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Shenandoah Valley Workforce Consortium Agreement

From : Sharon Johnson <sjohnson@valleyworkforce.com>
Subject : Shenandoah Valley Workforce Consortium Agreement

To : Dennis Burnett <dburnett@co.augusta.va.us>, bathadmn@tds.net, 'David Ash’
<dash@clarkecounty.gov>, hcboard@htcnet.org, mbelton@pagecounty.virginia.gov,
robert claytor <robert_claytor@co.rockbridge.va.us>, sam crickenberger
<sam_crickenberger@co.rockbridge.va.us>, wvaughn@rockinghamcountyva.us,
vpoling@shenandoahcountyva.us, dstanley@warrencountyva.net, bbrown@bvcity.org,
kurth@ci.harrisonburg.va.us, jellestad@ci.lexington.va.us, Brian Shull
<Brians@ci.harrisonburg.va.us>, gloveran@ci.staunton.va.us,
hamiltonbw@ci.staunton.va.us, owensf@ci.staunton.va.us,
hampmg@ci.waynesboro.va.us, Gregory Hitchin (HitchinGE @ci.waynesboro.va.us)
<HitchinGE @ci.waynesboro.va.us>, citymanager@ci.winchester.va.us,
fhogan@embargmail.com, jscudder@bvcity.org, jriley@co.frederick.va.us

Cc : Joseph Paxton <jpaxton@rockinghamcountyva.gov>, Pat Coffield
<pcoffield@co.augusta.va.us>, Douglas Walker <DWalker@shenandoahcountyva.us>,
Jeff Stapel <jeff@shickel.com>, Robin Sullenberger <sullendx@CISAT.JMU.EDU>,
Jeanian Clark <jclark@lfcc.edu>, sjohnson@valleyworkforce.com

Reply To : sjohnson@valleyworkforce.com

Elected Officials, City Managers, County Administrators, Economic
Development Officials,

You are receiving this email because you attended or were invited to the
Local Elected Officials meeting with the Shenandoah Valley Workforce
Investment Board (SVWIB) January 6th in Staunton. At that meeting a
Local Elected Officials Consortium agreement was introduced and the
group identified a working committee to finalize an agreement. The
working committee included Joe Paxton, Pat Coffield, Doug Walker and
Sharon Johnson. After much discussion and many revisions, attached is
the final version for your review and signature. The hope is to have all
localities review and sign by the end of February and to schedule the
first formal Elected Officials - SYWIB Consortium meeting in March.

Please let me know if you have questions. Also, feel free to contact

Joe, Pat or Doug as your working committee representatives with
questions. I will also be happy to meet with your councils, boards or
other groups to discuss the role of the Workforce Investment Board, need
for and role of the consortium, answer questions, etc. I've already
scheduled several dates in February to meet with various locality

groups. If this is something you would be interested in, let's work to

get a date finalized that aligns with your regular meeting schedule.

Thanks and have a good weekend.
Sharon

Sharon Johnson ABD, M.Ed., CPLP, CPT, CWDP
Interim Executive Director

Shenandoah Valley Workforce Investment Board, Inc.
Director, Shenandoah Valley Energy Partnership

P.O. Box 869

Harrisonburg, Virginia 22803

Fri, Feb 03, 2012 05:01 PM
&1 attachment
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Consortium Agreement

Shenandoah Valley Local Workforce Investment Area (LWIA4)

The purpose of this Agreement is to formalize the creation of the Shenandoah Valley Local Workforce
Investment Area, the Shenandoah Valley Chief Local Elected Officials Consortium, and the
Shenandoah Valley Workforce Investment Board in accordance with the CODE OF VIRGINIA,
Section 9-329.1(H); Public Law 105-220, the Workforce Investment Act of 1998, Section 116-177; 20
CFR Parts 661.250, 661.270 and Policy Numbers 99-1 and 99-2 of the VIRGINIA EMPLOYMENT
COMMISSION. It is Made and Entered into by and berween Augusta County, Bath County, the City
of Buena Vista, the City of Harrisonburg, Highland County, the City of Lexington, Page County,
Rockbridge County, Rockingham County, the City of Staunton and the City of Waynesboro.

This Agreement was amended in June 2006 to include the former members of the Northern
Shenandoah Valley Workforce Investment Area, which are: Clarke County, Frederick County,
Shenandoah County, Warren County and the City of Winchester.

