Overall, GFOA believes that this plan is
an exemplary one, and hopes that the School District will continue to evaluate itself and update
the plan on a regular basis.
In terms of systems and functions, GFOA observed that the County and Schools execute similar
activities, but with slightly different measures, tools and focus. For example:
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•

Websites – the County and Schools each maintain their own websites, but the County
tends to funnel content management through IT, while the School District tries to push
content management out to the individual schools (not always successfully).

•

Help Desk – the Schools use TrackIT to help manage help desk requests, while the
County does not have a formal tool due to significantly lower volume of requests

•

Desktop Replacements – The County has a four-year replacement cycle that is not always
followed, while the Schools have no formal schedule per se. As a result, there are some
desktop computers at the Schools that are as much as seven years old, and maintenance of
those machines is cumbersome and time consuming.

•

Computing Infrastructure – The County and Schools have worked together to jointly
implement a storage area network (SAN) to support computing growth for both entities.
However, the Schools have a much higher number of machines and significantly more
Internet activity, and therefore are more exposed to malware than the County.

Analysis and Recommendations
In its work with schools and local governments around the country, GFOA has observed several
different methods and structures for defining and implementing IT governance. Clearly,
governance plans and potential structures must be reviewed and adapted for each government’s
unique situation, so our goal here is to define a governance structure that focuses on maximizing
the efficiency of IT services in both the County and Schools, while retaining alignment with
overall governmental objectives. The following considerations are crucial:
•

Alignment – In a nutshell, schools and local governments have different missions. The
County is a general purpose government, and the Schools, of course, are focused on
their educational mission. Nonetheless, both organizations are familiar with the benefits
of a shared services model for administrative functions.

•

Size – The schools support a much larger employee and user base, and therefore a
significantly larger number of devices, more software, and the connectivity and security
concerns that come with a larger install base.

•

Applications – Educational software for the classroom can be difficult to integrate into a
larger, networked environment. At the same time, departmental applications at the local
government level often are designed with such integration in mind.

To meet these considerations, GFOA recommends that common, non-mission critical functions
such as desktop support, email, and telephony be supported jointly, and mission critical
applications and data be supported by resources dedicated to either the County or Schools. All
staff can report through the Joint Administrative Services to ensure equitable distribution of
resources. Such a structure might look like this:
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Example of a Potential IT Governance Structure

Joint Administrative
Services

IT Director

Network and
Telephony

Desktop Apps

Enterprise Apps

School
Applications
And Data

County
Applications
And Data

•

Network and Telephony (1 FTE) – This role supports network connections for all County
and School locations, including id/password and security support, fiber and connectivity
service and support, and all telephone support (excluding emergency services and sheriff)

•

Desktop Apps (1 FTE) – This role provides help desk support for all desktop applications
such as email, Internet browsing, and MS Office.

•

Enterprise Apps (1-2 FTE’s) – This role is responsible for supporting all enterprise wide
applications such as GIS, Email, any future document management applications, and an
ERP system (currently Xpert and Bright). Assuming a high degree of vendor or thirdparty support, this role would likely involve testing patches and upgrades, coordinating
vendor resources on fixes and development work, and providing input to any enterprise
wide planning function.

•

School Applications and Data (1-2 FTE’s) – This is a systems analyst level resource
dedicated to educational and other school-specific software, including PowerSchool
(student information system). This role would be responsible for first level application
support, and would manage vendor support as well. Additionally, this role would provide
input to the overall IT planning process.

•

County Applications and Data (1-2 FTE’s) – Again, this is a systems analyst level
resource dedicated to County specific applications, such as fleet management, law
enforcement systems, work order and inventory control, etc. If the County and Schools
purchase and implement an ERP system, this role would focus on those applications that
interface or are integrated with that system.

GFOA recognizes that this structure is a major shift for the County, as it calls for the addition of
two to four FTE’s to the IT function, and that the IT function move to JAS. GFOA believes there
are significant advantages to this structure:
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•

Current IT staffing is at a level that only allows for ongoing maintenance activity. There
is insufficient staffing in IT for strategic or tactical planning, business analysis and
development, or innovation in business intelligence and decision-making.
Transformation of information technology into a shared services model that is aligned
with overall strategies and goals will require additional staff, as indicated in the model
above. In essence, the goal of this recommendation is to ensure that the IT function adds
value to the organization beyond providing ongoing maintenance of hardware and
software. To do that will require additional staff.

•

Under JAS, the IT function will be aligned with a shared services group that already has
an enterprise-wide focus. In other words, this structure leverages the work that the
County and Schools have already done to establish shared services. This will prove to be
effective in planning, ongoing operations, and support for the entire IT function.

•

To accommodate special projects, JAS is in a unique position to shift resources between
County and Schools as needed. This will maximize staff utilization and avoid overutilization or “burnout”.

Of course, there are political, cultural and organizational issues that need to be considered during
any reorganization. GFOA strongly recommends that evaluation of the proposed IT governance
structure allow for input from all affected parties, and that deployment of this (or an alternative)
structure be conducted with great care.

GIS, Land Use, Deed Records, Inspections and Permitting
Summary
Like many local governments, the County uses ESRI’s ArcGIS software for its geospatial
computing and mapping needs. ArcGIS is a robust solution with a high degree of acceptance in
the public sector, and generally meets the County’s needs in this area.
Primary users of GIS data include the Commissioner of Revenue, Sherriff, County Clerk,
Planning, and Inspections and Permitting. In general, data requests from these users are met by
GIS analysts who provide requested data or maps.
Inspection and Permitting is supported by a program called Superbase, but again, lack of
integration means that much of that data must be rekeyed – in some cases, multiple times.
The user experience has been generally good, and most of the issues raised concerned the need
for more seamless integration of GIS-based data with assessment data, valuation and revenue
data, appraisals, and other functions where GIS data is an input to calculations or transactions.
Some batch and manual interfaces exist now, but do not generally meet user needs. As a result,
some maps are produced several times, files sometimes cannot be found, history cannot be
viewed, and there is no ability to generate an end-to-end view from all systems.
Analysis and Recommendations
Integration of GIS data with property assessments, tax bills and revenue is one of the County’s
documented objectives from any future automation project. Unfortunately, it is not at all clear
that the marketplace has solutions within the County’s budget and technical capabilities. While
still worth investigating, GFOA believes that any such integration will need to be built by County
staff or an outside firm to truly meet the requirements described here.
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Document Management
Summary
Document Management is a broad area, as virtually all departments have some sort of system in
place for management paper and forms, even if that system is simply a spreadsheet identifying
locations. Although each department has needs in document management, there are unique
aspects to those needs for some.
Special Education is entirely paper-based, with a spreadsheet to track rough location of certain
types of documents. There is a moderate amount of frustration over the amount of paper
generated, the amount of time it takes to locate certain documents or files (it can take as long as
three to four days to locate a student file from several years ago, for example), and the number of
lost documents that need to be recreated or searched for. Additionally, a significant amount of
time is spent sending documents back and forth to the schools.
Although the schools have PowerSchool software for student records, staff records are kept
manually. Staff records at the County and at the Sherriff’s office are also entirely manual (see the
section of this report on Payroll and HR for more information). Law Enforcement has a
document tracking system for incident reports, and County Board staff use scanning and the
website to reduce the amount and number of paper records.
An excellent example of needs in the document management area is in Social Services. The
primary system for them is from the state, but they generate an extremely large amount of paperbased information, some of which must be kept for several years. Foster care records for
example, are overwhelming the department not only due to their size, but also due to long
retention requirements. At this point, the Social Services department is nearly out of storage
space.
GFOA was able to view the School Board Annex where much of the paper for schools and other
areas is stored. Documents and boxes of documents are inconsistently labeled, and some are not
labeled at all. Retrieval is dependent on a few staff people who happen to remember where
certain items were placed. Of additional concern is that some of the documents are stored next to
a furnace, certainly not an ideal location for paper.
Analysis
It is difficult to measure the impact of paper on an organization, but clearly the County and
Schools would benefit from increased usage of electronic document management. First, retrieval
and delivery of documents could go from days to minutes with a robust system, saving perhaps
hundreds of hours over the course of a year. Secondly, the County and Schools are exposed to
significant risk with document management – staff reported that some Freedom of Information
Act (FOIA) requests have gone unanswered because no one could locate the appropriate
documents. While the County has not been adversely impacted yet, the risk remains unaddressed.
While introduction of document management software has clear and compelling benefits, the
County and Schools must understand that implementation is a difficult undertaking with several
complicating factors. First, realization of savings and reduced risk takes time, as it takes a great
deal of time and labor to sort through documents, then scan, label and archive them according to
appropriate business and state rules. Secondly, the County does not have a centralized function
for records management, therefore it will be difficult to find appropriate staff to spearhead such
an effort. Third, the County will need to standardize how documents are named, labeled and
stored in order to truly take advantage of document management software, again requiring time
and labor to organize and implement such standardization.
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Finally, ERP systems have basic document management built into their workflow systems, but it
is unclear how or when such a module might be implemented assuming the County proceeds with
procurement of an ERP solution. In the meantime, the risks from the current records
management environment continue to grow.
GFOA urges the County to consider investigating document management systems as a long-term
solution to the issues raised here.

Schools
Summary
The primary student information system for the Schools is PowerSchool, which is a common
system in K-12 school districts for student information, parent communications, staff
management and other functions. Additionally, there are some state-supplied systems that the
Schools must use. At this point, PowerSchool is used for nearly all student information needs,
but users reported some issues with it:
•
•
•
•

Reporting and query functions is not user-friendly and takes too much time to master
Electronic scheduling from PowerSchool is modified manually, which takes a significant
amount of staff time.
Data entry for new students is onerous, and is not centralized.
Progress towards graduation is monitored manually because the system does not track
verified credits.

There is a student testing module available in PowerSchool, but staff have not had time to
investigate it further or determine how to deploy it. The state provided software is apparently
functional, but there are difficulties getting hardware to the right place at the right time. As a
result, paper backups are sometimes needed.
For instructional software, there is a high degree of informality. It is not always clear whether
new software funding should come from the IT or the instructional budget. Because of the lack
of budget commitment reporting and lack of access to real-time data, school staff are not always
clear as to where they stand against their budgets. As a result, they are sometimes forced to avoid
purchasing instructional software for fear of budget overruns. This is highly frustrating for all the
Schools. Exacerbating this issue is that there are no formal processes for investigating whether a
given software package will run on the School’s computing environment, what support is
available or needed, what additional hardware needs might exist, etc.
Administratively, the Schools have ongoing issues with facility usage fees and processes. The
process of renting a facility to a community group is managed in Excel, and a significant amount
of time is spent on making sure staff are available for the event or function, and determining what
services should be provided and at what cost. There is little confidence that fees charged are
adequate, although there is insufficient data or analysis to determine that. It is also difficult to
track what happens to those rental fees.
Student activity fees are managed through TRA SchoolFunds, which is a software package
designed specifically for that purpose. Staff are generally pleased with the system, although there
are some issues with security and remote access.
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Excel and manual processes are used to track tuition, gate receipts at athletic events, and other
single function processes. Consensus among the group was that these processes and tools
generally work, but are somewhat time-consuming to manage.
The Athletic department uses Schedule Star for events, and overall is pleased with the computing
tools that they use. There may be some opportunity for other departments to utilize that system.
Analysis
School computing needs are different from the County’s in several respects, but two stand out.
First, the unique needs of instructional computing place different demands on the information
technology function, and secondly, there is a far larger user base. Nonetheless, on the
administrative side, Schools experience similar operational difficulties as County departments.
The lack of systems integration and lack of real-time data creates additional manual work, and
creates uncertainty for decision-makers. This is seen primarily in processes that support facility
usage and the purchase/installation of instructional software.
On the student information side, the Schools have a good set of tools and systems, but are
hampered by the lack of time needed to expand and support their usage. Here, process
improvement, especially in registration and document management, may help generate additional
efficiencies.
Instructional computing needs are growing, but there is insufficient support to sustain that
growth. The identification and deployment of technology in the schools has downstream effects
on IT staff, other functions and processes, and creates integration needs with other systems. The
Schools simply lack the staff to address those needs adequately.

Summary
Focus groups confirmed initial discussions that lack of automation, lack of systems integration,
and lack of access to real time data are significant contributors to the County’s lack of efficiency
and productivity in business operations. Process improvement and lack of best practices in some
areas also contribute to efficiency and productivity issues.
GFOA conservatively estimates that County staff expend between 350 to 400 hours per month on
non-value added activities. The primary task behind this is the need to rekey data into various
spreadsheets for reporting and management purposes. Other factors are time spent reconciling
different spreadsheets and systems, time spent in processing manual forms and documents, and
time spent working with other departments to obtain and analyze information.
The table below is intended to provide some perspective on the financial impact of non-value
added time:
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Exhibit 2: Impact of Non-Productive Activities
Non-Value Added Internal Hourly
Monthly Financial Annual Financial
Hours
Labor Rate
Impact
Impact
350
$35
$12,250
$147,000
$45
$15,750
$189,000
$55
$19,250
$231,000
$65
$22,750
$273,000
$75
$26,250
$315,000
375

$35
$45
$55
$65
$75

$13,125
$16,875
$20,625
$24,375
$28,125

$157,500
$202,500
$247,500
$292,500
$337,500

400

$35
$45
$55
$65
$75

$14,000
$18,000
$22,000
$26,000
$30,000

$168,000
$216,000
$264,000
$312,000
$360,000

GFOA believes that the financial impact of the issues discussed in this section is about $250,000
to $350,000 per year. Further, it is important to note that this is a conservative estimate. A more
detailed investigation, such as time and motion studies, would perhaps find additional examples
of non-value added time. It is entirely possible that the County is spending $500,000 per year in
non-productive activities and tasks.

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
The County has several options it can pursue to address the needs and issues described above.
These are presented in order from least to most transformative:
1. Status Quo: The County could continue to utilize existing systems, with no significant
additions or modifications.
2. Optimize the Current Environment: The County could consider combining process
reengineering in combination with development of system interfaces and increased access
to its current systems. This entails a significant amount of business analysis to redesign
processes, design and development of custom interfaces between major systems, and
resolving security issues to increase deployment of existing systems to County staff.
3. Best of Breed Software Strategy: The County could develop a multi-year plan to
purchase and implement software packages for each functional area (e.g. financials,
HR/Payroll, Work Orders, etc.) independently.
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4. Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) Strategy:
implement a fully-integrated ERP system.

The County could purchase and

This section presents an analysis of each alternative, as well as the key organizational
implications associated with each. GFOA identifies Option 4 – ERP, as the recommended
solution for the County. A detailed analysis of that option is provided later in this report.

Criteria for Analyzing Each Alternative
Prior to the discussion of the various alternatives, it is important to develop a framework by
which to evaluate each of the alternatives. In order to compare, and make decisions among
various alternatives, evaluation criteria must be established. GFOA recognizes that other
variables and fiscal considerations can influence the evaluation process for this project.
However, the following criteria are suggested as a framework for evaluating the four alternatives
identified.

Ability to Address Issues and Opportunities
Previously in this report GFOA identified areas where current systems and processes presented
operational issues or opportunities for improvement. It should be noted here that the management
information issues and opportunities identified by GFOA are not “ideal” or “nice to have” points,
but rather represent basic information that managers within the organization need to effectively
deliver services and provide information required by citizens and external stakeholders. As a
result this factor should be considered of critical importance in the decision making process.

Level of Risk and Potential Implications
Each of the alternatives identified involves some level of risk and potential long-term
implications for Clarke County. As part of the analysis of each alternative, GFOA will discuss
these risks and related potential implications. The risks identified may include risks related to the
change associated with the implementation of new systems as well as the risks, or the potential
implications of continuing to rely on existing systems for the completion of key business
processes.

Cost
The short-term and long-term cost of each alternative is an important consideration that should be
included in an analysis of each alternative. While a detailed cost analysis of all of the possible
alternatives is outside the scope of this engagement, GFOA will present a discussion of the
relative costs of each alternative that may be used by the County to compare the various options.
This information should help County decision makers develop a ball park understanding of the
financial implications related to each alternative.

Analysis of Alternatives
Option 1 - Status Quo
The County could continue to rely on the current versions of existing systems, most notably Xpert
and Bright, as currently utilized for the management of key business processes. In addition, the
County would continue to rely on the various shadow systems that have been developed primarily
using Excel spreadsheets as well as paper records and informal undocumented processes.
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Ability to Address Issues and Opportunities
As described earlier in this report, current systems and related processes result in significant
operational issues and risks. County staff are able to maneuver around some of those issues to
meet basic business needs through a patchwork of non-integrated software, spreadsheets,
databases, manual processes, and in many cases undocumented personal knowledge and
expertise.
There is no evidence that issues related to lack of integration, access to data, automated processes
or best practices will resolve themselves inside the current framework. In fact, it is likely that the
impact of these issues on staff and the County as a whole will likely increase. For example, paper
based data will become increasingly difficult to retrieve, spreadsheets and databases will become
increasingly cumbersome to use with time, and opportunities for faster and better decision
making will be missed.
Further, current systems do not allow for the systematic aggregation and analysis of financial and
operational data that is becoming increasingly important to the effective management of any
organization. As an example, continuing to rely on existing systems will hamper efforts to
institutionalize and transfer knowledge to new employees that may be hired to replace expected
retirees. Dependence on shadow systems and manual processes with limited documentation for
critical business processes also increases risk to the County in the case of extended absences or
separation from employment of key employees or the unlikely event of employee malfeasance.

Level of Risk and Potential Implications
At a County-wide level, remaining with the status quo does not allow the County to effectively
deal with risks in the inability to supply information (even if required by law), increased inability
to attract and retain qualified staff, and operational decision making based on incomplete and
untimely data. As processing errors and inefficiencies continue, the County will eventually face
additional risks in payment errors, duplicative work, missed deadlines, and other ongoing
administrative issues.
Another way to examine risks in the status quo option is to consider the lack of adequate
management information and reliance on shadow systems and manual processes that are not
completely documented. The County currently relies heavily on individual employees to ensure
that critical business processes such as payroll, purchasing, accounts payable and budget
development and control are efficiently completed within organizational policies. Much of this
work is undocumented, and the County faces the risk that these business processes could be
interrupted if one or two key employees were out for an extended absence or unexpectedly
resigned or retired. Fragmented systems and manual processes also tend to be more susceptible
to fraud.
The County also faces risks in technology obsolescence. The Xpert system is open source
software, which means that code development is haphazard, is not standardized, rarely follows or
implements best practices, and is difficult to integrate. While it appears that Xpert will be
supported for the foreseeable future, it is not at all clear that the product will be technically
enhanced to increase its value to the County. The Bright software runs on an aging AS/400
platform, support for which will eventually disappear as IBM moves customers towards its
iSeries line of servers.
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Cost
The immediate direct cost to the County of maintaining the status quo is minimal. The most
reasonable justification for the County to maintain the status quo would be a lack of available
funding to pursue other options. Even then, a plan will need to be adopted to migrate the Xpert
and Bright systems to another platform within the next few years.
It should be noted that maintaining the status quo implies the continuation of $250,000 to
$350,000 in non-productive time each year.

Conclusion
Maintaining the status quo does not appear to be a viable option for the County. The problems
and potential problems related to the lack of integration and data access, and the continued
reliance on shadow systems and manual processes are too great for the status quo to be a viable
course of action.

Option 2 – Optimize the Current Environment
The County could seek to optimize the Xpert and Bright-based environment through a functional
process reengineering effort that seeks to make better and more pervasive use of existing
technology. This option could buy the County some time by delaying the need for new platforms
for a period of time.
Ability to Address Issues and Opportunities
There are a few improvements possible within current systems and processes:
• Resolve security issues and grant access to relevant portions of the Xpert and Bright
systems to users outside of JAS.
• Investigate document management systems to help relieve issues related to paper
production, copying and filing. Include in this an upgrade of printing and scanning
technology to assist with paper reduction.
• Investigate third-party query and report generation software that could be made widely
available to users. This could eliminate some of the rekeying of data into Excel or Word
for reporting purposes.
• It is possible that both Xpert and Bright have additional modules unused by the County.
Consult with the vendors to see if additional automation is available to help reduce the
manual effort involved in administrative processes.
Technology alone will not address the major concerns of the County. Many of the weaknesses
observed during our site visit and as reported by users highlighted the need for policy and process
review. Payroll processing is limited by a one-person data gathering, data validation, and data
entry effort. Fixed asset tracking is poorly understood by most managers. Human Resource
functions are not standardized. In these cases and many others, the County can make significant
operational improvements by reviewing and modifying policies and procedures:
• Begin by collecting any existing policy and procedure documents from across the County
• Review the policy or procedure to understand its initial purpose and operational
implications
• Prioritize those processes with the most opportunity for increased effectiveness and
efficiency, reduced costs, or better citizen or employee service
• Use a cross-functional team to develop recommended process improvements, and obtain
the required approvals for implementation
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•

Implement the new processes in a controlled fashion that maximizes the chance for
success.

Level of Risk and Potential Implications
There is little risk in performing the steps of an optimization project, however, there are some
items to keep in mind:
• This option represents a renewed commitment to the existing software platforms. As
discussed earlier, there is risk of obsolescence with these systems, and it may not be in
the County’s best interest to make a long-term commitment to these technologies.
• The amount of staff time required to perform the steps highlighted above can be
significant. As a result, operational improvements often occur more slowly and with less
impact during an optimization project, delaying the realization of benefits.
• Leadership of a process redesign effort requires specialized business analysis skills that
the County may not possess in-house.
• Process improvements will be limited by the capabilities of the existing systems.
• Developing custom interfaces (or contracting consultants to do so) is technically
complicated and expensive, and may cause vendors to stop providing support.
GFOA believes that overcoming these challenges entails a high degree of risk and would
ultimately cause the County to miss its goals and objectives. In particular, GFOA believes that
committing County resources to the current software platforms carries more risk than is
warranted by any possible efficiencies or productivity gains.

Cost
The cost for an optimization project is largely internal staff time, although there will be external
costs if consulting assistance is required to lead or participate in the effort. Additional costs may
be incurred if vendor assistance or additional modules need to be purchased.
GFOA estimates the range for these external consulting costs to be between $100,000 and
$200,000, depending on the extent of approved policy and process changes, the amount of work
that can be performed by County staff versus outside consultants, and the extent of retraining the
user community. If external assistance is required to develop interfaces, this could add an
additional $100,000 to $200,000 to the overall cost (as an example, RDA proposed $80,000 to
almost $100,000 to build just two interfaces and conduct training). In total, GFOA believes that
the County would need to allocate a minimum of $300,000 in order to see some benefits from this
approach.
These estimates are for external costs only, and do not include costs for internal labor.

Conclusion
Given that many of the weaknesses and needs identified by GFOA are related to both business
process and technology, an optimization project that seeks to revise existing processes and
standardize software usage would appear to carry relatively low risk with a reasonable rate of
return. However, GFOA has several concerns about this solution:
•
•

It is likely temporary, as the technology risks will remain
There is a lack of cross-functional business and systems analysis skills to conduct such a
project
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•
•
•

•

The breadth and depth of process improvement work is large, and it will likely take years
to work through the most pressing issues
Staff availability will be an issue
Vendor and platform experiences have not always been positive. As an example, the
County had several issues with a report prepared by RDA, as their analysis was viewed as
flawed in a number of areas.
At least some of the needs for automation will not be met, especially in human resources
and leave management.

Given these concerns, cost for outside resources, and the risk for missing goals and objectives,
GFOA cannot recommend this alternative to the County.

Option 3 - Best of Breed Software Strategy
A third strategy that the County could pursue would be the systematic replacement of existing
systems such as core financials and HR/Payroll in a sequential manner over a period of time.
This approach is often referred to as the “best of breed” strategy.
Using a “best of breed” approach, administrative systems are pieced together and interfaced or
integrated where necessary to approximate the organizational wide benefits of an ERP system.
With a “best of breed” approach, each system stores its own data in separate databases, but each
is interfaced so that information is shared throughout the entire system. A “best of breed”
approach allows organizations to choose the best system for each functional area, which allows
each department or functional area choose a system that best provides advanced functionality to
meet its business needs. Organizationally, however, reporting still may be difficult. Because
information is stored within each individual system, capabilities for querying information and
reporting will not be as robust out of the multiple systems as it is with an integrated ERP system
(the diagram below shows a best of breed approach). The system is also more difficult to
maintain since each system is on its own patch and upgrade schedule. It also places a burden on
the support organization since their knowledge needs to cover a wider array of products.
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Example - Best of Breed ERP with Multiple Databases

Ability to Address the County’s Issues and Opportunities
If the County were able to successfully procure, implement and integrate key systems, it is likely
that critical management information needs could be met. Improvements in package architectures
software make it possible to integrate data from independent software packages operating on a
single database platform in a relatively seamless manner. A significant number of municipal
governments have successfully pursued this strategy.
Again, new software by itself will not resolve issues related to policy and process. As noted
earlier, policy and process issues are as large of a contributing factor to noted weaknesses as the
technology itself. In essence, replacing the technology only addresses half the problem. The
County will need to adapt its processes to the new software in order to avoid expensive and highrisk software modifications. If the County is unwilling to do this, it risks memorializing
ineffective procedures in the new software, missing opportunities for improvements, and failing
to achieve its goals and desired outcomes.
Of particular concern with this strategy is that best of breed solutions require that IT or outside
consultants build the interfaces and integration paths for the different packages. Given that one of
the driving concerns of County staff is the lack of integration between current systems, this
alternative has the potential to miss a major target.
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Level of Risk and Potential Implications
Organizations that pursue a best of breed strategy take on the responsibility for integrating the
multiple systems that result. Therefore the organization takes on the risk for completing what can
be a complex and difficult task. With state-supported systems involved in many County
functions, integration becomes that much more difficult.
If the IT staff at both the County and the Schools is expected to continue to perform at its current
level while pursuing a best of breed approach, then the County will almost certainly require the
addition of permanent IT staff. Systems analysis skills will be needed during procurement and
implementation, and also for the extensive and ongoing integration work that comes with such a
strategy. Programming skills may be needed as well, or a significant investment in consulting
assistance if the County chooses to outsource this effort.

Cost
Initial costs for the best of breed strategy are typically in the same range as an ERP
implementation, but are spread over a longer period of time. Long-term support costs may be
higher for a best of breed approach as the County would be responsible for maintaining interfaces
and integration points. This will likely entail recruiting and retaining additional IT staff.

Conclusion
Organizations that pursue the best of breed strategy often do so because they have unusual
requirements in certain functional areas that are difficult for ERP systems to meet or when they
have large and highly skilled information technology departments that are prepared to develop
and maintain a best of breed system. Based upon GFOA’s functional assessment, the County
does not appear to have any particularly unusual or unique requirements that could not be met
through an ERP system, assuming that GIS and student information systems would remain intact.
Furthermore, a best of breed approach may place be excessively burdensome for a relatively
small IT department. As a result, GFOA does not recommend a best of breed approach for the
County.

Option 4 - Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) Strategy
The County could choose to acquire and ERP software package that includes fully integrated
functional modules in the areas of importance to the County.
ERP systems encompass the software applications that provide the ability to manage information
and resources more effectively. General Ledger, Accounts Receivable, Accounts Payable,
Payroll, Human Resources, and Purchasing are all supported by a single system. To accomplish
this, an ERP solution utilizes an integrated business model, enabled by technology that improves
operational efficiency and organization-wide decision support through information integration
and process improvement. With a successful implementation, each functional area of the
organization will utilize the system in day-to-day activities to access, analyze, modify, and report
information. At a minimum, ERP systems provide a common relational database to store
information throughout the enterprise and eliminate many of the shadow systems that drag down
efficiency in government. Below are some of the distinguishing characteristics of modern ERP
systems:
Common Relational Database - A common database system using relational database
technology manages all the data within the system and facilitates access to it. Data is shared
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among applications within the ERP. Data is only stored once and the same data accessed by users
throughout the organization.
Use of Modern Technology Standards - The system is built using modern programming
languages, standards, and technical architectures. This technology includes administrative and
programming toolsets that enable developers to configure, modify, and customize the systems and
also aid in the design of interfaces and security. In addition, many systems are now utilizing
service oriented architecture which allows systems to more easily exchange data and thus allow
other administrative systems to integrate with the ERP system.
Deep and Wide Functionality - Applications can meet a wide variety of business requirements.
ERP systems have developed overtime and now major ERP vendors include functionality for
almost all business requirements for public sector organizations. For example, the chart of
accounts supports financial reporting and budgetary requirements. A flexible chart structure based
on relational database concepts is one element of ERP that can improve reporting and eliminate
many “shadow” systems from proliferating in an organization.
Government Specific Functionality – As ERP systems evolve, most vendors continue to add
government specific functionality such as advanced budgeting, permitting, land management, and
performance management capabilities.
Best Business Practices and Process Reengineering – The system is modeled on processes that
reflect “best practices” across organizations, but, depending on the system, also provides the
flexibility for organizations to configure the system to their own processes, thus supporting
ongoing process reengineering.
Workflow Capabilities - Workflow capabilities permit users to define event-driven routings,
create automated in-boxes and prioritized queues, and automate background queries. Workflow is
the automation of business processes within the enterprise system. Workflow helps automate
many paper intensive processes in many legacy applications such as the approval process for a
purchase order, approval process for a personnel action form, or budget control activities.
Drill-Down and Audit Trails - Underlying data can be accessed directly from the current screen.
For example, drill down capabilities permit end users to reach the source document that supports
a journal entry. Audit trails provide the ability to review all of the history of changes to a record
in the database.
Security – Security capabilities, such as single sign-on, roll based security, data inscription, and
field level security provides protection for sensitive data by allowing users access to necessary
information and restricting access to other data.
Advanced Reporting and Analysis - The system provides end-users with the ability to access
system data using modern reporting tools, including both standard reports and also “ad hoc”
reporting ability.
Use of Dashboards – ERP systems now provide executive dashboards or scorecards that “push”
key information out to users. Key data is displayed graphically on the user’s portal to provide a
quick update on vital indicators. Problem areas can then be examined in detail using drill down,
drill around, or other analytic features.
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Web Enabling & Internet Capabilities – The system supports the ability to make functions
available to the public through the government’s Web site and also to employees through web
portals that reduce data entry tasks by government staff. Examples of pushing this responsibility
out include both employee self service and vendor self service. Additionally, many systems are
“web-based,” which allows users to access the system and perform work in the system using only
a web browser. Using a web-based system does not require installation of any software on the
user’s workstation and allows users to sign in and work from different computers (for example,
sign in from home).

As ERP solutions have evolved, additional functionality continues to be incorporated into the
various systems available. If a vendor does not offer specific functionality to meet the
organization’s needs, it can partner with a third party vendor that offers specific functionality.
For example, functionality for land management, treasury management, and cashiering systems
are sometimes provided by separate third party products.
Recently, ERP vendors have also incorporated additional extended functions such as CRM,
business intelligence, performance management, strategic management, analytic capabilities, and
e-government functionality. Further, the ERP system now commonly interfaces with other
technology applications for even greater integration of the organization’s enterprise information
technology. For example, ERP systems can now be interfaced with geographic information
systems (GIS) to provide greater functionality to work order systems, fixed assets, and permitting
capabilities within the ERP system.
In the visioning exercise for this project, stakeholders discussed an ideal environment where all
applications, including GIS, are fully integrated so that map and parcel data can be used in
assessments, then revenue calculations, and ultimately the financial system. While it is unlikely
that the Tier I solutions for such a vision are within the County’s budget, Tier II vendors such as
SunGard and Tyler have begun to make inroads in that area. It may not be feasible either tech
will be able to accomplish that immediately, the County could strive to identify a vendor with a
similar vision. Should that level of integration then become a reality, the County would then be
in a good position to take advantage of it.
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ERP Systems Model

Ability to Address Issues and Opportunities
When fully implemented, an ERP system could meet the vast majority of the County’s unmet
management information needs. ERP systems typically have extensive reporting and analytical
capabilities that would provide necessary management information. In addition automation of
transaction processing in some areas along with the development of work flows would aid in the
institutionalization of key business processes and knowledge transfer to new employees as well as
enhancing internal controls.
As discussed in previous options, new software will not resolve issues related to policy and
process, which are large contributing factors to noted issues. The County will need to adapt its
processes to the new software in order to avoid expensive and high-risk software modifications.
If the County is unwilling to do this, it risks memorializing ineffective procedures in the new
software, missing opportunities for improvements, and failing to achieve its goals and desired
outcomes.

Level of Risk and Potential Implications
The most important risk associated with the ERP strategy is related to successfully completing the
implementation. ERP implementations are large and complex projects that impact almost every
part of the organization in some way. Organizations proceeding with an ERP implementation
should be aware of the risk that these projects are not always completed on time an on budget and
not all organizations are able to successfully implement all of the functional requirements they
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desire. Procurement risks can be significantly reduced by following a rigorous RFP process that
results in a well written contract with adequate incentives, penalties and warrantees.
Implementation risk is more difficult to mitigate, but board-level support, willingness to modify
process workflow, an innovative change management program and investment in long-term
support can all help improve the chance for success.
If the IT department is expected to continue to perform at its current level, and pursue an ERP
project, then the County will almost certainly require the addition of permanent IT staff. Systems
analysis skills will be needed during procurement and implementation, and also for postimplementation support. Programming skills may be needed as well, or a significant investment
in consulting assistance if the County chooses to outsource this effort.

Costs
The estimated costs of an ERP project were analyzed extensively by GFOA and are presented in
the next section of this report.

Conclusion
The acquisition and implementation of an ERP system would represent a significant financial
commitment on the part of the County and would entail risk to the organization. Nonetheless, the
opportunities for productivity gains are large enough that GFOA believes such a project is
warranted. The impact to the County of this recommendation, along with more detailed rationale,
is discussed in the next section.

Recommendation
Based upon the preceding analysis of the various alternatives available to the County, it is the
recommendation of the GFOA that the County move forward with an ERP project that seeks to
minimize cost and risk while achieving significant operational improvements.
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BUSINESS CASE FOR RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE
ERP implementations represent a large undertaking for any organization and require proper
planning. For smaller organizations like the County, planning is that much more important. Due
to the significant price of these systems and the resources needed for implementation, it is
important that the County is prepared for the project should it choose to move forward with this
recommendation. The following provides an estimate of what the County can expect from an
ERP implementation.

Price
To put it simply, ERP projects are expensive. A better understanding of price, however, will be
necessary should the County move through a procurement process. ERP projects are comprised
of a few main price categories.
•

Software license: Software licenses grant the County access to use the software.
Software licenses are generally paid upfront just after the contract with the vendor is
signed.

•

Professional Services: Professional services include all the effort from the vendor to
install, configure, develop, test, and support the ERP system for the County. This also
includes any work to convert existing data or interface to other systems. In addition,
professional services include the work the vendor does to train the project team, create
system documentation, or train end users. These expenses are paid on a milestone basis
throughout implementation.

•

Travel and Other: Consultants will be working with the County on-site and most likely
coming from out of town to do so. Expenses are either billed at actual costs or estimated.

•

Maintenance and Support: Software vendors generally charge between 18-22% of the
original software license fees for ongoing support and maintenance of the software.
Being “current” on support generally allows the County to access product upgrades,
patches, and phone support.

•

Internal Costs: Not all the costs for the project will be paid to consultants. County staff
will incur costs throughout the project. When County staff is spending time on the
project, they are not working on their “real job” and thus costing the County. In addition,
the County may hire additional workers to replace those dedicated to the project. All of
these costs would not occur if not for the ERP project and should be planned for.

GFOA estimated prices of an ERP system for the County based on past client experience and
contact with software vendors. The following chart presents three sample options for the County.
The software market has many possible vendors who would all be able to meet the County’s
needs, but do so in different ways with different levels of complexity in their software.
Therefore, the following three options should not be treated as a low, mid, and high quality
system, but rather a system with differing levels of software complexity and configurability.
Additionally, the three prices below are not intended to be three prices on a continuum. Rather,
each represents a sample solution available in the market.
Estimated prices listed below represent all modules listed in the recommended scope from earlier
in this report. If the County were to decide to exclude certain modules from the scope, prices
estimates would decrease. Additionally costs of implementation are paid on a milestone bases
throughout the life of the project. Most likely, it will take the County more than one year to
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implement all modules included in the project scope allowing the County to spread costs of the
project over multiple fiscal years.

Exhibit 3: Estimated Project Costs
Category
#1
(Low)

#2
(Mid)

#3
(High)

Project Costs
Total Project Costs

$

Software License

880,000
200,000

84,000

225,000

450,000

Project Contingency

29,500

53,500

100,000

29,500

70,000

130,000

119,354

139,246

198,923

Total Internal Project Costs4,5
Total 5-Year Cost of Ownership6

6

$

140,000

Maintenance and Support
(5 years)3
Total 5- Year Project Costs

5

488,500

120,000

Travel and Other

4

$

Professional Services1
2

1
2
3

263,000

$ 382,354
Internal Costs

$

619,996

$

1,078,923

$
135,000
Total Costs

$

202,500

$

360,000

$

$

822,496

$

1,438,923

517,354

Assumes a “normal” implementation schedule.
Other costs do not include costs for any necessary hardware.
Maintenance and support costs are generally calculated as a percentage of the license
fee. 5-year maintenance and support costs were calculated as 18% of license fees with
an annual 5% increase.
The County’s level of effort was estimated at 2,000 hours for the low, 3,000 for the mid
estimate and 5,000 hours for the high estimate. Internal costs were calculated using $45
per hour. These hours will be supplied by the project team, who may need other
(replacement) employees to perform normal job responsibilities.
Similar to implementation effort, County staff will need to spend time being trained on the
new system. Training hours are estimated at 1,000, 1,500, and 3,000 hours.
Internal technical support estimates were not included in this estimate. One could
assume that the low and mid would require approximately .5 FTE of technical support
and the high about .75 FTE of support.

Return on Investment (ROI)
The County’s anticipated return on investment for an ERP system is predicated on its ability to
eliminate non-productive time with both process improvement and new technology. This can be
measured as a percentage, and yields ROI results as follows (calculations assume an internal
labor rate of $40 per hour. ROI assumes the mid-point of costs as described in the table above):
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Exhibit 4: Estimated ROI from an ERP Investment
Non-Value
Percent Saved
Monthly
Annual
ROI (in
Added Hours
Financial
Financial
years)
Savings
Savings
350
60
$10,400
$124,800
70
$11,800
$141,600
80
$13,200
$158,400
90
$14,600
$175,200
100
$16,000
$192,000

6.59
5.81
5.19
4.69
4.28

375

60
70
80
90
100

$11,000
$12,500
$14,000
$15,500
$17,000

$132,000
$150,000
$168,000
$186,000
$204,000

6.23
5.48
4.90
4.42
4.03

400

60
70
80
90
100

$11,600
$13,200
$14,800
$16,400
$18,000

$139,200
$158,400
$177,600
$196,800
$216,000

5.91
5.19
4.63
4.18
3.81

Where Do the Savings Come From?
As the table indicates, the ROI for an ERP investment, based on the estimates described above, is
about 4-5 years. GFOA does not project that the County would accrue direct savings with this
recommendation from elimination of positions. Rather, savings here represent the recapturing of
non-productive time and reallocating it to value-added activities. As an example, time that
department managers spend searching for data or reconciling disparate information sources could
be spent on better cost projections and budget management, more informed management of
personnel, faster resolution of operational issues, or other activities.
Direct savings from elimination of existing software maintenance contracts is difficult to analyze.
Current maintenance costs for Bright, Xpert and related hardware and software is about $36,500,
and the County should expect that such costs will be eliminated. However, those costs will not
fully disappear until the County and Schools are migrated to the new ERP platform, which could
be anywhere from one to three years from the beginning of implementation. This uncertainty is
due to the many options the County will have for implementation phasing, scope, staffing, and
even funding. As a result, GFOA takes a conservative approach to the elimination of
maintenance costs, which are factored into the analysis above at 2/3 the current cost (about
$2,000 per month or $24,000 per year).

Non-Financial Factors
As discussed throughout this report, GFOA believes that an ERP solution represents the best
long-term opportunity for the County to resolve the operational issues that it faces today:
•

Process Automation – As detailed earlier, some areas could see nearly immediate
benefits through automation of manual tasks. ERP solutions present that automation, but
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also allow for configurable solutions that can be tailored to meet the County’s operational
needs.
•

Best Practices – ERP solutions are developed and enhanced continually, based in large
part on the acquisition and systemization of best practices. ERP software often forces
organizations to adopt best practices, encouraging and supporting process improvement
throughout the implementation and beyond.

•

System Integration – Perhaps the most critical benefit of ERP systems is the one that
addresses the most critical need of the County, and that is the integration of systems and
processes. In an ERP environment, data and information flow seamlessly across the
organization, ensuring that all staff are examining the same data in real time. The benefit
of this is better and more timely decision making, increased productivity and efficiency
through the elimination of shadow systems, and ultimately better service to employees
and citizens.

•

Access to Information – ERP systems include configurable security modules that not
only allow managers access to the information they need, while protecting the
organization from unauthorized access to critical data.

IMPLEMENTATION APPROACH FOR RECOMMENDED
ALTERNATIVE
Below is GFOA’s recommended scope and approach for an ERP project. The phased approach is
intended to mitigate the risks and costs of a “big bang” or all-at-once implementation, which is
often involves more resources and change than an organization can absorb. A phased approach
reduces implementation risks, spreads out costs, and enables the County to prioritize its resources
for the greatest impact.
Functional areas are split into three phases to illustrate one option of implementing the software.
Different vendors may have different preferred strategies for implementation and the County
should be open to adapt a proven implementation methodology for the eventual chosen software.
For most ERP systems, at least some portion of core financials are required to support other
modules. For example, even if the County were to choose to move ahead with HR/Payroll first,
the chart of accounts and General Ledger would need to be implemented first so that payroll
transactions can be recorded appropriately. Given that purchasing and process workflow are also
high priority needs, GFOA suggests that the County proceed with core financials first, and then
add HR/Payroll functionality.
Exhibit 5: Scope and Phasing for an ERP Implementation
Phase I
Core Financials
• General Ledger
• Accounts Payable
• Accounts Receivable (incl. assessments and tax, cashiering, etc.)
Purchasing
Process Workflow and Document Management
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Phase II
Human Resources
• Applicant Tracking/Employee Records
• Benefits Administration
• Time and Attendance/Leave Management
Payroll
Phase III
Extended Financials
• Budget
• CAFR and Annual School Report
Phase IV
• GIS Integration

The County currently uses additional systems that are not listed in the above scope. GFOA
recommends that the County continue with SchoolDude, RecTrac, PowerSchool, and Zimbra:
•

SchoolDude and RecTrac are widely recognized industry leaders for work order
and inventory management and program management. It is highly unlikely that
the County would be able to find other solutions with similar functionality at less
cost.

•

PowerSchool is also a widely adopted student information system, and is a
relatively recent investment with significant potential for additional functionality
(e.g. teacher certification tracking, additional reporting and analysis capabilities).

•

Zimbra is a stable and low-cost solution to any smaller organization’s needs for
email and calendaring. At some point, the County may wish to investigate
Google Apps or other cloud computing based platforms, but GFOA sees no
compelling reason to take on a project to change email at this time.

Alternative Delivery Models to Consider
Hosted Solutions: ASP/SaaS Alternatives
There is an increasing trend in the public sector for organizations to work with software providers
and third party firms that maintain and host enterprise software. Hosted enterprise solutions
follow two general models; purchase the software license (perpetual license) and have an
application service provider host the software (ASP), or license the software using a software as a
Service (SaaS) model, allowing the organization to essentially “rent” the desired functionality
from an outsourcing vendor. Customers usually access the enterprise software through the
Internet or a virtual private network (VPN) and the application is housed on servers that are
operated by the vendor.

Why Pursue a Hosted Solution?
ERP procurement and implementation require a sophisticated technical infrastructure as well as
the necessary technical staffing levels to maintain the system and database. A new system is
costly (initial software purchase, implementation staffing, and upgrades) and governments have
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difficulty in retaining the highly skilled technology staff necessary to properly support modern
systems. These situations routinely drive governments to pursue the outsourcing of enterprise
applications, the most popular of which is hosting an enterprise solution via an application service
provider (ASP). The application service provider model is beneficial for governments that are
looking to utilize the robust features and integrated best business practices that a modern tier I or
tier II enterprise system has to offer, but might not have the necessary technical resources to
maintain the system in-house.

Shared Services
Many governments are excited to begin the process of selecting software, but find that resource
constraints are problematic in obtaining the best solution. These resource constraints are often
funding based, but could also include technical infrastructure, staff capacity, or technology skill
sets.
To address this, some governments are now exploring the potential to work with another local
government to share costs and risks while still receiving the benefits of new technology. There
are two ways to accomplish this. The first is to essentially become a customer of another
government’s ERP solution. In this delivery model, the government identifies another entity that
has an ERP solution in place or is implementing one, and then negotiates a fee to gain access to
that system and set up its own “instance” of the ERP system. This model is typically successful
with governmental units that are fairly tightly linked. For example, a water/wastewater utility
may share an ERP solution with the county in which it is located.
The second form of shared services is to work with another entity from the very beginning, going
into the procurement process together. This is typically a city and county that try to work
together (City of Tampa, FL and Hillsborough County is one example), or a county and a local
school district (Fairfax County, VA and Fairfax Public Schools).
A shared services model can be very appealing, but competing interests, inability to identify
ownership and management roles, difficulty in negotiating service fees, security concerns, and
other barriers can be difficult to overcome. Often, the resulting solution is really two solutions
that only share a small portion of the hardware cost. Nonetheless, Clarke County may wish to
explore its options with other governments in the area.

Identification of ERP Implementation Risks
ERP implementations are not easy. Throughout the entire process of project planning and
implementation, the County must pay close attention to potential project risk areas. Listed below
are a number of potential risk areas that should be addressed.

Implementation Strategy
The biggest risk to GFOA’s recommendation is that implementation could stall and the
organization could end up where it started again. To avoid this dilemma, GFOA recommends
development of a governance structure and long-range plan that will keep the overall target
visible, even if the end date for implementation is two or more years away. Continued visibility
and accountability for overall program success is vital to mitigating this risk. Also, business
requirements that are considered “nice-to-haves” should be placed on lower priority; however,
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they should remain on a schedule to be implemented at some time in the future. This should be
reflected in the long-range implementation schedule as well.

Project Management
An effective project management structure is essential to all successful implementations. To
ensure the project stays on the implementation schedule, a Steering Committee should be
established as soon as possible. The Steering Committee’s responsibilities would be to identify
funding for the continued implementation; ensure that the appropriate support infrastructure
remains intact; and solve problems that threaten the project. System implementation projects
inevitably raise many issues that must be resolved if implementation is to proceed. Hundreds of
questions concerning process changes, security, procedural changes, and the like arise during
implementation. Failure to resolve issues in a timely manner increases the overall cost of the
project because members of the project team cannot complete their work. It is important to have a
clearly defined approach for tracking and resolving issues to keep a project on track
The project manager is also a vital piece of implementation. Developing realistic timetables and
project plans, and fully managing all team members and individual plans, is critical to success.
The project manager also advises management on project progress with respect to implementation
milestones. It is important that the project manager has a broad and deep knowledge of the
County’s business practices, can balance the needs of competing County priorities, and be able to
motivate a diverse group of team members toward project success.

Availability of County Resources
The risk associated with availability of resources is critical. Securing the quantity of resources
required, with the appropriate skills, is a potential issue for County, as it is with most
organizations considering financial system replacement. In addition, a major risk facing the
County is to begin an implementation project and then “shirk” on its staffing commitment.
Frequently, resources are assigned to the project, but their priorities slowly shift away from
project responsibilities as they slip back into their pre-project roles. Factors such as burnout and
employee turnover can also have a detrimental effect on the long-term commitment, and quite
possibly the success of the project. While the inability to meet staffing requirements is common,
it is also the primary reason for project failures and cost/time overruns.

Technology Resources
Just as functional staff resources with knowledge of the County’s business process are vital to the
success of implementation, technical resources with knowledge of existing systems and the
technical infrastructure are also extremely important. Implementations require resources, and if
the County is unable to provide those resources, risk for project delay or failure increases
substantially. To avoid this, it is strongly recommended that for implementation, the County
dedicate specific resources at specific times to the project. During these periods, IT resources
would have NO other functions within the County that could pose a distraction. For example,
when the implementation plan calls for database or server configuration, a dedicated IT resource
should address that task and only that task. Of course, consistent and pervasive communication is
critical, as any number of issues could cause schedule changes.
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One alternative if the County does not feel it could dedicate technical resources to the project is a
hosted approach where, in effect, the County would outsource its IT services to the vendor and
allow the vendor to host the system off-site. This removes some of the risk from have inadequate
IT staffing. A hosted solution would still require IT staff for the project, but they would not need
to be entirely dedicated to this task.

Acceptance of Change
Although most individuals in the County appear to welcome the changes and enhancements a
new ERP system will bring, how these individuals adapt during implementation is unknown.
With any large change, there will be resistance. That is a given. It is important however to work
to manage the change and maintain communication channels throughout the organization. To
fully reap the benefits of a system, an organization must 1) be willing to change and 2) put in the
required effort necessary to change and 3) learn new ways of doing things.

Executive Level Buy-in and Ongoing Support
Many governments like Clarke County have suffered setbacks in their projects due to lack of
sufficient, visible executive leadership. With any ERP project, this is a significant risk that must
be avoided. As discussed in the Vision section of this report, a clear directive and communication
from top management is imperative from the beginning and throughout implementation. Without
visible champions for the initiative, the project may be in peril from the start.

Sustainability
After project go-live, the County must be able to sustain the system without the help of outside
consultants. This requires that adequate training and knowledge transfer has taken place during
the project itself. The County must pay special attention to ensure that the correct people have
received training for both technical and functional issues. In the end, a system will only be as
effective as those using it.
To facilitate knowledge transfer and allow the County to maintain the system post go-live, GFOA
recommends that the County share in at least 50% of the implementation effort. This requires
County staff and vendor consultants to work together so that when the vendor consultants leave,
necessary skills do not leave the project.

Staffing Requirements
For knowledge transfer purposes, GFOA recommends that the County provide a minimum of
50% of the total work effort. Keep in mind that implementation mix will depend on the size and
complexity of the software.
County staff assigned to the project should include the staff that is the most experienced and
knowledgeable with the County’s business processes and requirements for a new system. For
those staff assigned to the implementation on a full-time (or majority) basis, The County should
seriously consider backfilling their positions and/or make alternative arrangements to ensure that
other County programs and services are not adversely impacted. It may be possible to hire one
backfill position to help with multiple project team members.
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GFOA research indicates that with most systems, a full-time (or close to full time) project
manager (or 1 FTE equivalent) is required from County’s staff, although some vendors propose
solutions that would only take half of a project manager’s time. Additionally, functional experts
would be used as needed. Effort would be different at different stages of the project. One of the
“lessons learned” from other public sector organizations that have implemented new systems is
that they underestimated the amount of work effort required to adequately staff the project during
and after implementation.

Implementation Readiness
What are the resources required to implement an ERP system? Vendors that serve the small and
medium-sized markets have a tendency to use implementation strategies where the client is
responsible for most of the work. Vendor consultants are responsible for project management
and overall configuration of the system; however, in addition to working with the implementation
consultant on the design of the system, the client is primarily responsible for loading the data into
the system. For example, the software consultants may be on-site for one week to show the client
how the system works and to ask basic design questions. The consultants will then distribute
homework assignments to the client and not return for two weeks. During the consultants’
absence, the client may need to scrub data or prepare electronic spreadsheets to be loaded when
the consultants return. This type of consulting relationship is designed to reduce costs. It is most
effective when used with specialized software (i.e., software that is designed for specific vertical
industries). It is less effective when used to implement more complex software (i.e., software that
is designed to serve many vertical industries).
To implement the system effectively, the County will need to build its internal implementation
team and may need to backfill tasks for personnel temporarily assigned to the ERP project.
Minimum personnel for the successful implementation will require a project manager, a financial
lead, an HR/payroll lead, and a technical lead (if necessary – See section on alternative delivery
models earlier in the report). Ideally a change management lead, to oversee business process
changes and training, and purchasing lead should be added. If the County cannot identify these
resources separately then the project manager or financials lead should cover them.
The project manager’s function is to oversee the implementation of the project and to make sure
that the project remains on schedule, within budget and within scope. A “Lead” is responsible for
overseeing the design for their particular function, managing all assistance assigned to them; and
providing post-implementation support. Sample roles and responsibilities are included in the
appendix to this report.
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PROJECT SCHEDULE
The schedule below (which should be discussed with County staff) is somewhat aggressive, but
should give County stakeholders an idea of the overall timeframe and where certain activities take
place.
Exhibit 6: Potential Project Schedule
Month
Task
1
 Project Kickoff
 Executive Visioning
 Project Planning
2-4
 Functional Requirements
 Technical Requirements
 Legal, Procurement, and Administrative Requirements
5-6
 RFP Assembled
 Release of RFP
 Evaluation Plan Developed
 County Team identified for implementation
7-9
 Proposals Received and Analyzed
 Software Demonstrations (Two Vendors)
 Team facilities identified for implementation
10
 Requests For Clarifications
 Discovery with Two Vendors (Cost Estimates Provided)
 Contract Negotiations Begin with One Vendor
11
 Negotiations Completed
 Implementation Begins
12-36
 Implementation Activities – This includes multiple go-live
phases. It is estimated that go-live for core modules would
occur 8-10 months after implementation begins. Additional
functionality would then be added subsequently. Specific
implementation schedules depend on software chosen and
implementation methodology.
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APPENDIX A: MARKET RESEARCH RESULTS
GFOA occasionally conducts market research on various aspects of local government. This
appendix presents the results of our most recent research (2009) into small government IT and
Finance functions. In this study, six small counties were interviewed about their IT and Finance
departments as well as their supporting systems.
Results
Question

County 1

County 2

County 3

Financial System

Tyler MUNIS

JD Edwards World

First
Implemented
Satisfaction

2002

1997

JD Edwards World
(Not using HR
module)
1994

Satisfied
Works very well with
Crystal for reporting

Satisfied

Very satisfied
Robust functionality
and very flexible

Main reasons for
moving to new
system

Moved off an AS400
system from which it
was difficult to extract
info

Custom system built inhouse was no longer
meeting needs

Custom system built
in-house that no
longer met needs

Single Chart of
Accounts?