WHEREAS, the respective Boards of Supervisors of the Counties of Augusta, Bath, Clarke,
Frederick, Highland, Page, Rockbridge, Rockingham, Shenandoah and Warren, and the City Councils
of the Cities of Buena Vista, Harrisonburg, Lexington, Staunton, Waynesboro and Winchester have
adopted resolutions authorizing the execution of this Consortium Agreement;

NOW THEREFORE THIS AGREEMENT FURTHER WITNESSTH: That for and in
consideration of the promises and of the mutual benefits to be derived hereunder, that each and all of
the jurisdictions enumerated immediately above, do hereby reciprocally agree as follows:

SECTION 1: CREATION OF THE CONSORTIUM

THERE IS HEREBY CREATED, BY THE UNDERSIGNED Chief Local Elected Official of the
Counties and Cities, the Shenandoah Valley Chief Local Elected Officials Consortium
(Consortium), which shall exist under and be subject to the terms and conditions of this Consortium
Agreement (Agreement), and which constitutes the agreement required by Section 15.1-21 of the
Code of Virginia (1958) as amended, for the joint exercise of powers by participating political
subdivisions of the Commonwealth of Virginia. The purpose of the Consortium shall be to plan,
establish, and operate a Local Workforce Investment Area and Workforce Development Services
Delivery System according to the provisions of the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (Act), and the
Federal Regulations issued by the U.S. Department of Labor, as amended, (Regulations) for the
implementation of the Act together with any and all other subsequent and relevant federal and
Commonwealth of Virginia statutes, policies and interpretations.



SECTION 2: AREA TO BE SERVED

The area to be served shall be known as the Shenandoah Valley Local Workforce Investment Area
(LWIA4), and shall include the jurisdictions of Augusta County, Bath County, the City of Buena Vista,
Clarke County, Frederick County, the City of Harrisonburg, Highland County, the City of Lexington,
Page County, Rockbridge County, Rockingham County, Shenandoah County, the City of Staunton,
Warren County, the City of Waynesboro and the City of Winchester.

SECTION 3: STRUCTURE, DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF CONSORTIUM

3.01: MEMBERSHIP

The voting members of the Consortium shall be the Chief Local Elected Official of each
jurisdiction that is a party to this agreement, or that official’s duly appointed designee. The
Chair of the Shenandoah Valley Workforce Investment Board (SVWIB), or the Chair's duly
appointed designee, shall serve as a voting member of the Consortium.

3.02: TERMS OF OFFICE

The term of office for a Consortium member or designee shall coincide with the member's term
as chief elected official for the member jurisdiction.

3.03: OFFICERS

The Consortium shall elect from its membership a Chair, a Vice-Chair and such other officers
as may be provided in the Consortium by-laws to serve for a term as may be prescribed in the
By-Laws.

3.04: VOTING RIGHTS

Each member jurisdiction shall have one (1) vote on all matters considered by the Consortium.

3.05: MEETINGS

The Consortium shall hold meetings as prescribed in the By-Laws. A quorum is required for
the Consortium to conduct business. A simple majority of the membership of the Consortium
constitutes a quorum. Actions of the Consortium shall be approved by a simple majority of the
members present at the meeting.



3.06: DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

A. The Consortium shall collectively perform the following functions established for the Chief
Local Elected Official, as specified in Public Law 105-220:

(1) Shall, at its annual organization meeting, designate a member jurisdiction to serve as
local grant recipient for the WIA funds, and further may designate another entity to
serve as fiscal agent for the Consortium;

(2) Receive member nominations and make appointments of members to the SVWIB in
accordance with State criteria. Each member jurisdiction of the Consortium shall
recommend nominees and coordinate with other member jurisdictions to ensure
appropriate geographic representation. Diversity considerations should be given
when appointing members to the SVWIB to ensure racial, ethnic, and cultural
diversity, as well as the diversity of individuals with disabilities from labor markets
within the LWIA4;

(3) Set policy for the local workforce investment system in partnership with the
SVWIB;

(4) Collaborate with the SVWIB to provide oversight of local Youth, Adult and
Dislocated Worker programs and regional workforce development initiatives;

(5) Approve the budget developed by the SVWIB;

(6) Perform other duties as may be prescribed from time to time for Chief Local Elected
Officials (CLEO) under the Act or as prescribed by the Commonwealth of Virginia;
and,

(7) Establish such by-laws and such other rules as it deems necessary to govern its
operations.