Human Services has
own. Target group
info tracked in medical
billing system

Human services uses
medical billing system
where more detailed
client information
contained. Uploaded
into JDE
• 2 days from point that
timesheets are
entered.
• Pay that Friday.
• System splits pay
period at year-end
• In process of
implementing Kronos
for auto time entry
• Centralized with dept
staff
• 5 employees (1.0 per
100 employees)
• Large depts. have
own staff
• Depts enter own JE’s

Yes. Utilizes JD
Edwards subledgers
for community
programs (e.g. client
info), project and grant
accounting.
• 3-4 days to process
payroll
• Employees submit
2 timesheets for
split end-of-year
pay period
• Purchased Kronos
for auto time entry

7 FTE’s (1.4 per 100
employees)
4 of 7 dedicated to
larger depts.

6 FTE’s (1.2 per 100
employees)
2 part-time interns

Days to process
payroll

• ½ - ¾ day from
point that
timesheets are
entered.
• Pay that Friday.
• System splits pay
period at year end.

Org. of Finance

• Centralized with
dept staff
• 3 employees (.45
per 100 employees)
• Business Mgrs in 3
largest depts
• Departments can
enter JE’s into the
system but Finance
posts

IT FTE’s
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9 FTE’s (1.4 per 100
employees)

• Centralized with
dept staff
• 5 employees (1.0
per 100 employees)
• Large depts. have
own staff

Question
Lessons learned
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County 1
• Some
standardization
prior to system but
much because of
the system. Easier
to implement
changes when you
can blame the
system. Otherwise
it is hard fought.
• Some aversion to
new system lingers
but it is especially
appreciated by
Finance given
increasing audit
standards
• Make sure you
have a good Project
Manager who can
spend a majority of
their time on the
implementation
• Have County Board
pass a resolution
supporting the
project and
standardization
• Was able to
eliminate many but
not all spreadsheets

County 2
• Standardization is ongoing
• Document all
decisions related to
process changes (i.e.
why it was done)

County 3
• If you implement,
backfill positions
• Involve depts. in
decision-making
process to
standardize
• Develop policies in
partnership
• Get everyone on 1
system

Question

County 4

County 5

County 6

Financial
System

JD Edwards Enterprise
One – Financials
HR/Payroll – windowsbased but home-grown
(looking to replace)
2000

Financials – dev’ed in
1985 by another County
ACS – Payroll and Fixed
Assets
Esser - Highways
1985 (ACS)

HTE SunGard
(Financials, Payroll,
Fleet, Land Records)

First
Implemented
Satisfaction

Main reasons for
moving to new
system
Single CoA?

Moderately satisfied
• Not designed for
government so no
native governmental
reporting

1 generic CoA that
everyone can use and
Depts use a subset

• Financials needs to be
replaced
• Satisfied with ACS
(considering full
package) and with
Esser

Human Services has a
separate GL

Days to process
payroll

• Hold back 2 weeks
so it takes about a
week. Would
probably take 3-4
days if had to do it
• Use payroll accrual
– don’t run
financials until
accrual is posted

• 2 days to process.
Timesheets in on
Friday, pay the
following Friday
• Split payroll at year-end

Org. of Finance

• Centralized with
dept staff
• 11 FTE’s (1.1 per
100 employees)
• Depts can enter
JE’s into system

• Centralized with dept
staff
• 3 FTE’s (.75 per 100
employees)
• Human Services and
Hwys can create own
JE’s which are centrally
edited and posted
• Central office does JE’s
for the rest of the
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1999
Very satisfied
• Excellent support
from vendor
• Good training
opportunities
• Vendor takes
enhancement
suggestions from
users
• Good integration
Y2K compatibility
Need for integrated
enterprise system
22 character CoA
which captures all
data except target
group information
which is in medical
billing system
• 2-3 days
• Time cards due
Monday and direct
deposit ready on
Wed.
• Remote selfservice time entry
for HWY
department
• Payroll accrual
doesn’t work real
well so use a edit
report through
12/31 and a
spreadsheet to
calculate proper
distribution
• Centralized with
dept staff
• 4 FTE’s (1.1 per
100 employees)
• Each Dept has a
clerk (AP mostly)
• Large depts.
create and submit
JE’s in excel

Question

County 4

County 5

IT FTE’s

14 (1.4 per 100
employees)

County
5 and 1 contractor (1.5 per
100 employees)

Lessons learned

• Standardized by
implementing a new
system
• Requires lots of
training
• Look for a govtfocused package
• More modules =
more staff required,
more maintenance
• Complete
integration has a
cost – complexity
• 1.5 FTE’s dedicated
to supporting the
system
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• Concentrated efforts
required to standardize.
Pick your battles. For
example, Finance
Director set out to
eliminate dept. checking
accounts and
standardize vouchers
• Need one CoA
• Ability to develop
custom reports is critical
• Look to what other
Counties are doing:
o Neighboring county
went to JDE
o Two similar
counties in the
same state use
Sage
o Considering ACS

County 6
7 (2.3 per 100
employees)
Does not include GIS
• New system is the
best hammer for
getting people on
board with
standardized
processes
• Also requires a
strong
administrator
• Fully integrated
system does not
mean you can
reduce staff. It
may require more
people because
you are collecting
and using more
data. Example is
the what-if
analysis you can
do but that
requires time and
expertise

APPENDIX B: ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
Project Team Role Descriptions
The following roles are typically used on ERP projects. For larger projects, each role is filled by
a different person. For smaller projects (utilizing less complex software), roles and
responsibilities are combined into the “Lead” functions. The descriptions of the roles are
provided for informational purposes only. It is likely that the County will combine most roles
and responsibilities under the “Leads”, therefore, it should not be assumed that each role
described below corresponds directly to an FTE.

Project Manager
Description: In conjunction with the Vendor's project manager, oversees the design,
configuration, and post implementation support of the new accounting system.
Responsibilities:
Administration
•
•
•
•
•

Works in conjunction with Vendor's Project Manager.
Manages the County’s resources to ensure project is on schedule, on budget and that quality
expectations are met.
Manages project level issues to resolution.
Manages and filters issues to be elevated to the steering committee for resolution.
Reports and communicates project status to steering committee

Design/Implementation
•
•
•
•
•
•

Manages and coordinates County resources during system design.
Assists Vendor Project Manager with managing project documents.
Tracks and manages resolution of functional issues.
Oversees the development of training materials.
Oversees change management process.
Verifies and approves acceptance testing.

Team Leads
Financials Team Lead
Description:
Responsible for managing the Financials team; overseeing the design process for the financials
application; and managing post implementation support for the financials application.
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Responsibilities:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Coordinates work effort, through Project Managers, with HR/Payroll Team Lead, Change
Management Lead and the Technical Team Lead
Manages design of new business processes within the financials application.
Manages resolution of functional issues related to the financials application.
Configures software to meet the County’s financial requirements.
Manages and assists with development of training materials
Manages and assists with software testing.
Manages and assists with data conversion.
Provide post implementation support

Design Management:
Will oversee the following design elements:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Compliance with GAAP/GASB Reporting
Organizational Design (e.g., Hierarchies)
Budget Control/Budget Preparation Process
Chart of Account Design
Management Financial Reports
Accounting Processes, including Purchasing and Budgeting

HR/Payroll Functional Lead
Description:
Responsible for Managing the HR/Payroll team; overseeing the design process for the HR/Payroll
application; and managing post implementation support for the HR/Payroll application.
Responsibilities:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Coordinates work effort, through Project Manager, with Financials Team Lead, Change
Management Lead and the Technical Team Lead
Manages team level issues to resolution
Reports and communicates team status to Project Managers
Manages design of new business processes within the HR/Payroll application.
Manages resolution of functional issues related to the HR/Payroll application.
Configures software to meet the County’s HR/Payroll requirements.
Manages and assists with development of training materials
Manages and assists with software testing.
Manages and assists with data conversion.
Provide post implementation support

Design Management:
Will oversee the following design elements:
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•
•
•
•

Organizational Design (e.g., Employee Hierarchies within Proposed Organizational Design)
HR Forms designs
Management Reports
HR Processes

Change Management Team Lead (Optional)
Description:
Responsible for managing new business processes that come about as a result of the
implementation of the new system. Manages the development of the training program. Assists
the Financials Team Lead and the HR/Payroll Lead in post implementation planning.
Responsibilities:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lead change management portion of process and organizational design.
Assists Financials Team and HR/Payroll Team with issue resolution.
Coordinate communication with all County stakeholders.
Coordinate department readiness for new system.
Manage development & conduct of training.
Resolve change management issues.
Assists with development of on-line and off-line forms.
Assists with development of training materials.
Assists with post implementation support planning.

Technical Team Lead(s)*
Description:
Responsible for managing the County’s technical team resources; overseeing the design process
for system environment; and managing post implementation technical support for the entire
application including software, hardware, and network.
Responsibilities:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Oversee creation and support of the development environment, including the Conference
Room Pilot, the testing environment, the production environment, and the "live"
environment.
Manages development of technical architecture/production environment including:
Database
Network
Servers
Workstations
Manages resolution of technical issues.
Oversee technical configuration of software.

Ideal Government Candidate

CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
Page 129

•
•
•
•

Assistant Director within the Information Systems department.
Understanding of Client/Server technologies.
Some understanding of Fourth Generation programming.
Ability to prioritize issues to be elevated to the Project Managers

Subject Matter Experts (SME)
Description:
A team member for the General Ledger Team, the HR/Payroll Team, the Change Management
Team, or the Technical Team. Team members are responsible for making functional and/or
department decisions during the design and implementation of the new system. Team members
are also active participants in the business process design, configuration of the software, and
support of the software. The following is a list of responsibilities by function:
Responsibilities:
General Ledger
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Responsible for developing chart of accounts within new system.
Assists Budget Department with determining levels of budget control within system.
Develops crosswalk between old chart of accounts and new chart of accounts.
Develops procedures for rollovers, carry forwards, period closings and year-end closings.
Identifies standard reports for new system.
Develops training materials for general ledger.
Provides post implementation support.

Budget
•
•
•
•
•
•

Responsible for developing budget control and budget preparation module.
Works with GL Team to determine best chart of account design for budget control.
Develops policies, in conjunction with GL Team, for pre-encumbrance and encumbrance
control.
Identifies standard budget reports for new system.
Develops training materials for budget control and budget preparation.
Provides post implementation support.

Accounts Payable
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Responsible for developing vendor records and check processing procedures for new system.
Develops coding scheme for vendor identification.
Works with GL Team to develop AP detailed accounts.
Oversees migration of vendor records into new AP system.
Develops payment procedures.
Identifies standard reports for new system.
Develops training materials for budget accounts payable.
Provides post implementation support.
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Accounts Receivable/Billing
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Responsible for developing customer records and billing procedures for new system.
Develops coding scheme for customer identification.
Works with GL Team to develop AR detailed accounts.
Oversees migration of customer records into new AR system.
Develops billing procedures.
Identifies standard reports for new system.
Develops training materials for accounts receivable and billing.
Provides post implementation support.

Purchasing
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Responsible for developing bidding procedures, contract procedures, and purchasing
procedures in new system.
Works with GL Team and Budget SME to imbed pre-encumbrance and encumbrance
procedures in purchasing process.
Develops coding scheme for contract numbers and purchase order numbers.
Develops process for bidding and contract awards in new system.
Develops process for inspection and payment procedures.
Oversees migration of contract, vendor, and purchase item data into new system.
Identifies standard reports for new system.
Develops training materials for purchasing.
Provides post implementation support.

Grants/Projects
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Responsible for developing process for recording grant and project activity in new system.
Works with GL Team to develop coding scheme for funding sources, grant related projects,
fee-based projects, and other projects.
Works with GL Team to develop project and grant account codes.
Oversees migration of data into system.
Identifies standard reports for new system.
Develops training materials for grants/projects.
Provides post implementation support.

Human Resources
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Responsible for developing human resource management capabilities in system.
Develops process for tracking job applicants, employee data, and retirement data.
Develops process for developing benefits administration capabilities.
Works with Payroll Team to integrate human resources and payroll capabilities.
Oversees migration of data into system.
Identifies standard reports for new system.
Develops training materials for human resources.
Provides post implementation support.
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Payroll
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Responsible for developing payroll procedures within system.
Works with GL Team to develop accounting procedures for deductions and payment of
payroll-related vendors.
Works with Human Resources Team to integrate human resources and payroll capabilities.
Oversees migration of data into system.
Identifies standard reports for new system.
Develops training materials for payroll.
Provides post implementation support.

Fixed Assets/Financial
•
•
•
•
•
•

Responsible for developing procedures for tracking and maintaining fixed asset information
in new system.
Works with GL team to develop bank account set-up within system
Works with GL team to develop cash accounting processes and reports
Oversees migration of data into system.
Identifies standard reports for new system.
Provides post implementation support.

Programmer/analysts
•
•
•
•
•
•

Designs, develops, and tests changes to design environment, test environment, production
environment, and "live" environment.
Assists functional users with software modifications
Assists functional users with interface development and develops interface programming.
Assists functional users with report development, ad-hoc query development, and job
scheduling.
Provides technical support to functional users during conversion process.
Performs automated conversion

DBA(s)*
•

•
•
•
•

Maintains, develops, tests, and refreshes the design database, the test database, the production
database and the "live" database.

Perform system backup/restore
Monitor and tune database performance
Develops disaster recovery procedures
Performs sizing requirements.

Network Specialist(s)*
•

Develops and supports wide area network and local area network
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

County

Community Center
To Be Determined
Parks, Recreation and Tourism
Carol Steele/693-1261/csteele@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/16/2016
X

FY22
$ 897,000
TBD

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

Beyond FY22
$ 14,359,000
TBD

FY21

FY22

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

25+
Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount $
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond
Total Project Costs

897,000 $
$

897,000

-

$
$

-

$
$

897,000 $
$

897,000 $

14,359,000 $

897,000
897,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
14,359,000
15,256,000
14,359,000 $
15,256,000
$
-

15,256,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

A community center would allow for service expansion and meeting many needs. The facility was ranked very high on the
1) Statement of Need. What recent public needs assessment. A community center could include gymnasium space, a swimming pool, fitness area, meeting
is the project expected to
rooms, classrooms, etc. The facility could also serve as a new senior center. The proposed budget is based upon the
accomplish?
renovation and expansion of T. C. Walker Education Center. That may not be feasible and if a new facility has to be built, the
Quantify benefits.

cost would increase substantially depending upon site acquisition and infrastructure needs.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

The alternative of refurbishing and expanding T. C. Walker rather than build a new facility was looked at as a way to reduce
expenses and make use of existing public property that is connected to public utilities. Discussions have been held about
partnering with non-profits or private enterprises to reduce expenses and provide a greater array of services. Further
discussion and evaluation of options is needed.

Gloucester County does not have a public swimming pool. This restricts outreach on teaching people how to swim and makes
scheduling very difficult for the high school swim team. Swim programs that help people get in shape, stay healthy and swim
3) Indicate and quantify what competitively will not be possible. Access to fitness programs would remain limited to people who can afford private and
the consequences would be membership facilities. Recreation program and services cannot be offered in the daytime while schools are in use. The senior
on services if not funded.
center will stay in an older facility with limited programming. Not having a community center could impact business and
residents as they evaluate whether they want to relocate to Gloucester County. Neighboring communities such as James City
County, Williamsburg and Newport News all have public community centers.
4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.
5) Additional information you
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
process.

The community center could be built to provide emergency sheltering during disasters. Potential grant funds may be available
if the facility can be used as a shelter. There are many partnering and sponsoring opportunities that can be explored to help
with financing. From contracted rental space within a building to joint ownership to leasing the facility to a non-profit
organization for operation, there are numerous ways the project could proceed.

Attachments (list):
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Information from Needs Assessment
Survey
 A national trend is toward the construction of
“one-step” indoor recreation facilities to serve all age
groups. These facilities are typically large,
multipurpose regional centers that have been
observed to help increase operational cost recovery,
promote user retention, and encourage crossuse. Parks and recreation agencies across the US are
generally working toward increasing revenue
production and cost recovery. Providing multiuse space and flexibility in
facilities versus single, specialized spaces is a trend, offering programming
opportunities as well as free-play opportunities.
 According to the National Sporting Goods Association, swimming ranked
third nationwide among recreational activities in terms of participation in
2014. Nationally there is an increasing trend toward indoor leisure and
therapeutic pools. Additional amenities such as spray pads are popular as
well.
 During focus groups – the absence of a county operated recreation center
and indoor aquatic facility were top areas for improvement.
 Two of the top three priorities identified that the County should focus on in
the next five years include an indoor swimming pool and a
recreation/community center.
 From the Survey – community/recreation center was in the top five
facilities that are important to a household, and the only one of the top five
that is not meeting the needs of the community.
 From the Survey – Aquatic facilities and indoor recreation space were in the
top three of areas for facility improvements. Indoor aquatics facility and
community/recreation center were the top two most important facilities to
add.
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Images from Community Centers in James City County and Newport News.
Examples of facilities run by Parks and Recreation
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

County

Woodville Park Playground
Woodville Park
Parks, Recreation and Tourism
Carol Steele/693-1261/csteele@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016
X

7/1/2018
$

5,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20
$
250,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
150,000
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
100,000
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
250,000 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$
$

6/30/2019
250,000
-

FY21

25+
Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount $
NA
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond
Total Project Costs

FY22

$
$

-

$
$

No

-

$
$

-

$
$

250,000

$

150,000
100,000
250,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
150,000
100,000
$
250,000
$
-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

-

250,000

N/A

Woodville Park is Gloucester County's largest park. Current park amenities include 7 athletic fields, gardens, 2 ponds,
walkways, boardwalk and a sand court. It is typical for a park of this size, type and visitation to have a playground. Numerous
requests have been made for play equipment and the project has become the number one priority for the park. The addition
of a playground will also increase usage of the park as a stand alone attraction. The playground will be themed appropriately
to the site's history as a farm. Play equipment will be all-inclusive meaning that children with varying disabilities, including nonambulatory concerns such as autism will be able to use it.
The proposed playground will be able to accommodate a large number of children. An alternative would be to erect a less
2) Indicate and quantify any expensive and smaller structure but if this is done, overcrowding will be an issue which could create a safety hazard. The hope
alternatives that might meet
is to be able to have a poured rubber or rubber tile surface that will require much less maintenance and is easier for
the needs indicated and why
wheelchairs and people using walkers or canes. If funding is limited, engineered wood fiber mulch could be used as a
they were rejected.
substitute.
1) Statement of Need. What
is the project expected to
accomplish?
Quantify benefits.

3) Indicate and quantify what Without a playground, children visiting the park, may act inappropriately out of boredom such as climbing on equipment. This
the consequences would be is especially true of the siblings of children playing in organized activities who are waiting for brothers and sisters to finish their
on services if not funded.
activity.
4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Playgrounds must be maintained properly which will require routine inspections. The potential for falls and other injuries will
increase with additional play equipment, but with proper surfacing and equipment, the liabilities should be minimal.

5) Additional information you
The $100,000 estimated local grant refers to the current fund drive to raise $100,000 for the playground. Park Partners has
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
raised over $13,000 thus far and has several events planned to raise additional money.
process.

Attachments (list):
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Pictures of Playground Ideas
Map of Park Location
Woodville Playground Site

Image of Park Master Plan

Woodville Park
Ideas for a Farm/Barn Themed Playground
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Site for future playground. Road and
parking lot have already been constructed.
The playground will be located near five
athletic fields.
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Lighting – doesn’t represent
fixture numbers, just areas to be lit.
Picnic Shelters

Bleachers

Bridges

Raised Baordwalk

Woodville Park Landscape and Shelters
Note fencing and landscaping locations not shown
Improvement shown are not to scale
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

County

Woodville Park Utilities
Woodville Park
Parks, Recreation and Tourism
Carol Steele/693-1261/csteele@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016
X

7/1/2018
$
30,000
TBD

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20
$ 1,208,000 $
456,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
$ 1,208,000 $
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$ 1,208,000 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$

6/30/2020
1,634,000
TBD

FY21

FY22

$
$

456,000

456,000 $
$
No

-

$
$

25+

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

-

$
$

Total Project Costs

1,664,000

$

1,664,000
1,664,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
1,664,000
$
1,664,000
$
-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

-

1,664,000

N/A

Park amenities include 7 athletic fields, gardens, 2 ponds, walkways, boardwalk and a sand court. Thousands of visitors, from
1) Statement of Need. What the general public to environmental groups to youth and adult athletes, use the park. With the exception of seasonal portable
is the project expected to
toilets, there are no public restrooms. This also means there are no hand washing facilities. It is customary to have a
accomplish?
concession stand at a park with multiple athletic fields as a way to help generate revenue. The proposed building would be a
Quantify benefits.

combination restroom and concession stand. Public water and sewer are needed for both facilities.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

Alternative sewer systems were considered and rejected due to the cost and excessive amount of land needed for waste
treatment. A permanent pump and haul system was also considered. It would be cost prohibitive to pay for that service with
the amount of park visitors. Water may be able to be provided by well and storage tanks. The cost estimate provided by the
Utilities Department includes engineering expenses which can determine the best delivery method.

3) Indicate and quantify what
Without public restrooms, the park will not be competitive when bidding to host events and tournaments. The County and
the consequences would be
civic leagues will miss out on potential revenues that could be generated through the concession operation.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

The Virginia Department of Health requires restrooms at parks such as Woodville. We are operating under a "seasonal"
exemption to the law. It is unsafe to not have running water for hand washing and for responding to emergencies. Also,
employees who maintain and clean the park do not have an ability to wash their hands.

5) Additional information you Infrastructure improvements are needed so the park can be fully utilized. The loss of the Page site put more demand on
wish to provide that would
Woodville. The park is a gem for the County and if taken to its full potential will address more needs and generate additional
assist in the evaluation
revenues.
process.

Attachments (list):

CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
Page 145

Image of Park Master Plan
Woodville Concession Ideas
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

County

Woodville Park Parking Lot Improvements
Woodville Park
Parks, Recreation and Tourism
Carol Steele/693-1261/csteele@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016
X

After FY22
$

5,500

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

$

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

509,000

FY21

FY22

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$

-

$
$

No

-

$
$

-

$
$

-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

25+

Total Project Costs

$

509,000 $

$
$

Total Project Financing
$
509,000
509,000
509,000 $
509,000
$
-

509,000

N/A

1) Statement of Need. What
is the project expected to
accomplish?
Quantify benefits.

Because Woodville Park is the largest park in the County and the only location in the county with seven athletic fields, the park
has a multiple parking lots. With the exception of the handicapped parking and a few spaces along the paved service road, all
of the lots are in gravel. Parking is at a premium and it is imperative that people park correctly. That is not happening now
because spaces are not defined with stripes. Gravel lots are also difficult to walk on and push strollers through. Gravel lots
have to be sprayed for weeds and periodically graded. Asphalted lots will improve parking efficiency, make the park safer,
easier to use, more attractive and more competitive as the County bids on hosting tournaments.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

The alternative of gravel parking is in place now. This option allowed us to begin using the park, but is not satisfactory. When
multiple fields are in use or there are large events, cars have parked in the grass and on the road causing damage and creating
an unsafe situation. Without proper striping, which cannot be done on gravel, people are not parking properly. Taking up too
much room has caused a loss of over 20 spaces in the main lot and more than ten in the other lots.

3) Indicate and quantify what Parking attendants will be needed at events to try and help people park correctly and keep them from parking in "no parking"
the consequences would be areas. The gravel parking lots will continue to require routine maintenance. Park users will not have as pleasurable of an
on services if not funded.
experience due to parking on dusty and bumpy lots.
4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Woodville Road is a State maintained Road. It is illegal to park on the road. Numerous times park visitors have parked on the
road or along side of it with part of their car blocking traffic because they could not find a parking space. Staff and event
volunteers have to continually try and prevent this. Paved lots would define parking and provide additional spaces.
Infrastructure improvements are needed so the park can be fully utilized. Donations, grants and volunteer labor have paid for

5) Additional information you nearly all of the park's development. Volunteers are committed to continuing to help build the park and partner with the
wish to provide that would
County in funding capital improvements. The loss of the Page site put more demand on Woodville. The park is meeting many
assist in the evaluation
county needs. It is a gem for the County and if taken to its full potential will address more needs and generate additional
process.

revenues.
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Parking Lot Image
Image of Park Master Plan

Wasted spaces in the parking lot
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

County

Woodville Park Landscaping and Shelters
Woodville Park
Parks, Recreation and Tourism
Carol Steele/693-1261/csteele@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016
X

7/1/2021
$

3,500

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

$

6/30/2022
225,000

FY21

FY22

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

225,000 $
$
225,000

-

$
$

No

-

$
$

10+

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

225,000 $
$

Total Project Costs

225,000

$

225,000
225,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
225,000
$
225,000
$
-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

-

225,000

N/A

As Woodville Park is used for more community and regional events and programs, additional amenities, infrastructure and
1) Statement of Need. What landscaping improvements are needed. Picnic shelters are needed for group gatherings. Bleachers will allow better viewing
and accommodate larger crowds. Two bridges are needed to facilitate access from the parking lot to the event area and
is the project expected to
accomplish?
athletic fields. Fencing will separate players from the public on the game field. Lighting along the road and in the satellite
Quantify benefits.
parking lots will facilitate evening use of the park. The raised boardwalk can be extended for more recreational and educational
purposes. Additional shade trees and plantings will make the park more attractive and offer an oasis on hot days.
One alternative is to not offer the facilities or services. The items do not exist today. But the lack of shelters reduces the types
2) Indicate and quantify any of programs that can be held and revenue potential from rentals, the lack of lightning restricts nighttime use, etc. Another
alternatives that might meet
alternative is to purchase items over a longer time period and/or purchase less, i.e. one shelter instead of two. The
the needs indicated and why
recommendations are proposed as to what would be standard services and will help provide a better experience for park
they were rejected.

visitors.

3) Indicate and quantify what Loss of potential revenues from shelter reservations. The park will be less attractive to organizations and individuals who are
the consequences would be considering locations for hosting events (athletic tournaments, concerts, festivals, weddings, etc.). Night use will be restricted
on services if not funded.
to the sports complex area of the park.
4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

New equipment and facilities need to be handicapped accessible. Shelters, bleachers and walkways to both structures would
need to be made accessible.

5) Additional information you Items were priced as turnkey purchases with professional installation. Use of volunteer labor could lower costs, however, it is
wish to provide that would
difficult to predict what support will be available for projects this far in the future. The Department will make considerable
assist in the evaluation
effort to obtain grants for equipment if available and to use volunteer support where possible.
process.
Attachments (list):

CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
Page 150

Woodville Other Narrative
Image of Park Master Plan

Breakdown forWoodville Park Structures and Landscaping Costs
Bleachers for Game Field (27' X 15 rows)
Picnic Shelter - Outdoor Classroom by #2 Pond
Picnic Shelter - By Fields 1 & 2
Flat bridge - parking to fields, 75'
Arched bridge - parking to event area, 55'
Boardwalk Extension from Memorial Garden
Fencing separate spectators on game field
Landscaping Plants and Trees
Lights along Road and in small parking lots
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$ 18,000
$ 45,000
$ 25,000
$ 45,000
$ 40,000
$ 12,000
$ 14,000
$
1,000
$ 25,000
Total $ 225,000

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

County

Beaverdam Park Paving
Beaverdam Park
Parks, Recreation and Tourism
Carol Steele/693-1261/csteele@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/16/2016
X

7/1/2018
$
$
6,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20
$
69,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
$
69,000
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
69,000 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.
1) Statement of Need. What
is the project expected to
accomplish?
Quantify benefits.

$
$

6/30/2019
69,000
-

FY21

25+
Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount $
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond
Total Project Costs

FY22

$
$

-

$
$

No

-

$
$

-

$
$

69,000

$

69,000
69,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
69,000
$
69,000
$
-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

-

69,000

N/A

The main parking lot at Beaverdam Park was built on a severe grade. After each rain, the lot has to be re-graded to eliminate
ruts and pull the gravel back up the hill. Park staff spend hundreds of hours a year maintaining the lot. Paving will greatly
reduce maintenance needs, and striping will improve the traffic flow and make the parking lot safer for both people in vehicles
and pedestrians.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet Adding gravel to make up for the loss of stone has been considered and is the current plan. Gravel has to be added at least
the needs indicated and why once a year to make up for the erosion.
they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what
If the parking lot is not improved, gravel will continue to enter the reservoir and staff will routinely have to shovel gravel and
the consequences would be
use the tractor to make repairs. Staff could be working on other projects and spend their time more productively.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Paving will reduce debris going into the lake and reduce the risk to employees who have to perform strenuous labor in
maintaining the lot.

5) Additional information you
We estimate that maintaining the gravel parking lot costs approximately $6,000 a year. Those funds will be saved if the parking
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
lot is paved.
process.

Attachments (list):
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Parking Lot Image
Map of Park Location

Beaverdam Park...a quick tour.
Beaverdam Park surrounds
a 635 acre reservoir
owned by Gloucester
County.

The lake has been inexistence
since 1990 and was
constructed to provide drinking
water for Gloucester County.

The lake and surrounding
area also provide
recreational areas for
Fishing, hiking and
picnicking.

Trails—If you enjoy horseback
riding, mountain biking, hiking or
just walking your dog the Multipurpose trail is for you. There
are 9.5 miles of trails along the
reservoir and in beautiful
woodlands. No fee, just sign the
trail log.
For more information on Beaverdam and other Gloucester
County Parks visit the webpages at www.gloucesterva.info
Beaverdam Park Tour
CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
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Get outside and get healthy! Get to Beaverdam Park!
Animals such as deer,
raccoons, bald eagles and
beavers can be viewed from
this widely used scenic
lakeside trail.
15 miles of multi-purpose trial
link the Fary’s Mill Road (route
606) park entrance to the
Roaring Springs Road (route
616) main park entrance.
This trail, accessible by
bike, horse or foot, is a
constant maintenance
project. Park volunteers
are needed to help...call
804-693-2107 or email
us if you are interested.
The 635 acre lake has an
average depth of 12 feet and a
maximum depth of 27 feet.
There are 11 fish attractors,
tree tops chained to stumps,
located throughout the lake.
The lake contains flats,
drop-offs, rip rap and
standing timber. The
bottom is relatively clean
and the water remains
clear to slightly stained.
Beaverdam Park Tour
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A boat ramp for private
boats is available for a $6
daily launch fee or you may
purchase an annual pass
for unlimited launches.

Rental boats and canoes are
available at the Ranger Station
for a daily fee. Paddles and life
jackets are included, electric
motors and batteries may be
rented for an additional fee.
The park offers picnicking
in a variety of settings.
Picnic tables are placed
throughout the park in
scenic locations and are
available on a first come
first served basis or for a
small fee can be reserved.
At the main entrance a picnic
shelter with tables and
electricity can be reserved and
is in the proximity of the
playground, volleyball court and
horseshoe pit.
Rent the Whitcomb Lodge
picnics or meetings and
has electricity, heat, a/c,
patio, restrooms, tables,
chairs, tv/vcr and serving
kitchen.
Beaverdam Park Tour
CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
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Drinks, snacks, rentals, park
information and maps are
available at the ranger station.

The parking lot is centrally
located with access to
lodge, picnic shelter, trail
and boat ramp. Beaverdam
Park also has handicapped
accessible restrooms an
water fountains.

The amphitheater, a wonderful
outdoor environment, is used by
the park for nature shows and
educational programs. It is also
open to the public for their
enjoyment.

Looking for a great way to
spend the day? Come to
Beaverdam and rent a
canoe. Canoes are
available at the Ranger
Station.
Fishing, Hiking, Biking, Horseback Riding, Nature Walks,
Playgrounds, Rentals, Restrooms, Snacks and More.
Beaverdam Park has it all! Come visit soon!
Beaverdam Park Tour
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The canoes will hold 2 adults
and 2 small children. Each
canoe comes with life jackets
and paddles. The lake offers a
variety of scenery that can be
enjoyed from the canoe.

For fishing, watching
nature or just spending a
day on the lake a rental
boat is a great way to
relax. Rental boats will
easily accommodate 3
people or 385 pounds.

Rental boats are available on a
first come first served basis 7
days a week at the Ranger
Station.

Pedal boats are also
available an swill
accommodate 2 adults.
They are a great way to
get exercise, sun and enjoy
the scenery while floating
around the lake.

We hope that you have enjoyed this short look at Beaverdam
Park. But pictures are just pictures. Visit the park soon an
see for yourself!
Beaverdam Park Tour
CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

County

Beaverdam Park New Lodge
Beaverdam Park
Parks, Recreation and Tourism
Carol Steele/693-1261/csteele@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/16/2016
X

7/1/2021
$
23,000
$
5,000

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

FY18

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

$
$

6/30/2022
352,000
7,000

FY21

FY22

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

25+
Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount $
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond
Total Project Costs

380,000 $
$
380,000

-

$
$

No

-

$
$

380,000 $
$

380,000

$

380,000
380,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
380,000
$
380,000
$
-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

-

380,000

N/A

1) Statement of Need. What The Whitcomb Lodge at Beaverdam Park is reserved nearly every weekend throughout the year and many weeknights. The
is the project expected to
building is used for meetings, trainings, birthday parties, weddings, etc. Often there are overlapping needs for the building. An
accomplish?
additional building will provide a much needed space for interpretative programs and serve as a second rental space.
Quantify benefits.

2) Indicate and quantify any We have considered closing in the shelter and/or erecting a new structure at the other park entrance but the lack of staff at
alternatives that might meet
that site would be problematic. Constructing a shelter near the Whitcomb Lodge allows for shared used of the service road.
the needs indicated and why
Additional parking is needed now and expanding the lot will provide spaces for both facilities.
they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what
the consequences would be Services will be limited to the availability of the Whitcomb Lodge.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

5) Additional information you
The Lodge generates $7,000 in rentals annually. A second building should bring in a similar amount or potentially more. Having
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
another building will allow the park to host larger events that can be divided into to two spaces.
process.
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Map of Park Location
Parks & Rec Whitcomb Lodge Calendar
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

County

Athletic Field Lighting
Woodville Park and Abingdon Park
Parks, Recreation and Tourism
Carol Steele/693-1261/csteele@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016
X

7/1/2019
$
$
5,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

Beyond FY 22
Date Improvements Complete
$
1,003,000
Construction/Equipment Cost
$
5,000
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20
FY21
$
320,000 $
310,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

FY22

$
$

320,000

310,000

320,000 $
$

310,000 $
$

No

-

$
$

25+ years

Total Project Costs

630,000 $

373,000 $

630,000
630,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
373,000
1,003,000
373,000 $
1,003,000
$
-

1,003,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

1) Statement of Need. What Provision of lights on existing athletic fields will greatly increase play time and field efficiency. Recurring costs will be offset by
is the project expected to
revenue. The first year funding would light the two fields in the sports complex area of Woodville Park. The seond year, the
accomplish?
remaining two fields at Woodville Park would be lit and the final year, two fields at Abingdon Park would be lit.
Quantify benefits.

2) Indicate and quantify any The alternative of not lighting the fields is the current condition. There is a cost savings but playtime is limited. With only three
alternatives that might meet
lit fields between all parks, teams and leagues compete for field usage. The recommended system is Musco Lighting. Other
the needs indicated and why
systems are not as energy efficient and do not have the warranty that they offer.
they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what
Leagues may have to be restricted because of the lack of facilities. Sports cannot be spread throughout day and nighttime use
the consequences would be
which can reduce wear and tear on fields.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

5) Additional information you
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
process.

Musco lights have a twenty-five year warranty. They guarantee the foot-candles and will re-lamp the facility for free after
5,000 hours of operation. The proposed lights match the existing ones and would have the same control system that can be
used remotely by phone or web by each of the leagues with their own passwords. This reduces staff time in assisting leagues
and tracking hours for invoicing.

Attachments (list):
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Map of Park Locations
Parks & Rec Lighting FY16 Attendance Numbers at Parks and Schools

FY 16 Attendance Numbers at Parks and Schools
Includes gate count or practices and games; participants and spectators
PARKS
BEAVERDAM PARK - Main Entrance
ABINGDON PARK
ARK PARK
BEAVERDAM PARK - Fary's Mill Road Entrance
WOODVILLE
SCHOOL FACILITIES
PEASLEY
BETHEL
GLOUCESTER HIGH SCHOOL

65,921
35,538
29,849
20,850
14,131

3,840
4,600
4,776

FY 16 Park Operations Expenses
BEAVERDAM PARK - Main Entrance
WOODVILLE
GLOUCESTER POINT BEACH
ARK PARK
ABINGDON PARK
BOAT LANDINGS
TOURISM/SPECIAL EVENTS
BEAVERDAM PARK - Fary's Mill Road Entrance
BROWN PARK
SCHOOLS/ATHLETICS
TYNDALL'S POINT PARK
HUNTER'S RUN/KERNS AVENUE
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$176,795 41%
$64,525 15%
$34,937 8%
$23,770 5%
$22,925 5%
$19,503 4%
$19,269 4%
$19,175 4%
$18,815 4%
$13,544 3%
$10,407 2%
$9,943 2%
$433,608

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

X
County

Ark Park Road Improvement
Ark Park
Parks, Recreation and Tourism
Carol Steele/693-1261/csteele@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016

7/1/2021
$
$
-

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

$
$

6/30/2022
68,000
-

FY21

FY22

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.
1) Statement of Need. What
is the project expected to
accomplish?
Quantify benefits.

68,000 $
$
68,000

-

$
$

No

-

$
$

10+
N/A

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

68,000 $
$

Total Project Costs

68,000

$

68,000
68,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
68,000
$
68,000
$
-

-

68,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

Number Nine Road provides access throughout Ark Park. Paving the road will eliminate a chronic maintenance problem. The
road has to be routinely repaired. Adjacent residents share the road with the park users. Numerous complaint calls have been
received about the volume of PR&T traffic causing damage to the road and the "dust storms" that occur during county
sponsored events. Speed bumps can be placed during the paving to slow traffic down which has been a safety problem.

2) Indicate and quantify any The alternative of a gravel road has been tried for years. The road was originally a dirt road and the County paid for gravel a
alternatives that might meet
number of years ago. Each year since, we have had to add more gravel. The gravel road is not satisfactory and therefore,
the needs indicated and why
paving it is recommended.
they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what
the consequences would be Routine maintenance will have to continue which involves the cost of gravel and grading.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Number Nine Road is a private road owned by the Gloucester Fair Association and leased to the County. The site has been
used as a public park for more than 25 years. Due to the fact that the County Fair is no longer held, it is recommended that the
County not make additional improvements to the site unless it is given to the County. Otherwise, the Fair Association could
end the lease and the invested funds would be lost. The Chair of the Fair Association Board has stated that the land will be
offered to the County soon because the Association will be disbanding.

5) Additional information you
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
process.

Attachments (list):
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

9/7/2016
X

County

911 Call answering equipment (CPE) upgrade
Emergency Communications Center (ECC)
Radio O&M
Garrey Curry/ 693-4042/ gcurry@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

FY19

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20
$
442,750

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
267,750
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
175,000
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
442,750 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.
1) Statement of Need. What
is the project expected to
accomplish?
Quantify benefits.

$

FY19
442,750

FY21

FY22

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

10

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

-

$
$

Total Project Costs

442,750

$

267,750
175,000
442,750 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
267,750
175,000
$
442,750
$
-

-

442,750

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

Our current 911 equipment is approaching useful life expectancy and to ensure a continued public safety level of service we
must plan for equipment upgrade. Upgrade also presents the potential opportunity to better integrate with our regional
partners and develop deeper redundancies between our Emergency Communications Center (ECC) and the
York/Poquoson/Williamsburg regional ECC. Seamless E911 redundancy has been an issue with our regional partners to date
because we are in an 804 area code and they are in a 757 area code. Other local agencies in the 804 area code are very small
and are ill-equipped to receive our transferred calls if necessary in an emergency.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet Selection of replacement equipment is on at the conceptual stage, but equipment selected must be compatible with our
the needs indicated and why partners in York and James City.
they were rejected.
3) Indicate and quantify what
E911 is a critical service provided to the community. Continuing to use equipment that is no longer adequately supported by
the consequences would be
the manufacturer is not recommended.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

This is a must complete project. It would be best to complete it in FY18, but we recognize that to be a particularly tough
funding year and as such this proposed slates the expense for FY19. If more grant funding is available we may try to expedite
the project.

5) Additional information you
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
process.

The $442,750 cost entered is a preliminary estimate and based on $285,000 for call handling equipment, $100,000 for call
recording equipment (subtotal of $385,000) and a 15% contingency. A $175,000 VITA PSAP grant award is shown as state
revenue in the table above. This grant funding has not been awarded yet. There is a possibility that the shared services model
will not be accepted by the state and in that case the grant would be awarded for $150,000.

Attachments (list):
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911 Call Answering Equipment FY2018 CIP Info (UPDATED 10-3-16).pdf
FY18 PSAP Grant Application IOW-Glo.pdf
FY18 PSAP Grant Attachment VPI40228.pdf

FY18 PSAP Grant MA IOW-Gloucester.pdf

E911 CPE Replacement

911 Call Answering Equipment FY2018 - FY2022 CIP Information









Gloucester’s current 911 call answering equipment was purchased during the radio
system upgrade with the equipment and version purchased to match that being used by
York County and James City County.
York County and James City County have upgraded their systems as necessary to
provide seamless redundancy for 911 calls. That is, too many rings in one of the 911
centers automatically rings through to the other and calls can be very quickly routed to
the peer center.
While Gloucester would like similar redundancy, complexities between the 757 area
code and 804 area code currently preclude that level of redundancy with current
equipment.
Proposed new equipment is fully IP based and will be aligned with our radio partners
o This will prepare us for the migration to Next Generation 9-1-1. It will allow us to
take Text to 9-1-1 calls that will benefit not only the deaf and hearing impaired
but callers that unable to communicate for various reasons. A few examples
would be an active shooter in schools, situations that are going on such as
robbery, abductions, etc. where verbal communication would be prohibited and
ultimately to take pictures and videos into the 9-1-1 center that can increase
services.
o Last year all of Hampton Roads 757 areas lost 9-1-1 for 3 hours due to a switch
failure by Verizon. IP based technologies will eliminate working with wireline
companies today who provide antiquated technologies that have been around
since the early 1970’s. IP based systems are the future.
o Better redundancy with York/Poquoson/Williamsburg (YPW) 911 working toward
seamless redundancy like that enjoyed today by YPW and JCC – We are working
with our radio partner York/JCC to look at providing redundancy in our 911
center similar with what we enjoy with our radio system. York and JCC are
currently upgrading their equipment to technology that will help us improve our
redundancy if we upgrade as well. We currently experience problems when we
need to transfer 911 calls because other nearby 804 localities are too small and
Verizon has technological difficulties transferring to 757 localities due to our 804
exchange being based in the Richmond operations center and the 757 exchange
being based in the Newport News operations center. An integrated IP interface
will allow us a path that will ultimately provide the same seamless coverage that
York and JCC have between 911 centers.
o IP based equipment will provide the core requirement to help with future
redundancy during high call volume incidents (like the tornado). While
replacement of our current equipment will not provide redundancy alone, it is a
first step toward providing the opportunity for calls to automatically spill over to
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our regional partners who already have seamless access to our joint regional
radio system.
o Recent developments in Isle of Wight County and the City of Suffolk provide two
more localities that could provide redundancy as we will be working to expand
our wide area microwave network to those localities. With the expansion and
Isle of Wight’s current plans to upgrade radio and 911 equipment, they become
an obvious partner.
The current system and technology is antiquated and as at the end of its useful life
expectancy and makes it very expensive and difficult to provide backup services to
Gloucester. Our systems vendor, Motorola, has advised us that as the system continues
to age parts will no longer be available, maintenance will be in a “best effort” service
category after December 2016. Our 911 system is mission critical and we cannot afford
the opportunity to let it become inoperable where we have to provide used parts. The
propensity for failure increases with age as does the amount of time and effort to
restore issues because of parts availability.
There is a possibility to receive a PSAP (Public Safety Answering Point) grant from the
state. The funding is fixed at $150,000 per year for single localities and $175,000 per
year where shared services are being contemplated. The grant application for the
current period was due 9/30/16 and Gloucester submitted an application with Isle of
Wight County as a shared service with the intent to use collaborative procurement. The
shared services application will rank higher than a go it alone strategy. We believe this
strategy (collaborative procurement) will meet the grant standard, if not we will revert
to a standalone grant application ($150K).
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FY18
PSAP GRANT PROGRAM
APPLICATION

VIRGINIA INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGIES AGENCY
Integrated Services Division
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FY18 PSAP GRANT PROGRAM
APPLICATION
HOW TO APPLY/DEADLINE
The grant application is available and accessible from VITA ISP’s website
(http://www.vita.virginia.gov/isp/default.aspx?id=8578). Upon
completion of the application, it is to be submitted to the electronic
mailbox for grant applications - psapgrants@vita.virginia.gov. Any
supporting documentation must also be submitted along with the
application when making your grant application submission.
After the close of the grant application cycle, a Grant ID and email
receipt notification will be sent to the e-mail address listed on the
application received.
All funding requests must be submitted using the grant application.
Technical assistance is available from VITA’s Public Safety
Communications (PSC) staff throughout the grant process. The FY18
PSAP Grant Application Cycle starts July 1, 2016 and concludes on
September 30, 2016 at 5:00 pm.
ALL APPLICABLE SECTIONS MUST BE COMPLETED IN ITS ENTIRETY OR
THE APPLICATION WILL BE CONSIDERED INCOMPLETE AND NOT
ACCEPTED FOR CONSIDERATION.
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FY18 PSAP GRANT APPLICATION
PROJECT TITLE
Click here to enter text

GRANT APPLICANT PROFILE/PROJECT CONTACT
PSAP/HOST PSAP NAME: Isle of Wight County
CONTACT TITLE: Sheriff
CONTACT FIRST NAME: Mark
CONTACT LAST NAME: Marshall
ADDRESS 1: P.O. Box 80
ADDRESS 2: 17110 Monument Circle
CITY: Isle of Wight
ZIP CODE: 23397
CONTACT EMAIL: mmarshall@isleofwightus.net
CONTACT PHONE NUMBER: 757-365-6313
CONTACT MOBILE NUMBER: 757-449-4839
CONTACT FAX NUMBER: Click here to enter text
REGIONAL COORDINATOR: Lyle Hornbaker
HOST PSAP AND PARTICIPATING PSAPS/LOCALITIES
Isle of Wight (Host)
Gloucester County
Darrell W. Warren
Sheriff
804-693-3890
GRANT TYPE
Individual PSAP

CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
Page 168

Shared Services

TIER
Out of Service
Technically Outdated*
Not Applicable

Non-Vendor Supported*
Strengthen

If technically outdated or non-vendor supported, application MUST include age
and/or version of hardware/software.
Isle of Wight:
VERSION:
MicroDATA, installed July 2011, Non-Vendor Supported
Gloucester:
VERSION:
Vesta Pallas, BCM 400, purchased August 2009, Non-Vendor Supported

PRIORITY/PROJECT FOCUS CALL HANDLING EQUIPMENT
FINANCIAL DATA
Amount Requested: $ 350,000 (2 @ $175,000)
Total Project Cost: $ 539,591 (2 CHE @ $269,795)
Isle of Wight and Gloucester request $175,000 each
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Provide a detailed description of the project for which funding is being sought,
including the impact on operational services and consequences of not receiving
funding; the relationship to local strategic and capital improvement plans; and
sustainability:
Isle of Wight County currently has MicroDATA 9-1-1 Call Handling Equipment.
The system was installed in 2011. The system is beyond the end of life
expectation and will not support the critical wireless technology that is paramount
for the future of the 9-1-1 Center. Without this grant, the antiquated system will
expose Isle of Wight’s 9-1-1 Center of becoming susceptible to system failures
with the strong possibility of loss of life. The current system is unable to
communicate with any NG9-1-1 technology that has become expected by the
residents and visitors of Isle of Wight County.
Gloucester County currently has Vesta Pallas, BCM 400 that was purchased in
2009. The BCM 400 variant that Gloucester purchased and currently uses will
reach “End of Support Delivery (EoL) on December 31, 2016 and after that point
service will only be provided as a “best effort”. Best effort maintenance is not
consistent with the public safety nature of CHE, therefore replacement is critical.
There are no capital funds currently identified to replace the systems, however
the need is recognized. Isle of Wight plans to replace their system in FY18 and
Gloucester plans to replace their system in FY19. The grant funds will offset the
financial burden for the cost of the project ($269,796 each locality). Receipt of
$175,000 in PSAP grant funding for each agency will reduce their net expenditure
to approximately $100,000 each, which is much more attainable. Without this
upgrade the Counties will continue to be at a critical disadvantage with
considerable risk of an inability to communicate with the public and other
agencies due to outdated/non-vendor supported equipment.
The systems will be sustained by vendor maintenance agreements funded by the
individual County. This upgrade will allow both Counties to integrate into the
most up-to-date state of the art technology that is currently available. The new
equipment will allow the two Counties to provide a higher level of service for
current and future technology for Isle of Wight and Gloucester.
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Provide a detailed description of the project for which funding is being sought,
including the impact on operational services and consequences of not receiving
funding; the relationship to local strategic and capital improvement plans; and
sustainability: (cont’d.)
Gloucester and Isle of Wight plan to work together to procure new CHE equipment
and the Purchasing Agents for each locality have agreed to work together to use a
joint procurement process to obtain most valuable pricing owing to economies of
scale. Further, Gloucester and Isle of Wight will soon be tied together with other
regional partners (Suffolk, York, James City, Williamsburg, and Poquoson) via a
public safety grade wide area network that will provide opportunity for further
collaboration and as such it is important for CHE equipment to be compatible. The
wide area network is part of broader public safety radio system upgrades in Isle of
Wight where a modern 800 MHz trunked system will be installed operating as a
cell off of the Suffolk system which combined system will be tied to the
York/JCC/Gloucester system for master site redundancy. This geo-diverse wide
area network provides great opportunity for continued collaboration including
PSAP collaboration, again supporting the process of Gloucester and Isle of Wight
purchasing CHE equipment together.
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PROJECT GOAL
Describe how this project addresses locally identified need(s) and supports the
Virginia 9-1-1 Comprehensive Plan:
This project supports the Virginia 9-1-1 Comprehensive Plan by updating out of
date call handling equipment by providing a state of the art NG9-1-1 capable
system that will support future upgrades required with new technology.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES
Describe the objectives that will support the goals identified above:
The objective is simply to replace existing outdated and non-vendor supported
CHE with state of the art NG9-1-1 capable systems in each locality that will support
future upgrades and potential future collaboration.
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SHARED SERVICES (if applicable)
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
SHARED SERVICES & INDIVIDUAL PSAP APPLICATIONS:
For each applicable phase of the project, indicate the planned completion date.

Describe the relationship of the project to the participating PSAPs:
As noted in the project description the participating PSAPs will be tied together in
one wide area network enabling future collaboration between the PSAPs. As such,
purchasing the same state of the art equipment will both support that
collaboration and provide an economy of scale.
Describe the intended collaborative efforts and resource sharing opportunities:
See Project Description for information on plan for cooperative purchasing.
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PROJECT PHASE

PLANNED
COMPLETION DATE

INITIATION – Project concept is documented, local board or
governing authority approval or endorsement is received, PSAP
grant application is filed, local budgets are obtained,
appropriated grant funds are approved, and budgetary
estimates are obtained.