B. In partnership with the SVWIB, the Consortium shall develop, approve and submit all
workforce development plans for the LWIA4.

SECTION 4: THE SHENANDOAH VALLEY WORKFORCE INVESTMENT BOARD

The Consortium hereby establishes the Shenandoah Valley Workforce Investment Board.

4.01: APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO THE SVWIB

A. The Consortium shall appoint at least two representatives from each of the following public
sector categories to the SVWIB:

(1) Local education entities, including adult education and literacy and postsecondary
institutions;

(2) Labor organizations;

(3) Community-Based Organizations, defined as private non-profit organizations that
are representative of the communities within the LWIA4 that have demonstrated
expertise and effectiveness in the field of workforce development; and,

(4) Economic Development agencies or organizations.



B. The Consortium shall appoint at least one representative from each category of required
partner program members of the LWIA4 One-Stop Center, unless such category is otherwise
represented on the SVWIB through an appointment as provided in paragraph 4.01 A.

C. The Consortium shall appoint a sufficient number of private industry members to the
SVWIB to ensure that the total membership shall be comprised of at least a simple majority of
private industry members. The Consortium shall appoint members in compliance with section
3 Aii. In order to maintain a majority of private industry members, it may be necessary for
some jurisdiction members to have more than one private industry member. In determining the
allocation of additional private industry members the Consortium shall consider the relative
populations of the member jurisdictions and Sub-Regions.

4.02: INCORPORATION

The SVWIB shall take the necessary steps to be incorporated under the laws of the
Commonwealth of Virginia as a private, non-profit corporation, and shall be subject to the
provisions of the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, Chapter 21, Code of Virginia, 1987, as
amended.

4.03: DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITES

The SVWIB shall perform such duties and responsibilities as required under the Workforce
Investment Act and other laws and regulations promulgated by the Commonwealth of Virginia.
The SVWIB shall carry-out its functions in a collaborative manner with the Consortium. The
duties and responsibilities of the SVWIB include, but are not limited to:

A. Establish such by-laws and such other rules as it deems necessary to fulfill its
responsibilities under the Workforce Investment Act.

B. Select eligible providers of services for adults and dislocated workers.

C. Select eligible providers of youth services with consideration of recommendations from the
Youth Council.

D. Select training providers.

E. Assist the Governor in developing a statewide employment statistics system.

F. Link private sector employers with local and statewide workforce activities in collaboration
with local offices of economic development and secondary education, and institutions of higher
education.

G. Hire staff as necessary, and as funding permits, to support the program of the SVWIB.

H. Direct the disbursement of all funds dispersed under the ACT for the LWIA4 and the

subsequent dispersion of such funds to designated service providers and/or subcontractors in
accordance with the approved Workforce Development Plan.



I. Prepare and recommend the following for consideration and approval of the Consortium:

(1) A local strategic workforce plan.

(2) Selection of the One Stop Operator or a One-Stop Consortium

(3) An annual local operating budget

(4) Local performance measures for approval by the Governor

(5) Candidates for a Youth Council to serve as a subgroup of the SVWIB
(6) A youth work plan

J. Work collectively with the Consortium to monitor and evaluate all programs initiated under
this agreement.

4.04: TERMS

Beginning with program year July 1, 2011, the term of appointment for SVWIB members shall
be four (4) years, with terms ending on June 30 of the year the term ends. Members may be
eligible to serve two full consecutive terms,

4.05: VOTING RIGHTS

Each SVWIB member shall have one (1) vote on all matters before the SVWIB. Members
shall be present to vote and voting by proxy shall not be permitted.

4.06: OFFICERS

The officers of the SVWIB shall include Chair, Vice Chair, and Secretary/Treasurer. Each
officer shall serve for one (1) year; and, may be eligible for re-election. Only private industry
members shall be eligible for election to the office of Chair and Vice Chair.

4.07: MEETINGS

The SVWIB shall hold regular or called meetings at such times, dates, and places as may be
established in the by-laws of the SVWIB.