60 days after award

DESIGN/PLANNING - Requirements are documented,
components to be purchased are identified, and general design
is documented.

90 days

ACQUISITION - RFP (or other bid related processes) are
drafted, proposals are evaluated, contract is signed, purchase
orders are issued, and quotes are obtained.

IOW 60 days
Glo. FY19

IMPLEMENTATION - Purchased components are delivered
and installed and training is performed

IOW 6 months
Glo. FY19

TESTING/COMPLETION - Performance of system/solution is
validated and system/solution goes “live”

IOW 8 months
Glo. FY19
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BUDGET AND BUDGET NARRATIVE
List the planned expenditures to be made with grant funds. Briefly explain the
reason for each requested budget item and provide the basis for its cost. In
addition, if contingency cost has been added, please identify the amount.
NOTE: In lieu of a line item breakdown, an itemized cost schedule or detailed vendor
prepared quote may be submitted as an attachment, but a narrative is still required.
However, budgetary quotes received from a particular vendor(s) during the
application process do not commit the PSAP to use that vendor(s) once the grant is
awarded.
Motorola Solutions cost estimate:
Emergency Call Works (ECW) Call Station Geo-diverse
Six positions at each agency (12 total) project total: $550,055.58
Isle of Wight ECW Callstations Stand Alone (6 positions) $269,795.60
Gloucester County ECW Callstations Stand Alone (6 positions) $269,795.60
Airbus Communications cost estimate:
Six positions at each agency (12 total) project total: $570,000
Isle of Wight PSAP (6 positions) $285,000
Gloucester PSAP (6 positions) $285,000
Note that the specified equipment is only for budget purposes and future evaluation
may guide the selection of alternate equipment. It is important to note also that
these are only estimates and a more detailed review will be required prior to issuing
an RFP. Both jurisdictions will be purchasing an NG9-1-1 compatible state of the art
current production CHE.
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EVALUATION
How will the project as identified in the project description be evaluated and
measured for achievement and success:
The primary evaluation will be described in the vendor’s statement of work and
the achievement will be identified during the acceptance testing by the project
managers. The ultimate identification of the project’s success will be from the
system’s live performance by properly processing emergency/non-emergency calls
for service and the ability to accept and handle Text to 9-1-1 calls for service
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FEBRUARY 2014

DOCUMENT ID:
PDN VP140228
TITLE:
VESTA® PALLAS™ – END OF SALE / SUPPORT PLAN
EFFECTIVE DATE: FEBRUARY 28, 2014

INTRODUCTION
With the world of mission-critical communications ever-changing, Cassidian Communications, an Airbus Group,
Inc. company, remains committed to delivering solutions that best address your CRITICAL MATTERS™. As part
of this effort, Cassidian Communications is providing this Product Discontinuation Notice (PDN) to announce a
®
™
change in the product lifecycle for the VESTA Pallas solution.
Communication with our customers is essential in order to set appropriate expectations of service support levels
throughout the lifecycle and retirement of a product. For our partners and customers, this information may be
used to manage deployments, plan for upgrades, prepare for support needs, and develop migration and transition
strategies.
Information on part numbers, quoting, last time purchase dates, support delivery plans and migration options are
included below.

BACKGROUND
Cassidian Communications introduced the VESTA Pallas solution in 2003, and it has since provided reliable 9-1-1
and administrative call-processing to fit the operational needs of call centers. VESTA Pallas established a clear
®
™
migration path for those VESTA Standard customers in need of an advanced IP-based Computer Telephony
Integrated (CTI) solution while maintaining uniformity in desktop user interface (UI). Over time, technology has
evolved such that much of the hardware and software required for this product has started to become obsolete.
As a result, we are announcing the End of Sale for VESTA Pallas with PBXs based on the Avaya BCM450 and
End of Support Delivery for VESTA Pallas with PBXs based on the Avaya BCM400 and Avaya BCM450.

FUTURE SALES & SUPPORT PLANS
In order to continue to protect current customers’ investment in the VESTA Pallas solution, Cassidian
Communications is offering our customers the opportunity to maintain and expand their current systems while
®
®
budgeting for migration to Cassidian Communications’ VESTA /Sentinel 4 solution. The schedule and details of
the sales and support delivery plan are outlined below.
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END OF NEW SYSTEM SALES
Cassidian Communications will no longer accept orders for new VESTA Pallas systems effective immediately.
The terms of this announcement are as follows:
•

New quotes: Effective immediately, Cassidian Communications will no longer provide quotes for new
VESTA Pallas systems.

•

Existing quotes: Cassidian Communications will honor outstanding quotes based on original quote date
plus 120 days.

•

Existing orders: All existing orders will be honored as is.

SUPPORT DELIVERY FOR CUSTOMERS
Cassidian Communications appreciates our loyal customers and recognizes the need to plan for solution
changes. We have structured our ongoing support to facilitate that transition by continuing to serve our
customers through:
•

Existing system expansion: Customers desiring to expand their existing VESTA Pallas system to
address growth/capacity needs may purchase in accordance with the End of Expansion Sale milestone
identified below.

•

Spare parts available: Spare parts are available for purchase in accordance with the End of Expansion
Sale milestone identified below.

•

Existing support contracts: Existing support contracts will be honored until the contract expires.

•

Support renewal: Support renewal is available for purchase in accordance with the End of Support
Contract Renewal milestone identified below.

•

Repair: For systems not covered under an active Cassidian Communications warranty, out-of-warranty
repair is available on time & materials basis per Cassidian Communications’ standard Hardware Repair &
Warranty Policy.

•

Technical Support: Phone support will be available to customers with active support contracts in
accordance with the End of Support Delivery milestone identified below. Customers that do not have
active support contracts will be referred to Cassidian Communications’ Contracts Department to facilitate
the activation of support if appropriate.

Cassidian Communications will continue to support customers per the terms of the customer’s current contract
with Cassidian Communications.

SUMMARY OF MILESTONE DATES

End of Sale

Milestone

Description

Effective Date

End of Sale

The end of new system sales for VESTA Pallas.

February 28, 2014

End of Expansion
Quote*

The final date to obtain quotes for upgrades, spares and
add-ons for the Avaya BCM450.

May 18, 2015 or while supplies last,
whichever is sooner

End of Expansion
Sale*

The final date on which upgrades, spares and add-ons will
be available for sale for the Avaya BCM450.

September 18, 2015 or while supplies last,
whichever is sooner
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End of Support (Avaya
BCM 400)
End of Support
(Avaya BCM 450)

End of Support
Contract Renewal

The last date to extend or renew a support contract for
VESTA Pallas / BCM400 systems. The extension or
renewal period cannot extend beyond the End of Support
Delivery date.

December 31, 2015

End of Support
Delivery (EoL)

The last date to receive support for VESTA Pallas /
BCM400 (or earlier units) systems. Cassidian
Communications will provide best effort to resolve any
issues beyond the given date.

December 31, 2016

End of Support
Contract Renewal

The last date to extend or renew a support contract for
VESTA Pallas / BCM450 systems. The extension or
renewal period cannot extend beyond the End of Support
Delivery date.

September 30, 2017

End of Support
Delivery (EoL)

The last date to receive support for VESTA Pallas /
BCM450 systems. Cassidian Communications will provide
best effort to resolve any issues beyond the given date.

September 30, 2018

*Customers are encouraged to review their spares inventory and account for future support while equipment is
still obtainable. Availability is subject to change based on supply and demand. Cassidian Communications will
notify customers formally if pricing or availability status changes.
In accordance with previous product announcements, certain expansions (spares and add-ons) are available to
VESTA Pallas customers running the BCM450 Base Unit only. Please reference the Summary of Previous
Product Announcements section (as follows) for details.

SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS PRODUCT ANNOUNCEMENTS
Cassidian Communications previously issued (2) PDN notifications to inform customers of the LTB opportunity for
Server 2003-supported servers and Windows XP-supported workstations.
•

•

PDN PE120403 (April 3, 2012)
Planning for Microsoft® Windows® XP Professional / Windows® Server® 2003 Operating System
Discontinuation
PDN PE120622 (June 22, 2012)
Courtesy Reminder for Last Time Buy of Microsoft® Windows® XP Professional / Windows Server® 2003
Operating Systems

The below outlines previous VESTA Pallas product announcements relative to product availability:
DATE
04/03/2012

06/22/2012

NOTICE #
PE120403 (PDN)

PE120622 (PDN)

NOTICE TITLE

SUMMARY

Planning for Microsoft®

Notifications to inform

Windows® XP Professional /
Windows® Server® 2003

customers of the LTB
opportunity for Server 2003-

Operating System
Discontinuation

supported servers and
Windows XP-supported
workstations.

Courtesy Reminder for Last Time

Notifications to inform

Buy of Microsoft® Windows® XP
Professional / Windows Server®
2003 Operating Systems

customers of the LTB
opportunity for Server 2003supported servers and
Windows XP-supported
workstations.
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The below outlines previous VESTA Pallas product announcements relative to product availability:
DATE
04/05/2010

11/23/2010

NOTICE #
VP100405
(PDN)

VP101123
(PDN)

NOTICE TITLE

SUMMARY

VESTA Pallas PBX NonRedundant Base Unit No Longer

Notification that the NonRedundant BCM400 Base

Available

Unit is no longer available for
purchase.

VESTA Pallas PBX 4.0 Base Unit
No Longer Available

Notification that the
Redundant BCM400 Base
Unit is no longer available for
purchase and identified the
BCM450 as the functional
replacement product.

04/12/2011

VP110412
(PCN)

VESTA Pallas PBX 3.5 to 3.6
and 3.6/3.7 to 4.0 Upgrade Kits

Communication of the new
part numbers and availability
(10/28/2011) for the BCM400
3.5 to 3.6 and 3.6/3.7 to 4.0
software upgrade kits.

08/12/2011

10/03/2011

11/02/2011

09/07/2012

VP110812

VESTA Pallas PBX 3.6/3.7/4.0

Communication of the LTB

(PDN)

Upgrades/Expansions/Spares Last Time Buy

opportunity (10/28/2011) for
the BCM400 software and
hardware.

VP111003

Courtesy Reminder for LTB of

Courtesy reminder for the

(PDN)

VESTA Pallas PBX 3.6/3.7/4.0
Upgrades/Expansions/Spares

LTB opportunity (10/28/2011)
for the BCM400 software and
hardware.

VP111102

Date Extension for LTB of

Date extension for the LTB

(PDN)

VESTA Pallas PBX 3.6/3.7/4.0
Upgrades/Expansions/Spares

opportunity (2/17/2012) for
the BCM400 software and
hardware.

VP120907

VESTA Pallas PBX 5.0 and 6.0

Communication of the EoS

(PDN)

Base Unit - Upcoming End of
Sales

and LTB opportunity
(11/1/2012 or while supplies
last, whichever is sooner) for
the Non-Redundant and
Redundant BCM450 5.0/6.0
Base Units.

10/18/2012

VP121018

Courtesy Reminder for Upcoming

Courtesy reminder for the

(PDN)

End of Sales - VESTA Pallas
PBX 5.0/6.0 Base Unit

LTB opportunity (11/1/2012 or
while supplies last, whichever
is sooner) and notification that
the Non-Redundant BCM450
Base Unit is no longer
available for purchase.

MIGRATION
A comprehensive migration strategy to Cassidian Communications VESTA/Sentinel 4 system is in place for
Cassidian Communications customers using earlier releases of our Computer Telephony Integration (CTI)
solutions, such as VESTA Pallas.
Bringing the best features of two nationally acclaimed products together, the VESTA/Sentinel 4 system
establishes the new benchmark for NG9-1-1 call taking. It combines Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) call
handling with advanced Cassidian Communications call control technologies to support the emergency and
administrative call taking needs of PSAPs with up to 250 positions. It includes standard telephony features such
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as Automatic Call Distribution (ACD), one-button transfer and dynamic conferencing. Plus its flexible, open
architecture often eliminates the need for a traditional PBX, reducing call center costs and easily accommodating
single and multi-site (geo-diverse) deployments.
Most importantly, the VESTA/Sentinel 4 system features an all-new, highly configurable and supremely intuitive
user interface (UI), considered a foundational component of our next generation integrated, geospatial multimedia
platform.
Please visit the following link to access the Product Bulletin for VESTA/Sentinel 4:
http://www.CassidianCommunications.com/pdf/PB_Vesta_Sentinel4.pdf
We are pleased to extend an incentive program to our loyal customers in appreciation for ongoing support of
Cassidian Communications’ solutions. Please contact your sales representative to discuss the options that best
fit your system requirements.

PART NUMBER INFORMATION
VESTA PALLAS SOFTWARE:
The following part numbers are discontinued effective immediately:
870899-03102.5

VP 2.5 LIC

870899-03002.6

VP 2.6 FOR PBX 3.7

870899-03102.6

VP 2.6 LICENSE ONLY

870899-20201

VSAT CTI2.6 PALLAS PBX3.7

870899-03012.6

VP 2.6 FOR PBX 4.0

870890-20601

VP 2.6 SP1

870899-20401

VSAT CTI2.6 PALLAS PBX4.0

870890-20301

TPI 1.6 VP 2.6

870899-03002.7

VP 2.7 FOR PBX 3.7

870899-23701

VSAT CTI2.7 PALLAS PBX3.7

870899-03012.7

VP 2.7 FOR PBX 4.0

870899-23801

VSAT CTI2.7 PALLAS PBX4.0

The following part numbers are available for ordering to support existing customers in accordance with the End of
Expansion Sale milestone:
870899-03002.6U

VP 2.6 FOR PBX 3.7 UPGD

870899-03102.6U

VP 2.6 UPGRADE LICENSE

870899-20201U

VSAT CTI2.6 VP PBX3.7 UPG

870899-03012.6U

VP 2.6 FOR PBX 4.0 UPGD

870899-20401U

VSAT CTI2.6 VP PBX4.0 UPG

870899-03002.7U

VP 2.7 FOR PBX 3.7 UPGD

870899-23701U

VSAT CTI2.7 VP PBX3.7 UPG

870899-03012.7U

VP 2.7 FOR PBX 4.0 UPGD

870899-03102.7U

VP 2.7 UPGD LICENSE ONLY

870899-23801U

VSAT CTI2.7 VP PBX4.0 UPG

870899-03112.7

VP 2.7 FOR PBX 5.0
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870899-03102.7

VP 2.7 LICENSE ONLY

870899-03112.7U

VP 2.7 FOR PBX 5.0 UPGD

870899-23901

VSAT CTI2.7 PALLAS PBX5.0

870899-23901U

VSAT CTI2.7 VP PBX5.0 UPG

870899-03013.0U

VP 3.0 FOR PBX 4.0 XP UPG

870891-03013.0U

VP 3.0 UPGD LIC ONLY

870891-03013.0

VP 3.0 LIC ONLY

870899-24001U

VSAT CTI3.0 VP PBX4.0 UPG

870899-03213.0

VP 3.0 FOR PBX 5.0 XP

870899-03213.0U

VP 3.0 FOR PBX 5.0 XP UPG

870899-03113.0U

VP 3.0 FOR PBX 5.0 W7 UPG

870899-24301

VSAT CTI3.0 PBX 5.0 XP

870899-24101U

VSAT CTI3.0 PBX5.0 W7 UPG

870899-03303.0

VP 3.0 FOR PBX 6.0 XP L/D

870899-03303.0U

VP 3.0 FOR PBX 6.0 XP UPG

870899-03203.0

VP 3.0 FOR PBX 6.0 W7 L/D

870899-03203.0U

VP 3.0 FOR PBX 6.0 W7 UPG

870899-24201

VSAT CTI3.0 PBX6.0 W7

870899-24201U

VSAT CTI3.0 PBX6.0 W7 UPG

870809-00201**

V ALI INTFC MOD

870809-00101**

V CAD INTFC MOD

870809-00201U**

V ALI INTFC MOD UPGD

870809-00101U**

V CAD INTFC MOD UPGD

870810-00602**

VIRR PHN/RAD MOD

870810-00602U**

VIRR PHN/RAD MOD UPGD

870810-01101**

VCDR SVR MOD

870810-01101U**

VCDR SVR MOD UPGD

870810-01102**

VCDR MNTR LIC

870810-01102U**

VCDR MNTR LIC UPGD

870899-10401**

VALIFAX

870890-19301**

VESTA ALIFAX FEATURE PACK

870899-14101

VSAT RPU PALLAS SERVER

870899-17101

VSAT DATA PALLAS SVR

870899-20301

VSAT DATA PALLAS WKSTN

VESTA PALLAS SOFTWARE SUPPORT
The following part numbers are available for ordering to support existing customers in accordance with the End of
Support Contract Renewal Milestone:
809800-90201

SPT VP 1YR PCML

809800-90202

SPT VP 2YR PCML
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809800-90203

SPT VP 3YR PCML

809800-90204

SPT VP 4YR PCML

809800-90216

SPT VP SW 1 MTH

809800-90217

SPT VP SW 2 MTH

809800-90218

SPT VP SW 3 MTH

809800-90219

SPT VP SW 4 MTH

809800-90220

SPT VP SW 5 MTH

809800-90221

SPT VP SW 6 MTH

809800-90222

SPT VP SW 7 MTH

809800-90223

SPT VP SW 8 MTH

809800-90224

SPT VP SW 9 MTH

809800-90225

SPT VP SW 10 MTH

809800-90226

SPT VP SW 11 MTH

809800-90211

SPT VP 1YR NON-PCML

809800-00239

SPT VP 2YR NON-PCML

809800-90212

SPT VP 3YR NON-PCML

809800-00240

SPT VP 4YR NON-PCML

809800-04001

SPT VSAT PALLAS CTI Y1PEI

809800-04002

SPT VSAT PALLAS CTI Y2PEI

809800-04003

SPT VSAT PALLAS CTI Y3PEI

809800-04004

SPT VSAT PALLAS CTI Y4PEI

809800-04006

SPT VSAT PALLAS CTI Y1 NP

809800-04007

SPT VSAT PALLAS CTI Y2 NP

809800-04008

SPT VSAT PALLAS CTI Y3 NP

809800-04009

SPT VSAT PALLAS CTI Y4 NP

809800-80106**

SPT VIRR THRU YR1 PEI

809800-80107**

SPT VIRR THRU YR2 PEI

809800-80108**

SPT VIRR THRU YR3 PEI

809800-80109**

SPT VIRR THRU YR4 PEI

809800-80110**

SPT VIRR THRU YR1 NPEI

809800-80111**

SPT VIRR THRU YR2 NPEI

809800-80112**

SPT VIRR THRU YR3 NPEI

809800-80113**

SPT VIRR THRU YR4 NPEI

809800-80141**

SPT VALIFAX THRU YR1 PEI

809800-80142**

SPT VALIFAX THRU YR2 PEI

809800-80012**

SPT VALIFAX THRU YR3 PEI

809800-80143**

SPT VALIFAX THRU YR4 PEI

809800-80144**

SPT VALIFAX THRU YR1 NPEI

809800-80145**

SPT VALIFAX THRU YR2 NPEI

809800-80146**

SPT VALIFAX THRU YR3 NPEI
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809800-80147**

SPT VALIFAX THRU YR4 NPEI

809800-04031

SPT VSAT PALLAS RPU Y1PEI

809800-04032

SPT VSAT PALLAS RPU Y2PEI

809800-04033

SPT VSAT PALLAS RPU Y3PEI

809800-04034

SPT VSAT PALLAS RPU Y4PEI

809800-04036

SPT VSAT PALLAS RPU Y1 NP

809800-04037

SPT VSAT PALLAS RPU Y2 NP

809800-04038

SPT VSAT PALLAS RPU Y3 NP

809800-04039

SPT VSAT PALLAS RPU Y4 NP

809800-04011

SPT VSAT DATA PALLAS Y1PE

809800-04012

SPT VSAT DATA PALLAS Y2PE

809800-04013

SPT VSAT DATA PALLAS Y3PE

809800-04014

SPT VSAT DATA PALLAS Y4PE

809800-04016

SPT VSAT DATA PALLAS Y1NP

809800-04017

SPT VSAT DATA PALLAS Y2NP

809800-04018

SPT VSAT DATA PALLAS Y3NP

809800-04019

SPT VSAT DATA PALLAS Y4NP

VESTA PALLAS MULTI-TRUNK UNIT (MTU)
The following part numbers are available for ordering to support existing customers in accordance with the End of
Expansion Sale milestone:
852204-00101**

MTU BASE UNIT

852204-00201**

RDNT PKG - MTU

852210-00401**

ACTIVE CAMA MODULE

872299-00101

MTU FIRMWARE - PALLAS

852210-00301**

MTU SHELF

852210-00901**

CPU CARRIER MODULE

852210-00101**

POWER MODULE (MTU)

832211-00606-FRU**

MTU FAN CARD - FRU

832201-00101**

CBL MTU PWR BUSS

862306-00501**

TELEPHONE BKUP 4-LINE

852204-00301**

CROSS-CONN ASSY BKUP PHN

VESTA PALLAS MULTI-TRUNK UNIT (MTU) FIRMWARE SUPPORT
The following part numbers are available for ordering to support existing customers in accordance with the End of
Support Contract Renewal milestone:
809800-90301**

SPT THRU YR 1 MTU FW

809800-90302**

SPT THRU YR 2 MTU FW

809800-90303**

SPT THRU YR 3 MTU FW

CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
Page 184

809800-90304**

SPT THRU YR 4 MTU FW

VESTA PALLAS PBX
The following part numbers are discontinued effective immediately:
862309-00201

PBX 3.7 EXPANSION SHELF

870890-16404

NORTEL COMPONENTS 3.1

870890-16405

NORTEL COMPONENTS 4.0

The following part numbers are available for ordering to support existing customers in accordance with the End of
Expansion Sale milestone:
862309-00403

PBX 5/6.0 EXPAN SHLF RNDT

04000-07105

PBX 5/6.0 EXP PORT LIC

862311-01001

PBX 5.0/6.0 CAP EXP CARD

862304-00503

PBX 5.0/6.0 RAID UPGD KIT

862304-00102

PBX 5/6.0 RDNT UPGD KITV2

852204-00401

BNDL PALLAS PYXIE 24P

862311-00901

CARD 4 PORT (50PIN X2)

862311-00801

CARD 8-PORT GATM

862304-01301

KIT CARD COMBO 4X16

862304-01001

KIT 8-PORT GATM

832201-01001

CBL VP GATM8/PTCHPNL 9FT

862311-00401

CARD DIGITAL T1/PRI

862311-00501

CARD 16-STATION

862311-00601

CARD 32 DIGITAL STATION

862308-00101

ANALOG TERM ADAPT

862308-00301

GASM8-ANALOG STN MOD

862308-01401

ADID 8-PORT MODULE

862309-00801

NON-RDNT PS PBX 5.0/6.0

862309-00701

RDNT PWR SPLY PBX 5.0/6.0

862308-00401

COOLING FAN SPARE FRU PBX

862308-01201

COOLING FAN SPARE FRU EXP

862308-00510

PBX 5/6.0 POP BFT ASSY

862308-00910

PBX 5.0/6.0 PRG HDD FRU

862308-00610

PBX 5/6.0 BLANK HDD FRU

862304-01201

PALLAS PBX Y-CBL FM KIT

862306-00401

VP PHN BLK 1-BTN

862306-00301

VP PHN BLK 8-BTN

862306-00201

VP PHN BLK 16-BTN

862308-00801

T24-24 BUTTON KIM

862304-01504

PHN 1140 VPPBX5/6.0 IPBND
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862304-01505

PHN 1120 VPPBX5/6.0 IPBND

04000-43120

IP KEY EXP MOD 1120/1140E

04000-43211

PWR SPLY VP IP PHN

04000-43212

PWR SPLY CORD VP IP PHN

862306-00601

PHN IP 1140E

862306-00701

PHN IP 1120E

04000-43110

PHN i2004 IP

04000-43111

IP KEY EXP MOD 2004 PHN

04000-43210

PHN I-2007 IP

04000-00146

SWITCH 3-PORT

04000-02070

HDST PALLAS PHN T7300

862304-01432

PBX 5.0 TO 6.0 UPGD KIT

872399-00701

PBX 5/6.0 LAN CTE 1 SEAT

04000-10170

PBX5/6.0 VOICE MAIL 1SEAT

04000-07106

PBX 5/6.0 NTWK MCDN

04000-07104

PBX 5/6.0 VOIP GATE LIC

04000-07107

LIC IP PALLAS PBX 5/6.0

832201-00401-018

CBL PALLAS CFG 25PR 18FT

832201-00601-16P

CBL PALLASPYXIE 16P-53IN

832201-00601-24P

CBL PALLASPYXIE 24P-53IN

832201-00601-8P

CBL PALLASPYXIE 8P-53IN

832201-00701-16P

CBL PALLASPYXIE 16P-9FT

832201-00701-24P

CBL PALLASPYXIE 24P-9FT

832201-00701-8P

CBL PALLASPYXIE 8P-9FT

832201-00801-16P

CBL PALLASPYXIE 16P-3FT

832201-00801-24P

CBL PALLASPYXIE 24P-3FT

832201-00801-8P

CBL PALLASPYXIE 8P-3FT

832201-00901-16P

CBL PALLASPYXIE 16P-5FT

832201-00901-24P

CBL PALLASPYXIE 24P-5FT

832201-01101

CBL PALLAS FLIC 9FT

852204-00401

BNDL PALLAS PYXIE 24P

862314-00101

PALLAS PERIPHERAL EQUIP

VESTA PALLAS AUDIO DEVICE
The following part number is available for ordering to support existing customers in accordance with the End of
Expansion Sale milestone:
850808-00702**

AUDIO CONTROL UNIT (ACU)

VESTA PALLAS SERVICES
The following part numbers are discontinued effective immediately:
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809800-80401

PALLAS CFG

809800-80400

PALLAS STG PER POS

809800-24001**

EXT WARR PROP HDWR 3YR

809800-25001**

EXT WARR PROP HDWR 4YR

809800-26001**

EXT WARR PROP HDWR 5YR

812200-00101

PALLAS PBX T&M

812200-00201

PALLAS PBX EXPDT FEE

812200-00401

PALLAS PBX SVC MAINT 1YR

812200-00501

PALLAS PBX PARTS MAIN 1YR

809800-04005

SPT VSAT PALLAS CTI Y5PEI

809800-04010

SPT VSAT PALLAS CTI Y5 NP

809800-80002**

SPT VIRR THRU YR5 PEI

809800-80114**

SPT VIRR THRU YR5 NPEI

809800-80040**

SPT VALIFAX THRU YR5 PEI

809800-80025**

SPT VALIFAX THRU YR5 NPEI

809800-04035

SPT VSAT PALLAS RPU Y5PEI

809800-04040

SPT VSAT PALLAS RPU Y5 NP

809800-04015

SPT VSAT DATA PALLAS Y5PE

809800-04020

SPT VSAT DATA PALLAS Y5NP

809800-90305**

SPT THRU YR 5 MTU FW

The following part numbers are available for ordering to support existing customers in accordance with the End of
Expansion Sale milestone:
809800-70001**

SYS SVR CFG

809800-29001**

V SVR CFG NPEI

809800-90001**

V WKST CFG PEI

809800-28001**

V WKST CFG NPEI

809800-90230

VP RETRIEVE AUTODIAL SRV

VESTA PALLAS TRAINING
The following part numbers for VESTA Pallas training courses are discontinued effective immediately:
000000-26508

VP I&M/PRGM SUIT TRNG

000000-26505

VP DELTA SUIT TRNG

000000-06508

VP I&M/PRGM TRNG

000000-06505

VP I&M 3.7/4.0 DELTA TRNG

000000-66501

VP AGENT RFSHR CBT TRNG

000000-76501

VP AGENT RFSHR LMS TRNG

The following part numbers for VESTA Pallas training courses are available for ordering through June 2, 2014
and will be conducted through September 1, 2014. Cassidian Communications recommends customers to review
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their future training needs and take advantage of the VESTA Pallas Agent Train-The-Trainer (TTT) course while
available.
000000-26500

VP I&M/AD SUIT TRNG

000000-06500

VP I&M/ADMIN TRNG

000000-46501

VP AGENT TRNG

000000-26504

VP ADMIN TRNG

000000-66506

VP AGENT BNDL SITE TRNG

000000-56502

VP AGENT TTT TRNG

**Common part number to multiple Cassidian Communications product lines. Part numbers reflecting this
designation will continue to be available for these other product lines only.