SECTION S: LIABILITY

5.01: LIABILITY

In accordance with the Workforce Investment Act, the Consortium shall be liable for any
misuse of funds received under this agreement. Designation of a member jurisdiction or other
entity as local grant recipient or fiscal agent does not relieve the member jurisdictions of the
Consortium from liability for any misuse of WIA grant funds. Each consortium member
jurisdiction shall be liable only for its share of any loss equal to its respective share of WIA
funding.



5.02: INSURANCE REQUIREMENT

The Board shall procure and maintain Directors and Officers Liability Insurance sufficient to
safeguard the Consortium, member jurisdictions, SVWIB officers and members, and SVWIB
employees from errors, omissions, and misuse of funds received and held by the Consortium,
its grant recipient, fiscal agent, and the SVWIB.

SECTION 6: TERMINATION

This Agreement shall be terminated upon the repeal of the Workforce Investment Act or successor
legislation pertaining to Workforce Development or upon mutual consent of at least two-thirds (2/3) of
the members of the Consortium.

SECTION 7: ADDITION TO/WITHDRAWAL FROM CONSORTIUM MEMBERSHIP

7.01: NEW MEMBERS

A political subdivision or municipal corporation of the Commonwealth of Virginia may
petition the Consortium for membership provided that such local jurisdiction is part of the
LWIA4, as designated by the Governor in accordance with the provisions of the Workforce
Investment Act.

7.02: WITHDRAWAL

Any party to this Agreement shall have the right to withdraw from the Consortium after
providing at least ninety (90) days written notification to the Consortium.

SECTION 8: AMENDMENT

This Agreement may be amended with the approval by resolution of the governing body of two-thirds
(2/3) of the members of the Consortium.

SECTION 9: SEVERABILITY

If any of the provisions of this Agreement shall be found void or unenforceable for whatever reason by
any court of law or equity, it is expressly intended that such provision(s) be severable and the
remainder of the Agreement shall remain in force and effect.

SECTION 10: EFFECTIVE DATE

This amended Agreement shall become effective March 1, 2012.

Hokock



This agreement is approved by the following member jurisdictions as authorized by Section 15.1-21 of
the Code of Virginia (1958) as amended, for the joint exercise of powers by participating local

government units of the Commonwealth of Virginia:

Augusta County Board of Supervisors

By

Title

City of Buena Vista, Virginia

By

Title

Highland County Board of Supervisors

By

Title

Page County Board of Supervisors

By

Title

Rockingham County Board of Supervisors

By

Title

City of Waynesboro, Virginia

By

Title

Clarke County Board of Supervisors

By

Title

Bath County Board of Supervisors

By

Title

City of Harrisonburg, Virginia

By

Title

City of Lexington, Virginia

By

Title

Rockbridge County Board of Supervisors

By

Title

City of Staunton, Virginia

By

Title

Frederick County Board of Supervisors

By

Title




Shenandoah County Board of Supervisors Warren County Board of Supervisors

By By

Title Title

City of Winchester, Virginia

By

Title

The Shenandoah Workforce Investment Board at its meeting on ,2012
considered the duties and responsibilities outlined in this agreement and consents to perform such
duties and responsibilities in accordance with this agreement.

Shenandoah Valley Workforce Investment Board

By

Title
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Evaluation Results - Clarke County

From : Tim K. Hockman <THockman@washgas.com> Tue, Feb 07, 2012 04.06 PM
Subject : Evaluation Results - Clarke County

To : blevi@clarkecounty.gov, Mike Murphy <murphym@clarke.k12.va.us>,
dash@clarkecounty.gov, tjudge@clarkecounty.gov

Gentlemen:
! wanted to get this information to you before [ left for the day.
| have re-evaluated the project as follows:

Option 1 - Natural gas main from the existing 2” line at the northwest corner of D.G. Cooley ES to the rear of the old High School
serving the Senior Center and the /mafin meter at the old high schogl With the adjusted route {and stopping at the main meter to
the high school, putting the greenhouse in option2), we were able to reduce the required main footage by 805’ (vs. the previous
route). The result of the revised evaluation for this option results in a required monetary contribution in the amount of $37,678.00

Option 2 — Natural gas main from the existing 2” line at the northwest corner of D.G. Cooley ES , southward behind the high school
to Ramsburg Lane, then west along Ramsburg Lane to the animal shelter. This option requires an additional 1250’ of main than the
above option. This option would be providing natural gas service to:

- The Senior Center

- The main meter at the old high school

- Greenhouse at the old high school

- The county maintenance building {Ramsburg lane)
- The county animal shelter (Ramsburg Lane)

The result of the evaluation for this option results in a required monetary contribution in the amount of $124,259.00

Please note;

! will be at our Springfield , VA office tomorrow for meetings, however, | will be back in my office on Thursday (2/9).

b7 479 J’vcluruzn.