ORDERING INFORMATION
To place an order, please email insidesales@CassidianCommunications.com or call Cassidian Communications
Order Management team at 800.491.1734. Please allow 6-8 weeks for delivery after receipt of order (ARO). This
PDN is effective immediately.

CLOSING
Your immediate attention to this matter is greatly appreciated. Should you have questions or require further
assistance, please contact us at 951.719.2100 or productlinemanagement@CassidianCommunications.com. We
appreciate your continued support of our products and look forward to working with you in the continued evolution
of Cassidian Communications technology.
– The Cassidian Communications Product Team

Copyright © 2014 Cassidian Communications,
Inc. All rights reserved. This literature is for
informational purposes only. All trademarks,
service marks, product names, brands, company
names and logos appearing in this literature are
the property of their respective owners. This
literature is provided “AS IS” without warranty of
any kind. Cassidian Communications hereby
disclaims all warranties and conditions with
regard to this literature, including all express and
warranties.
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CONSOLIDATION (Primary or Secondary) - (complete only if applicable)

How would a consolidation take place and provide improved service:
Not applicable

How should it be organized and staffed:
Not applicable

What services should it perform:
Not applicable

How should policies be made and changed:
Not applicable
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

10/10/2016

X
County

Public Safety Radio Subscriber Upgrades
Emergency Communications Center (ECC)
Radio O&M
Garrey Curry/ 693-4042/ gcurry@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

FY23

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

$

FY23
3,090,000

FY21

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

FY22

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.
1) Statement of Need. What
is the project expected to
accomplish?
Quantify benefits.

$

-

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

-

10

Total Project Costs

$

3,090,000 $

$
$

Total Project Financing
$
3,090,000
3,090,000
3,090,000 $
3,090,000
$
-

3,090,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

The mobile radios (vehicle mounted) and portable radios will require replacement at some point. Our 15-year managed
upgrade pathway indicates this expense occuring in FY23. These assets are public safety grade and must be maintained as such
to maintain the standard of care for public safety (5 - nines reliability). There will likely be some improved capabilities with the
technology that will be available when we upgrade (current technology).

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
We are bound to motorola devices to aling with our regional system and its related MOU.
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what
We will hold on to our existing equipment for as long as they are operating reliabily and can be serviced by Motorola. Staff is
the consequences would be
seeking to understand the end or service life for our "XTS" radio series which are no longer manufactured.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

This is a must complete project. It would be best to complete it in FY18, but we recognize that to be a particularly tough
funding year and as such this proposed slates the expense for beyond FY22. If more grant funding is available we may try to
expedite the project.

5) Additional information you
The cost estimate is very preliminary but is suitable for 10 year financing like was done with the purchase of our existing
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
mobiles and portables.
process.

Attachments (list):
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15 year managed radio upgrade plan.pdf

Public Safety Radio Upgrades

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

8/15/2016
X

County

New Voting Machines
Voter Registrar 6467 Main St., Gloucester, VA 23061
Voter Registrar & Electoral Board
Bobbi Morgan/804-693-3659/bamorgan@gloucesterva.info

7/1/2018
$
$
6,482

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20
$
136,275

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
136,275
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
136,275 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$
$

8/1/2018
136,275
-

FY21

FY22

$
$

2020

$
$

-

$
$

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
None
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what
the consequences would be Breaking the Law
on services if not funded.

See the Code

5) Additional information you
wish to provide that would
None
assist in the evaluation
process.

Attachments (list):
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-

$
$

Total Project Costs

136,275

$

136,275
136,275 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
136,275
$
136,275
$
-

-

136,275

Governor/Virginia Election Laws 2016/§ 24.2-626
Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?
State

1) Statement of Need. What
is the project expected to
Voting
accomplish?
Quantify benefits.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

10
None

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

Additional note from the General Registrar & Director of Elections

Bobbi A. Morgan
General Registrar and Director of Elections
Gloucester County

Courthouse Office Building One
6467 Main St. (PO Box 208)
Gloucester, VA 23061

August 3, 2016:
CIP Committee, County Administrator and BOS,
The Electoral Board and I would like to add this note to our 2015 CIP for New Voting Machines,
since the last request was set aside until the 2020 mandate. We wanted to make sure this CIP was
not forgotten. We would like to request the New Voting Machines be placed back in the FY19
Budget with our explanation below. Please help us keep our election voting process effective
and ensure the votes cast by Gloucester County citizens count.
Instead of looking at the expense of purchasing new voting machines because of a DRE mandate,
we need to look at replacing aging equipment. The 10 year old DRE voting machine is our
HAVA (Help America Vote Act) machine for the Handicap/Blind Voters; affording them
the same accessibility to voting independently as all other voters.
Our main voting machine is our Optech Paper Ballot machine that is going on 15 years. We are
looking at machine failure not an unfunded mandate for the DRE. The good news for
Gloucester County is this purchase takes care of both issues... The aging Optech Paper Ballot
voting machine and the DRE touchscreen voting machine mandate.
Here is a chart for Fiscal Year Impact on elections to be held with the Old Voting Machines and
the elections to be able to use the New Voting Machines in, before the next Presidential Year:
FY19
Optech Paper Ballot
DRE Touchscreen
FY20
Optech Paper Ballot
DRE Touchscreen

Age Equip.
will be
18 years old
13 years old
Age of Equip.
will be
19 years old
14 years old

Elections remaining
to use Old equip. in

Elections to use New equip.
before Presidential Yr.

4 Elections

3 Elections

Elections remaining
to use Old equip. in

Elections to use New equip.
before Presidential Yr.

6 Elections

1 Election

I hope this additional information helps. With kind regards, Bobbi

Sincerely,

Bobbi A. Morgan
General Registrar and Director of Elections
Gloucester County
Phone: 804/693-3659 Fax: 804/824-2465
bamorgan@gloucesterva.info
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

X
School

Roofing Replacement/Coating at GHS, Achilles and Botetourt
GHS, Achilles and Botetourt
Facilities
John E. Hutchinson, 693-5304, hutch@gc.k12.va.us

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated

7/1/2017

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

9/13/2016

$

268,000

FY19

$

FY20
$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
268,000
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
268,000 $
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

6/30/2020
1,002,000

FY21

FY22

734,000

$
$

734,000

734,000 $
$

-

$
$

15
CIP/Rollover
FY18 - FY20

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

-

$
$

Total Project Costs

1,002,000

$

268,000
734,000
1,002,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
268,000
734,000
$
1,002,000
$
-

-

1,002,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

Roof systems deteriorate by nature of exposure to sun and weather. Warranties expire and exposure maintenance is necessary.
1) Statement of Need. What It is critical to instructional success and operational efficiency of an educational facility that the environment be safe and dry. A
is the project expected to
roof coating system is incorporated where possible (appropriate surface integrity and adherence exist). Coating provides a
accomplish?
minimum 10-year warranted product at 50% of the cost of a new roof (Coating at ~ $6.50/sq. ft. depending on the integrity if
Quantify benefits.

the roof to be coated). A tight building envelope prolongs structural life and saves money.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet Coating and recoating is a recently developed cost savings approach to roof maintenance. Some warranties extend to 15 years
the needs indicated and why dependent upon roof condition.
they were rejected.
3) Indicate and quantify what Deterioration of the building structure, damage to Furniture, Fixtures & Equipment (FFE) and an unhealthy environment.
the consequences would be Continual impact upon custodial and maintenance staffs including interior cleanup and repair (after hour cleanup/ceiling tile
on services if not funded.
replacement/flooring repair/painting/etc.).
4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Possible liability related to safety and health if roofs deteriorate and leak.

The GHS and Transportation Facility roofing projects are removed and included in needed renovation projects should GHS not be
renovated and Transportation not relocated.
FY18-Secure D-Hall roof with complete coating and repair at parapets and HVAC penetrations. It is 8 years out of warranty and
starting to lose integrity and leak. Recent inspections by our roof service companies indicate that a timely response to the D -Hall
roof is imperative in order to capitalize on the cost saving roof coating process. See the attached list of roof coating prices by
5) Additional information you sections for GHS.
FY20-Recoating of sections of Achilles and Botetourt that will be approximately 5 years out of warranty.
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
School roofs will be monitored for improvements in out years beyond FY22. These costs are based on the square foot prices as
process.
proposed by our roof services company.
Notably removed from the original proposed CIP is the re-roof schedule proposed for Bethel Elementary. A recent careful
examination of the Bethel roof by our roof services company revealed that repair of the roof sections near the edges to include
repair of flashings, and repair of scuppers should extend the roof life ten years or more. The examination included exploration of
the fields below the surface gravel of the built up roof. The integrity of the roof areas below the gravel was viable and of good
quality since it was shielded from sunlight. This roof repair is currently on schedule for completion this year.
Attachments (list):
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CIP Roof Replacement Plan
GHS Roof Cost 1 & 2
GHS Google Earth Review 2016 Showing New Coatings

Long Range Roof Replacement/Coating Capital Plan
Project

Scope

GHS Recoat
Achilles Recoat
Botetourt Recoat

D- Hall

Totals:
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2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

Total

268,000.00

268,000.00
225,000.00
509,000.00

225,000.00
509,000.00

2005 Addition/Renovation
2005 Addition/Renovation
268,000.00

-

734,000.00

-

-

1,002,000.00

ROOF BUDGETS FOR GLOUCESTER HIGH SCHOOL
September 2015

Roof Section(s)

All Areas Greater Than 15
Years Old and No Longer
Covered by a Warranty. This
includes Roof Sections: B, C, D,
F, G, H, I, J, K, L, M, P, V, T, &
W.

12 Year Warranty Option

20 Year Warranty Option

$1,215,500.00

1,645,000.00

Assumes all areas done under a
single contract.

Assumes all areas done under a
single contract.

This can be broken down over several years, however the total aggregate cost will increase somewhat. For
a Budget break down per roof section please refer to next page.
NOTE: BUDGET TO REMOVE AND REPLACE EXISTING ROOFS IN LIEU OF
RESTORATION OPTION WOULD BE:
$3,029,616.00 – Potential Savings with 12 Year Option of: $1,814,116 or $1,384,616 for 20 Year
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ROOF BUDGETS FOR GLOUCESTER HIGH SCHOOL
September 2015
Roof Section

12 Year Warranty Option

20 Year Warranty Option

B

$145,000

$205,000

C

$150,000

$215,000

D

$68,000

$97,000

F

$44,000

$60,000

G

$98,000

$141,000

H

$38,000

$52,000

I

$30,000

$41,000

J

$63,000

$90,000

K

$30,000

$40,000

L

$31,000

$42,000

M

$30,000

$41,000

P

$268,000

$338,000

T

$39,000

$54,000

V

$31,000

$43,000

W

$191,000

$274,000

$1,256,000

$1,733,000

TOTALS:

*Prices listed above are based on per section pricing.
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
County/School?
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding

X
School

HVAC Replacement at Peasley Middle School
Peasley
Facilities
John E. Hutchinson, 693-5304, hutch@gc.k12.va.us

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/13/2016

7/1/2017

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

$

6/30/2021
Date Improvements Complete
$
1,424,109
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY18
FY19
FY20
FY21
650,000 $
215,000 $
220,000 $
339,109 $

20
Rollover

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

FY22
-

$

1,424,109

Total Project Costs
$

1,424,109

Financing
Total Project Financing
General Fund Operating
$
$
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
650,000
650,000
650,000
Debt
215,000
220,000
339,109
774,109
774,109
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
650,000 $
215,000 $
220,000 $
339,109 $
$
1,424,109 $
$
1,424,109
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Mandating Agency
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.
Federal/State/Local?
1) Statement of Need. What
A cyclical replacement of school HVAC equipment is necessary to maintain building mechanical systems. Peasley is in need of
is the project expected to
accomplish?
replacements for the water source heat exchangers in various halls.
Quantify benefits.
2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
Air-to-Air systems rejected to maintain water source system which proves to be more economical.
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.
3) Indicate and quantify what Catastrophic failure could result in closing schools, thus resulting in a failure to serve the students and the community. Even
the consequences would be failures of less stature could negatively impact the learning environment thus impacting academic success for students… the
on services if not funded.
ultimate division mission.
4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

The GHS and Transportation Facility HVAC projects are removed and included as needed in renovation projects should GHS not
be renovated and Transportation relocated. Costs are as proposed and noted by Honeywell as approximate project costs. An
exception occurs in FY21 in that the recommendations of a local engineering firm's proposal of additional funding for
contingencies is included to address 1) installation a non-proprietarily Building Automation System (BAS) such as Niagara for the
5) Additional information you newly installed equipment at Peasley, and 2) the need to inspect and possibly replace portions of the treated water piping
wish to provide that would
which has been in place for over 20 years.
assist in the evaluation
FY18-Install new WSHP (water source heart pump) for Gym(2); Cafeteria; Locker Rooms; and Administration areas-$650,000
process.
FY19-Replace 1/3 of smaller WSHP 6th Grade Hall-$215,000
FY20-Replace 1/3 of smaller WSHP 7th Grade Hall-$220,000
FY21-Replace 1/3 of smaller WSHP 8th Grade Hall-$339,109 (Honeywell proposal $225,000...balance is amount to address
recommendation of local engineering firm as described.)
Attachments (list):
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HVAC Replacement Plan
Honeywell Email

Gloucester County Public Schools
Mechanical Replacement Guide
2018-2021

Project

Peasley

Scope

Upgrades/replacements to
existing system

Totals
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2018

2019

2020

2021

650,000

215,000

220,000

339,109

650,000

215,000

220,000

339,109

2022

Total

1,424,109
-

1,424,109
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

X
School

Lighting Replacement in all Schools except GHS and Page
All Schools except GHS and Page
Facilities
John E. Hutchinson, 693-5304, hutch@gc.k12.va.us

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/13/2016

7/1/2017
$

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated

(30,000)

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

$

322,408

FY19
$

$

FY20

415,702

$

266,417

6/30/2022
1,709,109

FY21
$

292,306

FY22
$

412,276

$

1,709,109

Financing
General Fund Operating
$
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
322,408
415,702
266,417
292,306
412,276
1,709,109
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
322,408 $
415,702 $
266,417 $
292,306 $
412,276 $ 1,709,109 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Mandating Agency
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.
Federal/State/Local?
1) Statement of Need. What
is the project expected to
Replace all T-12 fluorescent classroom/facility light fixtures in all schools with efficient LED lighting.
accomplish?
Quantify benefits.
2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

20
NA
NA

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

Total Project Costs
$

-

1,709,109

Total Project Financing
$
1,709,109
$
1,709,109
$
-

Due to Federal Government changes in lighting fixture requirements, the current model of lamps used in schools is no longer
being manufactured. Moving to LED lighting will: 1) result in the greatest savings on energy costs for lighting; 2) provide
extended lighting fixture longevity; 3) reduce labor costs with reduced need for lighting and fixture replacement; 4) reduce
amperage draw resulting in savings through freeing up existing circuitry for existing and expanding needs of technology.

3) Indicate and quantify what
It will be necessary to re-lamp all fixtures over the next four fiscal years as the supply of existing T-12 lamps disappears from
the consequences would be
warehouses and availability diminishes.
on services if not funded.
4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
Reduction of funds to other projects
prepared for with doing or not
doing this project.

The GHS and Transportation Facility HVAC projects are removed and included as needed in renovation projects should GHS not
be renovated and Transportation relocated. Page is also not included in this list. Estimates (with the exception of the Achilles
completion) are based on $3.50/sq. ft. as prescribed as the industry standard for estimating LED lighting. This standard verbally
communicated to us in a meeting with a local engineering firm with whom we have worked with previously. Complete LED
lighting at Achilles and Petsworth-$322,408 (Includes contractor estimate of $129,176 to complete Achilles plus $193,232 for
5) Additional information you Petsworth, 55,209 sq.)
wish to provide that would
FY19-Lighting replacement at Peasley-$415,702 (118,772 sq.)
assist in the evaluation
FY20-Lighting replacement at Bethel-$266,417 (76,119 sq.ft.)
process.
FY21-Lighting replacement at Botetourt-$292,306 (83,516 sq.)
FY22-Lighting replacement at Abingdon and TCWEC-$412,276 ($314,276 for Abingdon-89,793 sq. plus $98,000 for TCWEC
balance ~ 28,000 sq.)
See attached information for ROI for the lighting conversion from T-12 to LED. It is estimated to take an average of 9.5 years to
recoup the cost of the project from the annually savings of the conversion.
Attachments (list):
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ROI for Lighting Project

$
Subtotal $

Bus Compound

27,300
27,300

918,750
918,750
7,800

262,500

89,793
36,907
76,119
83,516
55,209
118,772
28,000

Sq. Ft. of
Bldg.

76,201

3,542,505

1,208,700
739,800
969,820
832,760
689,200
1,357,567
523,080

KWH 2015

75,032

2,986,496

1,202,400
720,000
1,010,160
822,300
610,080
1,122,967
564,720

75,617

3,264,501

1,205,550
729,900
989,990
827,530
649,640
1,240,267
543,900

Average of
KWH 2016 KWH for Past
Two Years

*Approximately 36,907 sq. ft. of Achilles still needs to have the conversion completed.

Based on average annual cost savings of $0.37 per sq. ft.

Grand Total $ 2,655,159

$
Subtotal $

$
314,276
$
129,176
$
266,417
$
292,306
$
193,232
$
415,702
$
98,000
$ 1,709,109

Abingdon
*Achilles Elementary Sch
Bethel
Botetourt
Petsworth
Peasley
TCWEC
Subtotal

GHS

Project Cost

Building

ROI for Lighting Project

CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
Page 204

60.8%

59.4%
59.4%

59.4%
59.4%

63.9%
63.9%
63.9%
63.9%
63.9%
61.2%
63.9%
63.5%

Estimated %
KWH
Reduction

44,916

1,939,113

770,346
466,406
632,604
528,792
415,120
759,043
347,552

Estimated
KWH
Reduction

30,700

1,325,387

435,204
263,494
357,386
298,738
234,520
481,224
196,348

Post Up-Grade
KWH

$

$
$

$
$

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

280,688

2,886.00
2,886.00

97,125.00
97,125.00

33,223.41
13,655.59
28,164.03
30,900.92
20,427.33
43,945.64
10,360.00
180,676.92

Annual Savings

9.46

9.46
9.46

9.46
9.46

9.46
9.46
9.46
9.46
9.46
9.46
9.46
9.46

Projected
Payback
Period

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/13/2016

X
School

Bathroom Renovations at Achilles, Botetourt, and Petsworth
Achilles, Botetourt, and Petsworth
Facilities
John E. Hutchinson, 693-5304, hutch@gc.k12.va.us

7/1/2017

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY18
FY19
FY20
81,000 $
81,000 $
81,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
81,000
81,000
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
81,000 $
81,000 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$

6/30/2020
243,000

FY21

FY22

$
$

81,000

81,000 $
$

-

$
$

30
CIP/Rollover

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

-

$
$

Total Project Costs

243,000

$

243,000
243,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
243,000
$
243,000
$
-

-

243,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

1) Statement of Need. What
Bathroom facilities are in need of repair and replacement. Renovations will promote cleanliness, sanitization and utility savings.
is the project expected to
accomplish?
It will also create generally healthier conditions.
Quantify benefits.
2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
Continued maintenance costs and cleaning costs associated with old facilities.
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what
the consequences would be Continued maintenance costs and cleaning costs associated with old facilities.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Potential for illness or injury if not maintained. They will be maintained or closed.

The GHS Bathroom projects are removed and included as needed in renovation projects should GHS not be renovated.
5) Additional information you 2018…..Achilles
2019.....Botetourt
2020.....Petsworth
wish to provide that would
All restrooms have unique required improvements; some are larger, have more tile, more damage, more aged fixtures, more
assist in the evaluation
pipe problems, etc. Estimates are based on previous costs of bathroom projects that we have completed within the division.
process.

The 2012 Achilles bathroom renovations cost is attached for reference. Costs were based on a 5% increase.

Attachments (list):
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Achilles Bathroom Renovation 2012
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

School

New Achilles Bus Loop
Achilles
Grounds
John E. Hutchinson, 693-5304, hutch@gc.k12.va.us

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/13/2016
X

After FY22

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

$

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

800,000

FY21

FY22

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.
1) Statement of Need. What
is the project expected to
accomplish?
Quantify benefits.

$

-

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

-

30
NA
NA

Total Project Costs

$

800,000 $

$
$

Total Project Financing
$
800,000
800,000
800,000 $
800,000
$
-

800,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

Construct a separate bus loop with road access on the east side of Achilles Elementary School. The bus loop is necessary to
accommodate traffic congestion and safety concerns at Achilles resulting from increased parent participation and associated
vehicles. Accommodating bus loading and discharging at a location separate from the parent drop off and visitor/staff parking
provides added safety. The bus loop would also provide additional parking for after school activities.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet The existing configuration incorporates the use of adjacent off-site space. However, an alternative has been proposed for
the needs indicated and why consideration.
they were rejected.
3) Indicate and quantify what Failure to complete the project restricts our future options for the safe and efficient discharge and loading of students.
the consequences would be Although the church next door has been a good neighbor, continued use of the church property could result in expenses paid
on services if not funded.
for maintenance of non-school division property.
4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

See #1

Additional environmental issues, potential VDOT considerations, possible consideration of an alternative design, and possible
maintenance costs due to the church in the transition period could possibly result in higher costs, thus a higher estimate.
The $800,000 estimate is based on a consultation with a local engineering firm that did the original design work. Factors
5) Additional information you influencing this estimate: 1) paving and construction of an area suitable to support regular bus traffic near a wetland area; 2)
construction of a BMP to manage water runoff; and 3) integration of traffic lanes in accordance with VDOT standards.
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
process.

In discussions with county officials, questions arose on whether there were other alternatives to this design. Based on the
layout of the bus loop and the need for separation of student traffic, the design previously presented meets the functionality
and more importantly safety needs for the students at Achilles. In FY 18 the school system will fund the cost of preparing bid
documents that will facilitate a RFP (request for proposal) process. The final price will be based on bids received.

Attachments (list):
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

X
School

School Bus Replacement Program (5 per yr)
Transportation
Transportation
John E. Hutchinson, 693-5304, hutch@gc.k12.va.us

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/13/2016

7/1/2017
$
-

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

$

on going
Date Improvements Complete
$
2,468,749
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY18
FY19
FY20
FY21
465,000 $
478,950 $
493,319 $
508,118 $

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
465,000
478,950
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
465,000 $
478,950 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

FY22

15
CIP/Rollover

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

523,362 $
$

493,319

508,118

523,362

493,319 $
$

508,118 $
$

523,362 $
$

Total Project Costs

2,468,749

$

2,468,749
2,468,749 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
2,468,749
$
2,468,749
$
-

-

2,468,749

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

1) Statement of Need. What In order to provide for the safe transportation of our students, the Virginia Department of Education current standard
is the project expected to
replacement cycle of fifteen (15) years is recommended. As school buses continue to age, the cost of maintenance continues to
accomplish?
accelerate and the structural integrity of the bus frame and body become compromised.
Quantify benefits.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
Continued expensive maintenance and repair costs.
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what
the consequences would be Continued expensive maintenance and repair costs or diminished bus fleet.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Unsafe vehicles will not be used, therefore, potentially less buses to use.

5) Additional information you
wish to provide that would
Complete bus lists are available with age and mileage.
assist in the evaluation
process.