Project Coordinator

Washington Gas, Shenandoah Station
P.O. Box 2400

Winchester, VA 22604
(540)-868-7925

(540)-868-7930 fax
thockman@washgas.com

1of1 2/7/2012 4:28 PM



MEMORANDUM
TO: Clarke County Board of Supervisors and Clarke County School Board
FR: Joint Administrative Services Board
DT: 2/13/12

RE: Information Technology Governance and Memorandum of Agreement Update

BACKGROUND

In September of 2011 the Joint Administrative Services Board adopted a budget request to the Board of
Supervisors for funding of an Enterprise Resource Planning System (ERP). This computer application
would replace a number of systems currently in use, as well as automate certain functions now handled
manually. It requires that information management systems be organized across departments and
agencies. A study to determine the feasibility of such a system recommended the creation of a
governance structure which could make decisions on policies and standards for this system as well as
guiding its implementation.

Information technology governance has developed in public and private sector organizations to manage
the increasing volume and variety of technology solutions adopted by organizations. Adopting
common standards and policies for technologies increases efficiency, allows cross training, and reduces
the burden on information technology staff. The JAS Board therefore recommends extending the
concept of IT governance beyond the ERP system alone, to include other areas of common interest.

In November 2008, the Board of Supervisors and School Board had approved the Technology
Collaboration Agreement, and although this agreement was never actually implemented, cooperation
in the areas of phone systems, network switches, building security systems, and building environment
control systems were pursued informally. Nevertheless, there have also been several opportunities lost,
and it is now clear that much more can be achieved with a formal IT governance structure.

The attached amendment to the Joint Administrative Services Board assigns the Information
Technology Governance function to the Joint Administrative Services Board as recommended in the
Government Finance Officers Association study of March 2011. The Board would establish policies,
adopt standards, oversee implementations of funded projects, and approve plans for information
technology matters when it is in the County’s overall interest to do so. The Board will choose its areas
of involvement as occasions arise, and become involved when it has the capacity and opportunity to
add value. Indeed, literature on the subject recommends that IT governance move slowly, and only
where the benefits are clear and compelling.

There would be no structural change to the management of the Government and Schools respective IT
operations. Rather, the advice of IT Directors and other managers will be regularly sought as
standards and policies are created.




SCOPE

The scope of the Joint Administrative Services Board's involvement is likely to evolve over time with
changes to technology, but the initial scope of its involvement is likely to be as follows:

Traditional Telephone Systems. The County has standardized on Avaya. It is distributed to all
government buildings and several school buildings with plans to extend to the remaining school
buildings. Involvement anticipated when extension or upgrade planned.

Handheld devices including PDAs, tablets, and cell phones, as well as associated “apps”. These
technologies are accelerating, and some involvement may be recommended to establish standards, but
the issue has not arisen to date, so no involvement is anticipated at this time,

Radio Systems. The Government operates one system, and the Schools another. Discussion has
occurred over issues of shared tower space, and providing school administrators with emergency
channe! access. Needs for system redundancy and a second tower site have been identified. JAS
Board involvement is expected with the next year or so.

Building Environment Control Systems. A cooperative procurement was recently performed that
could lead to the establishment of a standard for Government and School buildings over time. This
would ultimately permit the Joint Maintenance Department access to all buildings using a single
instance of software, a single maintenance contract, and simplified training of maintenance staff. This
is an area where JAS involvement is anticipated in the future.

Building Security Systems. Camera systems of common design are installed at the current high
school and middle school, and procurement is underway for installation at the new high school.
Similar systems are designed for the Joint Government Center, and may be installed at the renovated
circuit courthouse. Fire and access (burglar) alarms are also a part of this category. Some JAS review
will be required with extensions and interconnection of the current systems.

Desktops, Laptops, and general purpose microcomputer applications. The case for standardizing
hardware models and software versions is not as compelling as it once was. However, the IT Directors
may still wish to make a case, if for no other reason than simplified maintenance and administration.
There may, therefore, be some JAS involvement,

Duplication Equipment. Copiers, fax machines, scanners, printers, projectors, and multifunction
machines are generally department and location specific. No involvement is foreseen.