Attachments (list):
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Bus Replacement Plan
Current Bus List (9/2/16)

Long Range School Bus Replacement Capital Plan
Number of Buses

Projected price w/3%
annual increase

5
5
5
5
5

93,000.00
95,790.00
98,664.00
101,624.00
104,673.00

Totals:
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2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

Total

523,362

465,000
478,950
493,319
508,118
523,362

523,362

2,468,749

465,000
478,950
493,319
508,118
465,000

478,950

493,319

508,118

Number
0099
0104
0103
0106
0105
0089
0065
0060
0056
0058
0076
0091
0028
0082
0037
0027
0069
0045
0029
0024
0015
0097
0052
0035
0064
0026
0014
0036
0054
0066
0044
0011
0022
0017
0049
0019
0012
0020
0050
0040
0023
0008
0006
0042
0018
0055
0033

As of September 2, 2016
Type
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
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Year
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2004
2016
2016
2015
2015
2012
2012
2013
2005
2013
2011
2014
2014
2013
2012
2010
2012
2010
2010
2011
2011
2009
2013
2010
2011
2010
2012
2009
2009
2007
2009
2009
2009
2008
2008
2007
2008
2007
2005
2005
2007
2007

1337
1338
1364
1373
1436
2126
12975
21075
26270
32588
42036
45034
49890
51314
53344
54413
54899
58359
61998
73041
73816
74169
78351
80393
83983
86088
87135
87737
88030
91124
91539
92634
97926
105516
110290
112945
114895
119135
120874
136665
136831
139926
141181
146879
152093
152276
153889

0009
0100
0001
0038
0071
0102
0085
0088
0051
0032
0083
0013
0039
0079
0016
0095
0047
0087
0021
0031
0007
0034
0092
0090
0096
0086
0084
0043
0120
0078
0010
0119
0113
0122
0094
0117
0041
0114
0093
0123
0074
0048
0063
0057
0062
0115
0112
0101
0053

SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
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2008
2005
2007
2007
1997
2005
2005
2003
2008
2005
2001
2005
2000
2003
2005
2003
2006
2003
2004
2004
2005
2002
2005
2004
2003
2005
2003
2003
2001
2002
1997
2001
1997
2001
2004
2001
2003
1997
2004
2001
1999
2006
1997
2004
2002
2003
1997
2004
2003

155529
155786
158942
159641
161637
163164
163749
166774
167130
167537
169743
169753
169961
170241
172159
172879
174641
176449
183237
184004
185785
185852
186205
187876
189218
191484
191617
193528
194017
194596
194711
195223
196220
196804
196831
197106
197136
197933
199694
199701
201699
203850
204571
207504
208752
209394
209546
209684
209815

0080
0061
0081
0098
0030
0025
0075
0003
0068
0121
0073
0046
0002
0005
0118
0004
Grand Total Records

SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - SPECIAL NEEDS
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
SCHOOL BUS - REGULAR
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2003
1997
2001
2003
1999
2002
1999
1999
1999
2001
2000
2002
1999
1998
2003
1999
112

209878
210225
210268
213810
214401
216890
220117
227457
230519
236556
238630
238998
239900
245477
245688
248872

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/13/2016

X
School

Playground Equipment Replacement at Botetourt and Achilles
Botetourt and Achilles Elementary Schools
Grounds
John E. Hutchinson, 693-5304, hutch@gc.k12.va.us

7/1/2018

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

6/30/2022
Date Improvements Complete
$
737,653
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20
FY21
$
124,479 $
179,834 $
216,670 $

FY22

20
Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount CIP/Donations/Rollover
Varies
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond
Total Project Costs

216,670 $

737,653

$

737,653

Financing
Total Project Financing
General Fund Operating
$
$
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
124,479
179,834
216,670
216,670
737,653
737,653
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
124,479 $
179,834 $
216,670 $
216,670 $
737,653 $
$
737,653
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Mandating Agency
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.
Federal/State/Local?
1) Statement of Need. What
Remove and replace existing playground with age appropriate playground units. These replacements are necessary due to the
is the project expected to
accomplish?
age and wear of the equipment.
Quantify benefits.
2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet The current playground equipment needing replacement has reached its life expectancy. Parts are difficult to procure due to
the needs indicated and why changing manufacturers and equipment designs.
they were rejected.
3) Indicate and quantify what
the consequences would be Damaged or worn equipment results in equipment being unavailable for school or community use and poses a safety hazard.
on services if not funded.
4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

To avoid potential liability, increased maintenance costs will be necessary to provide safe access or equipment will be restricted
and removed.

Playground equipment design is a prescriptive science with specialized equipment for different age levels to enhance motor skill
development and bone and muscle growth. A recent price increase of slightly more than 10% is included in the prices listed. A
reduction in the number of pieces of equipment at each school is also reflected in the long range plan as a cost savings
5) Additional information you approach. Considering the current Grounds Department managed acreage, increased sports activity maintenance, and minimal
grounds staffing, the prices include contracted removal and disposal of equipment.
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
FY19-Achilles - $124,479 (see attachment)
process.
FY20-Botetourt - $179,834 (see attachment)
FY21-Petsworth - $216,670 (see attachment)
FY22-Bethel - $216,670 (see attachment)
****This four year process will provide a completed replacement phase.
Attachments (list):
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Playground Cost Estimate
GCPS Playground Information

CIP Playground Overview and Pricing
GameTime Playgrounds Co.
www.gametime.com
Achilles
Steelwood- $26,163.00 - 3rd grade through 5th grade
Triple Play- $17,164.00 - K through 2nd grade
Two Bay Swing Set - $4152.00
Equipment Installation - $30,000.00
Use Zone Borders - $12,000.00
Impact Surfacing - $ 10,000.00
Old Equipment Removal and regrading – $25,000.00
Grand Total = 124,479.00

Botetourt
Steelwood- $26,163.00 - 3rd grade through 5th grade
Triple Play- $17,164.00 - K through 2nd grad
High Point - $18,855 – Preschool
Two Bay Swing Set - $4152.00
Equipment Installation - $45,000.00
Use Zone Borders - $16,000.00
Impact Surfacing - $ 15,000.00
Old Equipment Removal and regrading – $37,500.00
Grand Total = $179,834.00

Bethel & Petsworth
Steelwood- $26,163.00 - 3rd grade through 5th grade
Triple Play- $17,164.00 - K through 2nd grade
High Point - $18,855 – Preschool
Two Bay Swing Set - $4152.00
Six Bay Swing Set - $11,336.00
Equipment Installation - $55,000.00
Use Zone Borders - $16,000.00
Impact Surfacing - $ 18,000.00
Old Equipment Removal and regrading – $50,000.00
Grand Total = $216,670.00
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/13/2016
X

School

Irrigation & Wells for Bethel/Peasley fields & for Well at Page
Bethel, Peasley and Page
Grounds
John E. Hutchinson, 693-5304, hutch@gc.k12.va.us

7/1/2020

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

Proposed Capital Costs

$

FY21
$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

6/30/2021
240,000

FY22

240,000

$
$

240,000

-

$
$

240,000 $
$

20
NA
NA

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

-

$
$

Total Project Costs

240,000

$

240,000
240,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
240,000
$
240,000
$
-

-

240,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

1. Install wells with water storage/collection to support the irrigation system installed at Page. Considerations will be given to
1) Statement of Need. What the viability of rainwater collection and the utilization of the BMP as a potential water source.
is the project expected to
2. Install an irrigation system with wells and water storage/collection system on the athletic fields at Bethel and Peasley.
accomplish?
Considerations will be given to the viability of rainwater collection. The athletic fields at Bethel and Peasley have seen
Quantify benefits.

significant increase in use in recent years.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

In addition to school athletics, the fields are used for community programs such as soccer and softball on
afternoons/weekends/weekdays during the summer. With such heavy use, water is needed to allow the fields to recover at any
"rest time" available. Page has an irrigation system for its fields. The well would allow removal of the system from county water
resulting in reduced costs. At Page, higher costs will occur for county water than for well water.
Without water the playability of the fields is reduced and additional funds for seeding and cultivating fields during dry times will

3) Indicate and quantify what
be expended.
the consequences would be
Using county water for fields at Page is costly…current cost is approximately $2000/per month. This plan proposes a year of
on services if not funded.

data collection to provide a true cost analysis and determine level of necessity.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Worse case….To avoid potential liability, arid (dry, hard packed) fields would be closed to prevent injury to students and the
community users.
Page well and support systems were proposed for FY19 and Peasley/Bethel well irrigation systems for FY20.

5) Additional information you The recommended scheduling of the systems is to accommodate the exploration of baseline costs of using the county water
wish to provide that would
supply for comparison to potential well use. Delaying installations will allow for a comprehensive one year review of data
assist in the evaluation
collection to provide a reasonable reflection of the costs throughout a variety of seasons and changing weather conditions.
process.

Costs are based on consultation with a contractor who has extensive knowledge of water collection and irrigation systems.

Attachments (list):
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/13/2016
X

School

Locker Replacement/Alternatives at Peasley Middle School
Peasley Middle School
Facilities
John E. Hutchinson, 693-5304, hutch@gc.k12.va.us

7/1/2021

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

$

6/30/2022
158,000

FY21

FY22

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

158,000 $
$
158,000

-

$
$

-

$
$

20
CIP
Original Construction

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

158,000 $
$

Total Project Costs

158,000

$

158,000
158,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
158,000
$
158,000
$
-

-

158,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

1) Statement of Need. What
Replace lockers at Peasley Middle School. Lockers will be removed and replaced with lockers or shelving to accommodate
is the project expected to
accomplish?
technology or a combination of both.
Quantify benefits.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet Existing lockers have surpassed the life expectancy and repair parts are no longer available. Recent refurbishment had extended
the needs indicated and why the useful life for 3-4 years.
they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what
the consequences would be Damaged lockers will be unavailable for use.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Potential injury on worn parts, however, unsafe lockers are sealed or removed.

Locker installations are delayed as the exact need is to be determined. In the mean time, lockers will be repaired through the
5) Additional information you best utilization of parts, or if unable to be repaired, the lockers will be sealed for safety.
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
Based on quote from School Specialty for the delivery and installation of 1,000 lockers at a cost of $158 per locker. Price
process.

includes locks.

Attachments (list):
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

X
School

Gloucester High School Repair Needs
Gloucester High School
Facilities/Grounds
John E. Hutchinson, 693-5304, hutch@gc.k12.va.us

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/13/2016

7/1/2017
$ 997,000

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY18
FY19
FY20
997,000 $
9,975,820

$

6/30/2020
9,975,820

FY21

FY22

20
Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount $
NA
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond
Total Project Costs
$

10,972,820

$

10,972,820

Financing
Total Project Financing
General Fund Operating
$
$
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
997,000
997,000
997,000
Debt
9,975,820
9,975,820
9,975,820
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
997,000 $
9,975,820 $
$
$
$ 10,972,820 $
$
10,972,820
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Mandating Agency
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.
Federal/State/Local?
1) Statement of Need. What
Multiple repair needs for maintaining GHS are combined should GHS not receive a major rehab. The projects are combined in
is the project expected to
accomplish?
this listing and placed in 2020 as a place holder.
Quantify benefits.
2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
GHS remodel would encompass these projects.
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.
3) Indicate and quantify what
the consequences would be Continued deterioration and loss of usefulness of the building.
on services if not funded.
4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
Varied.
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

The GHS projects are included in this list of needed renovation projects should GHS not be renovated.
Estimate of $9M is based on replacing HVAC sections A (62,470 sq. ft.), B (15,749 sq.ft.), C (67,069 sq. ft.) and gymnasium
(60,132 sq. ft.) for a total of 205,420 sq. ft. at $44 per sq. ft.
5) Additional information you $177,340-Bus Loop Removal and Replacement-Estimate based on input from a contractor and previous project costs.
$505,000-Roofing Repairs for GHS Roof Sections B, C, D, F, H, I, K (refer back to GHS Roof Costs 2 tab)-Estimate based on the
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
service contractor estimates as outlined in the previous roofing documents.
process.
$75,000-Flooring-Estimate based on an estimate from a local flooring contractor.
$80,000-Automotive oil separator/apron-Estimate based on an estimate from a local paving contractor.
$100,000-Sports complex concrete-Estimate based on unit costs of estimates represented by local contractors.
Please note this only represents basic repairs to keep the school operational.
Attachments (list):
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

X
School

Bus Compound Repairs
Transportation
Grounds
John E. Hutchinson, 693-5304, hutch@gc.k12.va.us

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/13/2016

7/1/2021

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

$

6/30/2022
319,806

FY21

FY22

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

319,806 $
$
319,806

-

$
$

-

$
$

20
CIP/Ops

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

319,806 $
$

Total Project Costs

319,806

$

319,806
319,806 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
319,806
$
319,806
$
-

-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

1) Statement of Need. What
is the project expected to
Multiple repair needs should the Transportation Compound not receive a major renovation.
accomplish?
Quantify benefits.
2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
Construction of a new Transportation Facility will eliminate this need.
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.
3) Indicate and quantify what
the consequences would be Continued deterioration of the facility will decrease the services provided by transportation facility.
on services if not funded.
4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Liabilities may include insufficient facilities to address the services required of a transportation facility.

The Bus Compound replacement projects are included in this list of needed in renovation projects should GHS not be renovated.
5) Additional information you
$130,000-Parking lot Repairs-Estimate based on paving estimates from a local contractor.
wish to provide that would
$102,000-Roofing Repairs-Estimate based on the estimates of our roofing service provider. (Current roof is a foam puff roof.)
assist in the evaluation
$60,506-HVAC replacement-Estimate is amount provided by Honeywell estimate.
process.
$27,300-LED lighting replacement-Estimate based on the industry standard of $3.50/sq. ft. as outlined in the lighting proposal. (7,800 sq. ft.)
Attachments (list):
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319,806

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/13/2016
X

School

Renovation of Gloucester High School
Gloucester High School
Facilities
John E. Hutchinson, 693-5304, hutch@gc.k12.va.us

FY18

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

1,400,000

$ 31,874,180

7/1/2018
$ 1,400,000

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
1,400,000
31,874,180
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$ 1,400,000 $ 31,874,180 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$

6/30/2021
31,874,180

FY21

FY22
$

-

$ 33,274,180

$
$

-

$
$

-

33,274,180
$ 33,274,180
$
-

Total Project Costs
$

$

-

50

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

$
$

-

33,274,180

Total Project Financing
$
33,274,180
$
33,274,180
$
-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

A-Hall, B-Hall, and C-Hall are currently a windowless collection of individual classrooms primarily constructed of metal panels.
Except for the erection of a teacher work center in A-Hall, ceiling adjustments in the commons, and the addition of computer
labs to C-Hall, the upgrades since its 1975 construction have been minimal. The original 1975 HVAC system is inefficient and
prone to failure. The utilities are marginalized with the advancement of technology and diversification of curricula. The fixtures,
1) Statement of Need. What including bathrooms, are in need of upgrades and improvements. Renovation of A-Hall and C-Hall are critical to support the
inquiry based/problem based/collaborative approach to 21st century learning. The flow through the commons and cafeteria
is the project expected to
accomplish?
areas are restrictive and additional flow patterns and corridors are necessary. The project will provide improvements to the
Quantify benefits.
media center, office, security, commons/cafeteria/kitchen areas and student flow in the building. FY18 funds will directed be
toward engineering drawings and specifications to follow the current development of educational specifications, function
evaluations, and conceptual schematics, phasing plans, and possible sustainable improvements. The budget amount is set in
the final year as a place holder since phasing of the project will be set around conceptual design. Final steps will include a
facelift to D-Hall and other untouched areas.
2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.
3) Indicate and quantify what
Continued high maintenance costs or reduced and/or restricted use of the facility, and/or a less than inviting learning
the consequences would be
environment which impacts student academic achievement.
on services if not funded.
4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Negative influences on academic success. Reduced efficiencies resulting in continued higher costs.

This is a needs based project which expands by the requirements to meet safety, fire, occupancy, and ADA code requirements.
With all construction that is required it is practical to address utility efficiencies and most importantly an inviting 21st Century
learning environment to enhance our students' opportunities for future success. The estimates for the improvements for this
5) Additional information you major remodel were reviewed with two architects. In addition, this estimate is based on $159 per sq. ft. cost of 262,500 sq. ft. of
wish to provide that would
space which correlates with the VDOE Annual Cost Data Report for 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 of Additions and Renovations
assist in the evaluation
Projects Under Contract. Please see the VDOE attachments for further information. Also, this closely aligns with the Abingdon
process.
renovation project that took place in 2008 at a cost of $14,693,833 for 93,000 sq. ft. (61,700 sq. ft. renovation and 31,300 sq. ft.
new construction) which equates to $158 per sq. ft. FY19 serves as a funding starting point as a major renovation will span
out over several years with costs that will be determined based on the scope of the project.
Attachments (list):
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VDOE Annual Cost Report 2016-2017
VDOE Annual Cost Report 2015-2016

rginia Department Of Education
Annual Cost Data Report
2016 - 17 Additions and Renovation Projects Under Contract
Project Number
007-35-00-101

Project Name
Abingdon Elementary Additions & Renovations

Division Name
Arlington County (007)

Contract Award Date
May-16

Total Construction Cost (a)
$ 21,728,249

Total Sq. Feet
106,630

Total Cost/ Sq. Feet
$ 203.77

029-48-00-101

Cherry Run Elementary Additions & Renovations

Fairfax County (029)

Apr-16

$ 13,694,848

83,532

$ 163.95

029-47-00-101

Fairfax County (029)

Apr-16

$ 15,350,000

90,020

$ 170.52

029-37-00-101

Newington Forest Elementary Additions and
Renovations
Forestville ES Additions & Renovations

Apr-16

$ 13,990,018

85,286

$ 164.04

075-74-00-102

Westridge Elementary Renovations

Prince William County

(75)

Feb-16

$ 5,748,000

70,599

$ 81.42

075-33-00-102

Henderson ES Addition

Prince William County

(75)

Apr-16

$ 4,993,000

19,660

$ 253.97

075-73-00-101

McAuliffe ES Additions & Renovations

Prince William County

(75)

Apr-16

$ 7,120,000

59,517

$ 119.63

075-60-00-101

Belmont Elementary Addition

Prince William County

(75)

Mar-16

$ 5,934,000

28,851

$ 205.68

075-70-00-101

Neabsco Elementary Addition

Prince William County

(75)

Feb-16

$ 4,647,000

19,146

$ 242.71

075-77-00-102

Mullen Elementary Renovations

Prince William County

(75)

Feb-16

$ 5,177,000

63,118

$ 82.02

075-76-00-101

Antietam ES Additions & Renovations

Prince William County

(75)

Apr-16

$ 7,847,000

62,334

002-95-00-101

Jouett Middle Entrance Addition

Fairfax County (029)

Albemarle County (002)

Jul-16

$ 587,250

1,658

$ 125.89
$ 354.19

075-72-00-101

Lake Ridge Middle Additions Renovations

Prince William County

(75)

Mar-16

$ 5,599,000

159,901

$ 35.02

075-38-00-101

Saunders Middle School Renovation

Prince William County

(75)

Apr-16

$ 12,286,000

137,088

$ 89.62

029-161-00-101

West Springfield HS Renovation and Additions

Fairfax County (029)

Jun-16

$ 71,770,002

389,109

$ 184.45

$ 196,471,367

1,376,449

Total
Statewide Average
(a) Construction cost may include both new construction and renovated cost within the same project.
(b) See Appendix A for project specific comments.
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$ 142.74

Annual Cost Data Report

2015 - 16 Additions and Renovation Projects Under Contract
Project Number

Project Name

Division Name

Contract Award Date

Total Construction Cost (a)

Total Sq. Feet

Total Cost/ Sq. Feet

002-54-00-101

Red Hill Elementary Addition and Renovations

Albemarle County (002)

May-16

$ 2,305,600

30,520

$ 75.54

002-04-00-102

Greer Elementary Renovations

Albemarle County (002)

May-16

$ 256,200

1,100

$ 232.91

002-15-00-102

Cale Elementary Renovations

Albemarle County (002)

Jun-16

$ 152,100

1,000

$ 152.10

007-38-00-101

Arlington County (007)

May-15

$ 16,880,000

90,852

$ 185.80

017-63-00-101

McKinley Elementary School additions &
renovations project
Madison Elementary Renovation and Addition

Caroline County (017)

Jul-15

$ 4,296,363

62,244

$ 69.02

029-158-00-101

Westbriar ES Addition

Fairfax County (029)

Jun-15

$ 7,540,000

34,000

$ 221.76

029-233-00-102

Bailey's Upper Elementary Addition

Fairfax County (029)

Feb-16

$ 3,180,000

8,179

$ 388.80

029-93-00-101

North Springfield ES Renovation & Addition

Fairfax County (029)

Dec-14

$ 15,100,000

92,000

$ 164.13

029-135-00-101

Stratford Landing Elementary Addition

Fairfax County (029)

Feb-16

$ 16,515,000

101,780

$ 162.26

029-70-00-101

Bucknell ES Renovation

Fairfax County (029)

Nov-15

$ 15,898,000

100,279

$ 158.54

110-05-00-101

Hugh Mercer Elementary Addition

Fredericksburg City (110)

Jun-13

$ 2,231,723

11,148

$ 200.19

043-44-00-101

Pemberton Elementary Bathroom Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 36,100

112

$ 322.32

043-40-00-101

Crestview Elementary Bathroom Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 54,200

395

$ 137.22

043-68-00-102

Holladay Elementary School Bathroom
Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 109,500

280

$ 391.07

043-02-00-101

Glen Allen Elementary Bathroom Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 44,045

260

$ 169.40

043-66-00-101

Adams Elementary Bathroom Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 64,354

300

$ 214.51

043-65-00-101

Carver Elementary Bathroom Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 40,900

112

$ 365.18

043-09-00-101

Ridge Elementary Bathroom Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 60,200

378

$ 159.26

043-55-00-101

Seven Pines Elementary School Bathroom
Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 81,000

440

$ 184.09

043-62-00-101

Davis Elementary Bathroom Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 80,000

307

$ 260.59

043-63-00-101

Longan Elementary School Bathroom
Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 44,000

215

$ 204.65

043-48-00-101

Skipwith Elementary Bathroom Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 33,962

270

$ 125.79

043-59-00-101

Chamberlayne Elementary Bathroom
Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 68,534

350

$ 195.81

043-20-00-101

Fair Oaks Elementary School - Bathroom
Improvements
Potomac Elementary School Renovation

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 80,600

376

$ 214.36

048-05-00-101

King George County (048)

May-13

$ 4,295,000

80,000

$ 53.69

075-12-00-101

Enterprise Elementary Addition

Prince William County (075)

Oct-15

$ 1,094,500

3,021

$ 362.30

075-63-00-101

Tyler Elementary Addition

Prince William County (075)

Oct-15

$ 1,094,500

3,546

$ 308.66

075-07-00-101

Kerrydale Elementary Addition

Prince William County (075)

Oct-15

$ 1,267,000

3,628

$ 349.23

077-54-00-101

Dublin Elementary Renovation/Addition

Pulaski County (077)

Apr-15

$ 2,826,054

11,088

$ 254.88

124-43-01-105

Round Hill Elementary Renovations

Roanoke City (124)

Jan-16

$ 4,414,370

30,512

$ 144.68

124-43-01-104

Round Hill Elementary Phase IV (3B)

Roanoke City (124)

Jul-15

$ 3,222,858

14,680

$ 219.54

097-74-00-102

Sheffey ES Addition

Wythe County (097)

Mar-15

$ 193,149

1,500

$ 128.77

098-01-00-101

Magruder Elementary HVAC & Partial Roof
Replacement

York County (098)

May-15

$ 3,091,429

78,621

$ 39.32

098-14-00-104

York County (098)

May-15

$ 647,765

42,506

$ 15.24

008-47-00-101

Grafton Bethel Elementary School Phase
IV-Partial Interior Renovations
Wilson Middle School Addition

Augusta County (008)

Dec-15

$ 2,065,400

13,885

$ 148.75

043-13-00-101

Rolfe Middle School Bathroom Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 219,000

1,305

$ 167.82

043-69-00-101

Byrd Middle School Bathroom Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 68,200

260

$ 262.31

043-52-00-101

Tuckahoe Middle Bathroom Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 77,000

523

$ 147.23

123-03-00-101

Albert Hill MS Elevator Addition

Richmond City (123)

Jun-15

$ 677,000

360

$ 1,880.56

002-88-00-101

Albemarle County (002)

May-16

$ 415,026

8,400

$ 49.41

002-89-00-102

Albemarle High School Classroom Trailer
Addition
Murray High School Renovations

Albemarle County (002)

Jun-15

$ 129,500

1,500

$ 86.33

016-03-00-102

Campbell County Technical Center Renovations

Campbell County (016)

May-15

$ 243,000

2,900

$ 83.79

017-46-00-101

Caroline High School Additions and Renovations

Caroline County (017)

Jun-15

$ 17,650,000

224,539

$ 78.61
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Annual Cost Data Report
2015 - 16 Additions and Renovation Projects Under Contract
Project Number

Project Name

Division Name

Contract Award Date

Total Construction Cost (a)

Total Sq. Feet

Total Cost/ Sq. Feet

021-28-00-101

Monacan High Addition & Renovations

Chesterfield County (021)

Jun-15

$ 14,370,000

66,206

$ 217.05

021-74-00-101

Clover Hill Academy

Chesterfield County (021)

May-13

$ 24,200,000

198,667

$ 121.81

043-60-00-101

Tucker High School Bathroom Improvements

Henrico County (043)

Mar-16

$ 176,000

1,266

$ 139.02

065-35-00-101

Northampton HS Cafeteria repairs

Northampton County (065)

Jun-15

$ 574,415

7,448

$ 77.12

080-63-00-101

William Byrd High School Locker Room
Renovation
Surry County High School Walkway Enclosure

Roanoke County (080)

Apr-16

$ 1,075,152

7,500

$ 143.35

Surry County (090)

Jul-15

$ 350,000

1,626

$ 215.25

$ 169,588,699

1,342,384

090-01-00-101
Total
Statewide Average

(a) Construction cost may include both new construction and renovated cost within the same project.
(b) See Appendix A for project specific comments.
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$ 126.33

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

School

Bus Compound Relocation
Unknown
Facilities
John E. Hutchinson, 693-5304, hutch@gc.k12.va.us

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/13/2016
X

7/1/2018

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY18
FY19
FY20
600,000 $
6,000,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
600,000
Debt
6,000,000
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
600,000 $
6,000,000 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$

6/30/2022
6,600,000

FY21

FY22

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

25

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

-

$
$

Total Project Costs

6,600,000

$

600,000
6,000,000
6,600,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
600,000
6,000,000
$
6,600,000
$
-

-

6,600,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

1) Statement of Need. What
Replace existing bus compound and transportation facility with a new facility located on a different site. This project will be in
is the project expected to
accomplish?
conjunction with transportation and utility needs of Gloucester County.
Quantify benefits.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what
the consequences would be The land where it currently resides has significant redevelopment potential for Gloucester County.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

The existing facility is outdated and undersized. Upgrades to the facility are needed to accommodate the school division's fleet
of buses and support vehicles and provide storage, training and administrative support.

5) Additional information you
A current study to determine facility and site needs for the schools and the county is being conducted by Hudson Architects and
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
Associates. The budget price is set as a place holder and the final report is expected in December of 2016.
process.