Data Lines, Switches, Routers, Servers, and Network Interfaces. The IT departments have
cooperated to establish a robust infrastructure based on common standards. Future JAS involvement
here is likely, however, when the term of use for certain data lines expires, or if it is determined to be
advantageous to virtualize applications on shared servers, or consolidate internet service providers.

Enterprise (cross-agency) data or application. In cases where multiple agencies are maintaining the
same data, or where multiple agencies are utilizing multiple vendor applications designed for the same
purpose, there would be involvement. This is the case with the budget proposal for the ERP system.
Other examples would be citizen alert systems, work order systems, email systems, calendaring




systems, facility scheduling systems, etc.

Specialized (single agency) data and application. In cases where there is no data or application
overlap, there would be no involvement by the JAS Board. This would include instructional software,
911 call system, voting machine sofiware, etc.

Information Technology Security. Anti-Virus software, spam blockers, intrusion detection, firewalls,
and data backup software may be suitable for the involvement of JAS, subject to the advice of the IT
Directors,

Website development and maintenance. Like “specialized data and application”, above, there would
appear to be no reason for JAS involvement at this time.

Document Management. The Government Finance Officers Association study highlighted the large
volumes of paper documents across the Government and Schools, and the need for a system to organize
and permit rapid retrieval of these documents. Such systems would especially benefit Pupii Personnel,
Board Clerks, Social Services, and the Courts. It is likely to be in the County's best interest that the
JAS Board become involved in planning a joint solution.

PLAN OF WORK

Should the governance structure be approved, the Joint Administrative Services would move forward as
follows:

Cooperative Agreements with Quasi-independent Agencies. In addition to the Schools,
Government, and Treasurer, who are represented on the Board itself, formal recognition of the IT
governance authority of the JAS Board would be sought of the remaining Constitutional Officers
(Circuit Court Clerk, Sheriff, Commissioner of the Revenue, Commonwealth's Attorney) as well as the
Social Services Department, and the General Registrar. These agreements would require acceptance of
the policies, standards, and decisions of the Joint Administrative Services Board, within the scope of
activity outlined above, in exchange for inclusion of these agencies' technology needs in the planning,
implementation, and funding recommendations of the Joint Administrative Services Board. For those
who agree, the goal will be to ensure that better service is provided through this coordinated effort, than
could be possible for these agencies working alone.

Refinement of Business Processes Based On Best Practices. As a prelude to the implementation of
an ERP system, or for efficiency alone should the ERP request not be approved, the JAS Board should
seek out the best business processes, and create policies that standardize these processes. Some
examples:

Should leave be accounted for by the half-day, the hour, the half-hour, or the quarter hour?
Should pay be accounted for to the nearest hour, or half hour, or rounded up?

If job applications are to be accepted through the World Wide Web, should this be required?
Will payments of taxes, fees, and charges be accepted through the World Wide Web?

Ealball s




ERP Procurement. There has been a statewide effort to assist local governments in the highly
technical task of designing a request for proposals for an ERP system that provides a maximum value
solution. Studies of the subject were approved by the General Assembly in HB130 and HB645. The
Virginia Association of Counties, the Virginia Municipal League, and the Governor's Office itself have
been providing leadership in this area. Efforts are underway in the current session to provide tangible
assistance to local governments. Should the ERP budget request be approved in Clarke the JAS Board
will begin work on the development of the RFP, and the phasing of the implementation. A preliminary
timeline would be as follows:

Task - Date

April 2012 ERP Budget Approved

August 2012 ERP Request for Proposals Released

December 2012 | Contract for ERP System

December 2013 | Financial Modules, Procurement, Assessment, Treasury, Utilities implemented

June 2014 Applicant Tracking, Time and Attendance, Personnel implemented

December 2014 | GIS, Building Permits, Document Management, Work Orders implemented

REQUEST FOR ADOPTION OF MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
The Joint Administrative Services Board requests approval of the following:

“Be it resolved that the Memorandum of Agreement signed in December 1993 between the Clarke
County Board of Supervisors and the Clarke County School Board be amended it its entirety to update
the document to conform to current practice, and fo assign a new responsibility for information
technology governance, as outlined in the attachment”.

Attachments:

Memorandum of Agreement Amendment
GFOA Study

ERP Budget Request




MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
between
CLARKE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
and
CLARKE COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD
Amending in its Entirety
A Similar Agreement Dated 12/22/1993

PURPOSE:

The purpose of this Memorandum of Agreement is to detail the terms, conditions,
responsibilities, and processes, to be agreed upon by the Clarke County Board of Supervisors and the
Clarke County School Board that provide for the establishment, funding, direction and control of an
Administrative Services office and the support staff and facilities necessary to provide services to the
Board of Supervisors, the School Board, and any subordinate agencies or offices hereafter included.

DIRECTION AND CONTROL:

There is hereby established a Joint Administrative Services Board consisting of the following
five persons:

1. A member of the Clarke County Board of Supervisors appointed by the Chairman of the
Board of Supervisors.

2. A member of the Clarke County School Board appointed by the Chairman of the School
Board.

3. The Clarke County Administrator.
4. The Superintendent of Schools.
5. The Treasurer of Clarke County.

The Joint Administrative Services Board shall meet as needed. The Board shall perform the
following functions:

Employ and regularly evaluate a Director.
Establish policy and procedure.
Take action on matters brought before the Board.

W

Develop and recommend any revisions and additions to this agréement determined to be
necessary to ensure the continued fairness and viability of this office.

Perform the dispute resolution function established in the Consolidated Maintenance
Management Agreement. ‘

7. Provide Information Technology Governance, where determined to be in the best
interests of the County, by adopting standards and best practices, approving plans and
procurements, and making investment recommendations to the Board of Supervisors

o




and the School Board.

Decisions of the Joint Administrative Services Board shall be subject to review by the Clarke
County Board of Supervisors and the Clarke County School Board. If a majority of members of either
board votes an objection to an action within forty (40) calendar days of the meeting during which the
action is reported, the Joint Administrative Services Board will reconsider the action. Otherwise, if
both boards affirmatively approve such action at such time as it is reported or decline to vote an
objection to the action within forty (40) calendar days, the action will stand.

Administrative supervision of the Director shall be provided jointly by the County
Administrator and the Division Superintendent, who shall consult on a regular basis to ensure that the
needs of the participants are met. Should the County Administrator and the Division Superintendent
be unable to resolve any conflict in the various needs of the participants, the Joint Administrative
Services Board shall decide upon the resolution of any such conflict.

Employees of the office shall operate under the personnel policies of the Clarke County Public
Schools.

SCOPE OF ACTIVITIES:

The Joint Administrative Services office shall be responsible for providing services in the
following areas:

Budgets; budget analysis; forecasting

Financial Accounting

Accounts Payable

Purchasing

Payroll and Benefits

Grants Management

Insurance

Information Technology Governance
Coordination

Clarke County Sanitary Authority Administrative Support

Fiscal Agency Services, as assigned

Duties of School Board Clerk, as assigned

In addition, the office shall provide financial management and advice to such other agencies as
may hereafter be included in this agreement.

The Director shall maintain a close working relationship with the County Treasurer and
Commissioner of the Revenue, and shall upon request of either, offer such advice and assistance as may
be appropriate, as determined by the Director or the Joint Administrative Services Board.




SEPARATION OF DATA — CONFIDENTIALITY

Information generated or compiled on behalf of a participating agency shall be maintained
separate and apart from that of other participating agencies. All requests for internal information of an
agency shall be directed to that agency's chief administrative officer and shall not be released without
the knowledge and permission of the agency. All relevant laws related to confidentiality and privacy
will be complied with, including those related to FERPA, witness protection, law enforcement,
attorney-client privilege, protection of personnel information, etc.

FUNDING:

Funding for the office shall be determined mutually by the Board of Supervisors and the School
Board and shall be in such amounts and in such proportion as may be agreed. Funding levels will be
agreed upon annually and shall run concurrently with the fiscal year.

LOCATION OF OFFICES:

The Board of Supervisors and the School Board agree to provide such space as can be made
available for purposes of this agreement, consistent with any changes recommended by the Director
and adopted by the Joint Administrative Services Board. The Board of Supervisors agrees to provide
permanent quarters for the office.

TERM OF AGREEMENT:
This agreement shall remain in full force and effect until superseded, or rescinded by either
party. The Board of Supervisors and the School Board agree that any decision to terminate this

" agreement will be communicated in writing prior to adoption of the annual budget and that any
termination will coincide with the end of the fiscal year.