Attachments (list):
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016
X

County

Expansion of Social Services Building
6641 Short Lane Gloucester, VA 23061
Social Services Department
Beth Barry, Director/693-2671/zane.barry@dss.virginia.gov

8/1/2018
$ 130,000
$
4,000

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY18
FY19
FY20
130,000 $ 1,000,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
130,000
Debt
1,000,000
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
130,000 $ 1,000,000 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$

5/1/2020
1,000,000

FY21

FY22

$
$

-

$
$

No

-

$
$

40

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

-

$
$

Total Project Costs

1,130,000

$

130,000
1,000,000
1,130,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
130,000
1,000,000
$
1,130,000
$
-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

-

1,130,000

Federal/State/Local

The Department Social Services was built in 1993 and has exceeded its capacity for staff, required equipment and space for
1) Statement of Need. What mandated retention of confidential files. The project should position the County to better meet citizen needs upon completion
is the project expected to
as well as into the future. All available space has been utilized and space limitations are now becoming a safety hazard for staff.
accomplish?
The building is in need of expansion at a minimum of 4,000 square feet in order to meet current and anticipated need into the
Quantify benefits.
next decade. (see next page)
2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

An alternative to expanding the building would be to expand into another location with property purchase and or rental. This
is not a long term solution and would not serve the taxpayers who would ultimately be funding more money delaying the
inevitable while requiring duplicate equipment at another site that would be needed to meet the work requirements and
mandates. (see next page)
Data regarding level of service provided to the citizens exist showing that citizens being served has not decreased despite the

3) Indicate and quantify what economic conditions improving. This comes at a time when Medicaid is expanding eligibility requirements and have been
the consequences would be gradually doing so. This requires more space to house the files and mandated documentation as well as the space to ensure
on services if not funded.
staff and supplies. As noted above safety hazards are becoming evident as well as recent IRS review/audit walk through

demonstrated the need for additional space to ensure sensitive/confidential materials are stored properly. (see next page)
Reduction in revenue for failing to meet mandates is a consequence; however more importantly is liability under Workman's
4) Outline any potential
Compensation for safety hazards and liability for failing to store IRS sensitive data. The later contains personal liability,a fine
liabilities that need to be
and potential time to serve for committing a crime. While the department is at risk, each employee would be held liable if they
prepared for with doing or
were found to have violated the Federal law. Staff should not be put in that position and work very hard to follow the
not doing this project.
requirements. (see next page)
The Department of Social Services is a State supervised, locally administered department. The County owned building housing
5) Additional information you Social Services allows for a portion of the cost of the depreciation to be recaptured annually through the Cost Allocation
wish to provide that would
Process at approximately twenty-five percent coming back as revenue. The Department must adhere to Federal, State and
assist in the evaluation
Local mandates and currently provides no services other than those that are mandated. Expansion is necessary in order to
process.
comply with mandated work. (see next page)
Attachments (list):
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Conceptual Plan
Photo of Existing Building

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM - CONTINUATION
Gloucester County, Virginia

Project Title
Project Narrative/Justification

Expansion of Social Services Building

(Con't #1) IRS requlations for protection of sensitive materials cannot be adhered to with the current situation. Confidentality within tight
working spaces are making it difficult to ensure that information is not overheard when providing mandated telephone interviews where staff
have been co-located. Safety hazards are now evident in the building with items placed in very tight spaces not permitting staff to maneuver
without potential injury. It would be anticipated that expansion would also avoid potential workman's compensation claims.

(Con't #2) Alternative use of the current space has been ongoing for multiple years while making it known to the County and soliciting input into
any recommendations for best use of the space available. All recommendations have been utilized and no other exist at this time.

(Con't #3) Consequences of failing to maintain confidential materials is serious in terms of liability to include financial.

(Con't #4) Citizens do not deserve to have their identifying information potentially subject to identity theft. That would be a tremendous
liability to the County government.

(con't #5) Since the submission of the FY17 proposal, outdoor space has been utilized weather permitting by staff while supervising court
ordered parental visitations with children. When the building was built in 1993, there was limited space available for expansion and it was
built before it was known that computers and other equipment would be necessary. Capacity of the building was reached within ten years.
Additionally, retention time of closed files has increased for some programs while permanent retention has been required of other programs
creating a space hardship for most social service agencies. With the increase in the number of case files and the retention period, housing files
has become very difficult.
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Continuation of Departmental Priority Expand Bldg 1
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CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

X
County

Rehab/Repair Sewers in PS #11 (Courthouse North) Service Area - Phase II
Courthouse Village, North of Main Street
Public Utilities
James C. Dawson/693-4044/jdawson@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016

7/1/2018
$ 150,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

6/30/2021
Date Improvements Complete
$
940,000
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20
FY21
$
200,000 $
445,000 $
445,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
200,000
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
200,000 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.
1) Statement of Need. What
is the project expected to
accomplish?
Quantify benefits.

FY22

$
$

445,000

445,000

445,000 $
$

445,000 $
$

Yes

50

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

-

$
$

Total Project Costs

1,090,000

$

1,090,000
1,090,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
1,090,000
$
1,090,000
$
-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

-

1,090,000

EPA & DEQ
Federal and State

This project will reduce the infiltration and inflow (I/I) of groundwater and surface water into the sewer collection system of
pump station #11 - Courthouse North in compliance with the Special Order By Consent (SOBC). Completion of this work will
reduce/eliminate sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) within this pmp station service area and reduce/eliminate the potential for
fines and/or penalties assessed against Gloucester County.
The only alternative to reducing the I/I in the gravity collection system is to provide excessive pumping capacity when we

2) Indicate and quantify any rebuild PS# 11 to handle the additional flows caused by storm events. This alternative was considered and rejected because it
alternatives that might meet
would exceed the capacity of the HRSD transmission and treatment system, significantly increase the capital costs to rebuild
the needs indicated and why
the pumping station (larger structure, higher pumping capacity, larger electrical service, larger generator) as well as the
they were rejected.

Operating and Maintenance (O&M) costs (higher energy costs and more expensive parts for larger equipment).

3) Indicate and quantify what
If this project is not funded, SSOs would increase the O&M costs due to the labor, material, and equipment needed to clean up
the consequences would be
after spills that occur during storm events.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

If this project is not funded, SSOs could lead to fines and penalties for sanitary sewer overflows.

5) Additional information you
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
process.

8-inch Mainline Sewer Lining - $125,000: 10-inch Mainline Sewer Lining - $220,000
Mainline Replacement - $190,000:
Manhole Rehabilitation - $85,000
Manhole Replacement - $40,000:
Cleanout Replacement/Addition - $60,000
Public Lateral Replacement - $220,000
Design/Contract Documents - $ 150,000

Attachments (list):

CA's Proposed 5 Year CIP
Page 229

PS# 11 Collection PH II

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016

X
County

Rehab/Repair Sewers in PS #13 (Courthouse South) Service Area - Phase II
Courthouse Village, North of Main Street
Public Utilities
James C. Dawson/693-4044/jdawson@gloucesterva.info

7/1/2018
$ 120,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20
$
120,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
120,000
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
120,000 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.
1) Statement of Need. What
is the project expected to
accomplish?
Quantify benefits.

$

6/30/2023
720,000

FY21

FY22
$

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

360,000 $
$
360,000

Yes

$
$

-

$
$

360,000 $
$

50

Total Project Costs

480,000 $

360,000 $

480,000
480,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
360,000
840,000
360,000 $
840,000
$
-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

840,000

EPA & DEQ
Federal and State

This project will reduce the infiltration and inflow (I/I) of groundwater and surface water into the sewer collection system of
pump station #13 - Courthouse South in compliance with the Special Order By Consent (SOBC). Completion of this work will
reduce/eliminate sanitary sewer overflows (SSOs) within this pmp station service area and reduce/eliminate the potential for
fines and/or penalties assessed against Gloucester County.
The only alternative to reducing the I/I in the gravity collection system is to provide excessive pumping capacity when we

2) Indicate and quantify any rebuild/upgrade PS# 13 to handle the additional flows caused by storm events. This alternative was considered and rejected
alternatives that might meet
because it would exceed the capacity of the HRSD transmission and treatment system, significantly increase the capital costs to
the needs indicated and why
rebuild the pumping station (larger structure, higher pumping capacity, larger electrical service, larger generator) as well as the
they were rejected.

Operating and Maintenance (O&M) costs (higher energy costs and more expensive parts for larger equipment).

3) Indicate and quantify what
If this project is not funded, SSOs would increase the O&M costs due to the labor, material, and equipment needed to clean up
the consequences would be
after spills that occur during storm events.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

If this project is not funded, SSOs could lead to fines and penalties for sanitary sewer overflows.

5) Additional information you 8-inch Mainline Sewer Lining - $405,000:
wish to provide that would
Cleanout Replacement/Addition - $10,000
assist in the evaluation
Public Lateral Replacement - $40,000
process.

Manhole Rehabilitation - $75,000
Public Lateral Rehabilitation - $190,000
Design/Contract Documents - $120,000

Attachments (list):
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PS# 13 Collection PH II

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

X
County

Surface Water Treatment Plant Roof Replacement
Surface Water Treatment Plant, 8214 Reservoir Ridge Road
Public Utilities
James C. Dawson/693-4044/jdawson@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016

7/1/2018
$
10,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20
$
75,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
75,000
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
75,000 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$

6/30/2019
65,000

FY21

FY22

$
$

-

$
$

No

-

$
$

15

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

-

$
$

Total Project Costs

75,000

$

75,000
75,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
75,000
$
75,000
$
-

-

75,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

The existing roof on the Surface Water Treatment Plant is the original roof dating to the construction of the plant in the early
1) Statement of Need. What 1990s. This roof membrane has outlived the useful service life for the material used and is leaking in several locations. The top
is the project expected to
floor of this plant is used for storage of dry treatment chemicals, feeders for those chemicals, ans storage of maintenance parts
accomplish?
and equipment so increased leaks caused by further deterioration of the roof membrane could lead to equipment damage and
Quantify benefits.

loss of treatment.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
There are no alternatives that meet the project needs.
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what
the consequences would be If this project is not funded, leaks will become larger and more numerous so repair costs will escalate.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

If this project is not funded, damage to equipment, parts, and treatment chemicals from additional leaks could impact our
ability to treat water to meet the needs of our customers as well as reduce operating revenue needed to fund other areas of
the department.

5) Additional information you
wish to provide that would
I rated this project as a "9" for Population Served because it serves all our water customers.
assist in the evaluation
process.

Attachments (list):
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WTP Roof Replacement

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

X
County

Surface Water Treatment Plant Façade Repairs
Surface Water Treatment Plant, 8214 Reservoir Ridge Road
Public Utilities
James C. Dawson/693-4044/jdawson@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016

7/1/2018
$
10,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20
$
10,000 $
75,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
10,000
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
10,000 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$

6/30/2019
65,000

FY21

FY22

$
$

75,000

75,000 $
$
No

-

$
$

15

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

-

$
$

Total Project Costs

85,000

$

85,000
85,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
85,000
$
85,000
$
-

-

85,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

1) Statement of Need. What The last cleaning of the exterior of the Surface Water Treatment Plant revealed significant deterioration of the mortar joints in
is the project expected to
the building façade as well as rotted wood filler strips beneath the windowss. Correcting these defects will protect the interior
accomplish?
of the building from moisture damage and insects.
Quantify benefits.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

The current project to upgrade the heating/cooling system(s), and provide the outside air ventilation required by the building
code, in the surface plant will include replacement of the single pane windows on the northeast and southeast faces of the
building. If funding is sufficient that project could also include addressing the rotted filler strips below the double-pane
windows on the northeast face of the second floor of the plant. If so that will reduce the costs for this project.

3) Indicate and quantify what If this project is not funded, at a minimum, there will be further deterioration in the mortar joints that will increase the costs to
the consequences would be make those repairs. If the filler strips in the window rough openings are not addressed then future leaks will cause additional
on services if not funded.
damage to the interior of the building that will require repairs.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

If this project is not funded, the increased operating expense for plant repairs will reduce operating revenue needed to fund
other areas of the department.

5) Additional information you
wish to provide that would
I rated this project as a "9" for Population Served because it serves all our water customers.
assist in the evaluation
process.

Attachments (list):
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WTP Facade Repairs

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?

X
County

Replace Reverse Osmosis Membranes
Surface Water Treatment Plant, 8214 Reservoir Ridge Road
Public Utilities
James C. Dawson/693-4044/jdawson@gloucesterva.info

Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016

1/1/2018

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY18
FY19
FY20
100,000 $
100,000

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
100,000
100,000
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
100,000 $
100,000 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$

6/30/2019
200,000

FY21

FY22

$
$

No

$
$

-

$
$

10

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

-

$
$

Total Project Costs

200,000

$

200,000
200,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
200,000
$
200,000
$
-

-

200,000

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

1) Statement of Need. What The existing membranes were installed in 2009, require more frequent cleaning, and show less improvement in production
is the project expected to
rate with every cleaning. Replacing those membranes will enable us to produce more water with lower energy costs, reduce
accomplish?
the costs for material and labor for membrane cleaning, and reduce the costs to dispose of the spent cleaning solution.
Quantify benefits.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet The only alternative to replacing the membranes, and still keep producing water from the RO Plant, is even more frequent
the needs indicated and why cleaning which increases the costs of chemicals, labor, and disposal of spent cleaning solution.
they were rejected.

If this project is not funded, and the amount of water produced by the RO Plant decreases, we will have to decrease the

3) Indicate and quantify what
amount of surface water treated in order to maintain the 1:1 ratio needed for compliance with water quality parameters which
the consequences would be
would make it difficult to meet customer demands without increasing the number of hours of plant operation beyond the
on services if not funded.

present 16-hours per day.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

If this project is not funded, the potential liabilities include additional personnel costs (more personnel or more overtime) to
operate the plants more than 16-hours per day at a reduced output rate in order to meet existing and anticipated customer
demands on the distribution system.

5) Additional information you
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
process.

The lack of Consent Order Loan proceeds in FY 2018 will reduce our expenditures for professional design services for capital
project which would free up some operating revenue and support replacing one-half the membranes in FY 2018.
I rated this project as a "9" for Population Served because it serves all our water customers and would support capacity for
additional development in the county.

Attachments (list):
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Replace RO Membranes

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016

X
County

Rebuild Pump Station #11 (Courthouse North)
West side of Route 14, between 7304 and 7336 John Clayton Memorial Hy
Public Utilities
James C. Dawson/693-4044/jdawson@gloucesterva.info

7/1/2021
$ 100,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

$

6/30/2025
500,000

FY21

FY22

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

100,000 $
$
100,000

Yes

$
$

-

$
$

100,000 $
$

50

Total Project Costs

100,000 $

500,000 $

100,000
100,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
500,000
600,000
500,000 $
600,000
$
-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

600,000

EPA & DEQ
Federal and State

Pump Station #11 (Courthouse North) was constructed in 1975 and repaired in 1999 following Hurricane Floyd. This structure
1) Statement of Need. What is nearing the end of its useful service life and needs to be upgraded to properly handle the flows from the existing 222 service
connections as well as future development/redevelopment, such as the recently approved RMX district in the Courthouse
is the project expected to
accomplish?
Village area. This project will also provide additional equipment needed to handle the high volume of rags, towels, clothing,
Quantify benefits.
and trash which is now removed manually. Another goal of this project is to discharge directly to HRSD instead of to Pump
Station #13. This will reduce the volume of flow PS #13 has to handle and should reduce project scope to rebuild PS #13.
The existing wet well size causes shorter than desired pump off cycles, increases the wear on the pump motors and electrical
2) Indicate and quantify any equipment,increases repair costs and requires more frequent replacement. A short-term alternative to address these issues
alternatives that might meet would be to replace the existing pumping equipment and controls with variable frequency drive (VFD) units. The current
the needs indicated and why pumps in this station are dry-pit submersible. If pumps of this type are not capable of operating with a VFD we would need to
they were rejected.
go back to extended shaft pumps. Regardless of the type of pumps used, this solution does not address the deteriorating
condition of the structure or the location within a flood zone which is why it was rejected in favor of rebuilding the station.
3) Indicate and quantify what
If this project is not funded, operating and maintenance costs will continue to rise which decreases the operating revenue
the consequences would be
available to address other budget issues.
on services if not funded.
4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.
5) Additional information you
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
process.

If this project is not funded, increased wear on pumps will cause more frequent pump failures which are likely to result in
overflows as well as fines and penalties for those overflows.
The conceptual plan for this project is to rebuild the station on the opposite side of the waterway. This location will not only
reduce the need to bypass flow during construction but it will facilitate future extension of gravity sewer service north along
John Clayton Memorial Highway.

Attachments (list):
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Rebuild PS #11

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016

X
County

Rebuild Pump Station #12 (Summerville)
East side of Belroi Road, South of GW Memorial Highway
Public Utilities
James C. Dawson/693-4044/jdawson@gloucesterva.info

7/1/2023
$ 100,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

$

6/30/2025
500,000

FY21

FY22

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

100,000 $
$
100,000

Yes

$
$

-

$
$

100,000 $
$

50

Total Project Costs

100,000 $

500,000 $

100,000
100,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
500,000
600,000
500,000 $
600,000
$
-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

600,000

EPA & DEQ
Federal and State

Pump Station #12 (Summerville) was constructed in 1973 and was the third pump station constructed in Sanitary District #1.
1) Statement of Need. What The pumping equipment was upgraded about twelve (12) years ago, and we are preparing to replace that equipment again this
fiscal year, but the building structure is nearing the end of its useful service life and needs to be upgraded to properly handle
is the project expected to
accomplish?
the existing flows, the anticipated flows from approved, but not yet constructed, development such as Fiddlers Green Crossing
Quantify benefits.
(110 apartments and condominiums) and the Fiddlers Green subdivision (88 detached single-family homes), as well as future
flows the current Master Plan Update will identify.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

PS #12 is a logical option for conveying future flows across George Washington Memorial Highway to the collection system
serving PS #13 (Courthouse South) which pumps directly to HRSD. Future development/redevelopment in the PS #13 collection
system, plus flows from PS #12 could require extensive expansion of the PS #13 collection system. Conceptual design of this
project will evaluate the life cycle costs of continuing to expand the capacity of PS #12, and the improvements to the
downstream sewer system needed to handle that flow, including upgrading/expanding PS #13 with other alternatives to
convey that flow to a different pump station, such as PS #21 (Fox Mill Centre) or pumping directly to HRSD.

3) Indicate and quantify what If this project is not funded, additional deterioration of the pump station structure and equipment will increase operating and
the consequences would be maintenance costs. Potential sanitary sewer overflows caused by the physical condition of the pump station structure, and
on services if not funded.
associated fines and penalties, will decrease the operating revenue available to address this and other budget issues.
4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

If the capacity issues of PS #12 are not addressed in a comprehensive manner the capital costs to handle increasing flows, and
the operating and maintenance cost to sustain that capacity, will continue to increease with flows. A comprehensive look at
this system will minimize future capital and Operating/maintenance expenses
One alternative to this project that is mentioned above would involve the construction of approximately 5,000 feet of gravity
5) Additional information you sewer between pump station #21 (Fox Mill Centre) and the last manhole before the flow enters pump station #12. The costs
wish to provide that would
for this line would exceed the costs to just upgrade/expand pump station #12. The electrical costs of pumping that flow at PS
assist in the evaluation
#12 would transfer to PS #21 but gravity sewer is less expensive to maintain than pump stations. In addition, the gravity sewer
process.
would provide sewer service to the unserved area between the two pump station locations.
Attachments (list):
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Rebuild PS #12

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016

X
County

Rebuild Pump Station #13 (Courthouse South)
On site of existing Utility Yard, South of Main Street
Public Utilities
James C. Dawson/693-4044/jdawson@gloucesterva.info

7/1/2023
$ 200,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

$

6/30/2026
1,000,000

FY21

FY22

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

200,000 $
$
200,000

Yes

$
$

-

$
$

200,000 $
$

50

Total Project Costs

200,000 $

1,000,000 $

200,000
200,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
1,000,000
1,200,000
1,000,000 $
1,200,000
$
-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

1,200,000

EPA & DEQ
Federal and State

Pump Station #13 (Courthouse South) was originally constructed to "lift" the flow going to the wastewater treatment plant up
1) Statement of Need. What to the headwors. The pumps were replaced when the station was connected to the HRSD force main in the 1990s, but the
is the project expected to
pump station structure is still the original building. Pump stations #11, #12, #19 (Walter Reed Plaza), and #22 (Gloucester Town
accomplish?
Commons) offload into the PS #13 gravity collection system. Pump station #13 lacks the capacity to handle existing flows and
Quantify benefits.

anticipated flows from new develpment/redevelopment within the Courthouse Village area.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

Because of the flows involved, upgrading PS #13 is the most expensive project of the three main stations in the Courthouse
Village area. Obvious alternatives to expanding PS #13 are to divert the flow from one, or more, of the tributary stations to a
different pump station or directly to HRSD. Those alternatives need to be studied, and a comprehensive plan developed before
design and construction on the Courthouse Village pump stations begins.

3) Indicate and quantify what If this project is not funded, increased flows from the tributary pump stations could cause overflows at pump station #13 or in
the consequences would be the collection system.Those overflows, and associated fines and penalties, will decrease the operating revenue available to
on services if not funded.
address this and other budget issues.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

If the capacity issues of the entire Courthouse Village sewer system are not addressed in a comprehensive manner the capital
costs to handle increasing flows, and the operating and maintenance cost to sustain that capacity, will continue to increease
with flows. A comprehensive look at this system will minimize future capital and Operating/maintenance expenses and ensure
adequate sewer capacity is available without excessive off-site sewer improvements that are so costly that they will discourage
developers from investing in projects in this area.

5) Additional information you
Once the comprehensive plan for the Courthouse Village area sewers it may be possible to phase some of the work to take
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
advantage of available funding and reduce the costs associated with the ultimate project.
process.

Attachments (list):
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Rebuild PS #13

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016
X

County

Utility Yard
To be determined
Public Utilities
James C. Dawson/693-4044/jdawson@gloucesterva.info

7/1/2024
$
50,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Date Improvements Complete
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20

$

6/30/2028
1,450,000

FY21

Useful life (in years)
Previous Funding Amount
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond

FY22

Proposed Capital Costs

$

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
$
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

$

Yes

$
$

-

$
$

-

$
$

-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

50

Total Project Costs

$

1,500,000 $

$
$

Total Project Financing
$
1,500,000
1,500,000
1,500,000 $
1,500,000
$
-

1,500,000

EPA & DEQ
Federal and State

The existing Utility Yard is not large enough for Public Utilities to maintain an inventory of essential parts and material to allow
1) Statement of Need. What us to make repairs in a timely manner. Present practice is to only order the materials needed for the next job which can delay
is the project expected to
waterline or sewer line repairs for weeks or even months. An appropriately sized yard with adequate facilities to store enough
accomplish?
materials to make repairs without delay. The ability to store larger quantities of material could allow Utilities to minimize the
Quantify benefits.

material costs through either discounts for larger purchases or lower shipping costs per unit purchased.

2) Indicate and quantify any
alternatives that might meet
the needs indicated and why
they were rejected.

We could continue purchasing material on an as-needed basis as we do now but that has lead to recent delays in consent order
work and exercising/maintaining/repairing hydrants while we waited for parts or material. We could also store material at
different locations but that requires that all staff know what is stored where to avoid unnecessary delays while searching for
needed material.

3) Indicate and quantify what
Until this project is funded, Utilities will continue to order smaller quantities of material and parts on a frequent basis to keep
the consequences would be
enough inventory on hand, or onla couple of days away, to make repairs promptly.
on services if not funded.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Delaying repairs until materials needed are available can lead to large losses of water or significant volumes of wastewater lost
during an overflow. Both situations could result in fines and/or penalties levied by regulatory agencies.

5) Additional information you
Adequate storage capacity to protect all machinery from weather related deterioration could also reduce operating and
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
maintenance costs as well as reduce equipment downtime for repairs.
process.

Attachments (list):
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Utility Yard

CIP PROJECT REQUEST FORM
Gloucester County, Virginia

General Project Information
Date of Submission
Capital Project-New or Expansion
Capital Maintenance Major-New Project
Capital Maintenance-Neither new nor expanding
County/School?
Project Title
Project Location
Department Name
Contact Name/Phone/Email
Proposed Schedule/Cost
Date Improvements Begin
Design/Engineering Cost
Annual/Recurring Cost

9/7/2016
X

County

Water Treatment Plant HVAC
8214 Reservoir Ridge Road
Public Utilities
James C. Dawson/693-4044/jdawson@gloucesterva.info

7/1/2015
$
64,000

FY18

Capital Cost/Funding Analysis

Proposed Capital Costs

6/30/2022
Date Improvements Complete
$
230,000
Construction/Equipment Cost
Recurring Revenue Generated
FY19
FY20
FY21
$
60,000 $
60,000 $
60,000 $

Financing
General Fund Operating
Enterprise Fund Operating
60,000
Fund Balance
Debt
Grant-Federal
Grant-State
Grant-Local
Proffers
Other Sources
Total Capital Funding
$
$
60,000 $
Variance-over (short)
$
$
$
Project Narrative/Justification
Mandated?
Please read the instructions on the required justifying information needed.

FY22

50
Useful life (in years)
75,000
Previous Funding Amount $
2016
For What Fiscal Year
Total FY18-22 Costs Beyond
Total Project Costs

50,000 $
$

60,000

60,000

50,000

60,000 $
$

60,000 $
$

50,000 $
$

Yes

230,000

$

230,000
230,000 $
$

Total Project Financing
$
230,000
$
230,000
$
-

Mandating Agency
Federal/State/Local?

-

230,000

Building Code
Federal and State

The Surface Water Treatment Plant is heated by electric wall-mounted unit heaters except for the Laboratory (2nd Floor),
1) Statement of Need. What Off/Break Room (2nd Floor), and Plant Mechanic Office/Shop (3rd Floor). There is no mechanical ventilation providing make up
outside air anywhere in this facility. This causes humidity issues during the warmer months which plant staff address by
is the project expected to
accomplish?
opening doors and windows which contributes to significant insect issues. Currently the insect issues are addressed through
Quantify benefits.
the services of an exterminating company. This project will provide proper conditioning of the inside air appropriate to the
usage of the plant spaces in accordance with the appropriate building codes.
2) Indicate and quantify any Small individual room-sized mini-split heat pumps would provide cooling, and more efficient heating than the existing fan
alternatives that might meet
forced units but they would not address the need for outside air and code required air changes per hour. Duct-based forced air
the needs indicated and why
systems are the only alternatives that are capable of providing the code required air changes in this industrial environment.
they were rejected.

3) Indicate and quantify what The consequences if this project is not funded are continued use of the exterminator to control insects inside the plant
the consequences would be building, electronic equipment operating in a hostile environment and requiring more maintenance because of those
on services if not funded.
conditions, and constrained choices for potential water treatment chemicals because of the lack of air changes.

4) Outline any potential
liabilities that need to be
prepared for with doing or
not doing this project.

Going forward with this project is going to require upgrading the incoming electrical service but not going forward involves the
potential liabilities described in item #4 above.

5) Additional information you
wish to provide that would
assist in the evaluation
process.
Attachments (list):
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WTP HVAC Construction