This Memorandum of Agreement has been reviewed and is recommended for approval:




David L. Ash
County Administrator

Date:

Approved:

J. Michael Hobert, Chairman
Board of Supeivisors

Date:

Dr. Michael L. Murphy
Division Superintendent

Date:

Janet Alger, Chairman
School Board

Date:




PURPOSE:

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
between
CLARKE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
and
CLARKE COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD

Amending in its Entirety
A Similar Agreement Dated 12/22/1993

The purpose of this Memorandum of Agreement is to detail the terms, conditions,
responsibilities, and processes, to be agreed upon by the Clarke County Board of Supervisors and the
Clarke County School Board that provide for the establishment, funding, direction and control of an_
Adrmmstl atlveFmﬂﬁeiaJ: Servmes ogﬂice and the support staff and facilities necessary to provide

services to the Board of Supervisors, the School

Board and any subordmate agenc1es or ofﬁces hereafter included.

DIRECTION AND CONTROL:

| There is hereby established a Joint FinaneialAdministrative Services Board consisting of the
following five persons:

L.

5.

shall pelfonn the followmz funchons memewand

A member of the Clarke County Board of Supervisors appointed by the Chairman of the
Board of Supervisors.

A member of the Clarke County School Board appointed by the Chairman of the School
Board.

The Clarke County Administrator.
The Superintendent of Schools.

The Treasurer of Clarke County.

T hc J oint Fm&nem{Admlmsnatwe Sewmes Bomd shall meet &He&s%meﬁéh-ly—aﬂd—as-eﬁeﬂ—as—

eeas needed. The Board

Eemploy and regularly evaluate a Finanetal-Serviees-Offiees;Director.and-thereafier-
shall ’

Eestabhsh aﬂd—rewew—pohcy and p1 ocedure H

cer: Take action on

reeommendations-foremployees;-Ddevelop and recommend any revisions and additions
to this agreement determined to be necessary to ensure the continued fairness and




viability of this office.

6. Perform the dispute resolution function established in the Consolidated Maintenance
Management Agreement,

7. Provide Information Technology Governance, where determined to be in the best
interests of the County, by adopting standards and best practices. approving plans and
procurements, and making investment recommendations to the Board of Supervisors
and the School Board.

Decisions of the Joint Administrative Services Board shall be subject to review by the Clarke
County Board of Supervisors and the Clarke County School Board. If a majority of members of either
board votes an objection to an action within forty (40) calendar days of the meeting during which the
action is reported, the Joint Administrative Services Board will reconsider the action. Otherwise, if
both boards affirmatively approve such action at such time as it is reported or decline to vote an
objection to the action within forty (40) calendar days, the action will stand.

Administrative supervision of the Einaneiat-Serviees-OffieerDirector shall be provided jointly
by the County Administrator and the Division Superintendent, who shall consult on a regularseeldy-
basis to ensure that the finaneial needs of the participants are met. Should the County Administrator
and the Division Superintendent be unable to resolve any conflict in the various needs of the
participants, the Joint AdministrativeFineneial Services Board shall raledecide upon the resolution of
any such conflict.

Enlplovges of the office shall operate under the personnel policies of the Clarke County Public
Schools.

SCOPE OF ACTIVITIES:

The Joint AdministrativeEinaneia} Services office shall be responsible for providing aeeounting-
and-finaneial-management services in the following areas:

Budgets; budget analysis; forecasting
| Financial Accounting
Accounts Payable/Reeeivable
Purchasing
| Payroll and Benefits
Grants Management
Insurance
EDP Hardware/Seftware-Information Technology Governance
seleetion-and-operation Coordination
Clarke County Sanitary Authority Administrative Suppoit
Fiscal Agency Services, as assigned
Duties of School Board Clerk, as assigned

In addition, the office shall provide financial management and advice to such other agencies as
may hereafter be included in this agreement.

| The DirectorEinaneiat Serviees-Officer shall maintain a close working relationship with the




County Treasurer and Commissioner of the Revenue, and shall upon request of_either-theFreasurer,
offer such advice and assistance as may be appropriatedesired, as determined by the Director or the
Joint Administrative Services Board.

or compﬂed on behalf ofa pammpatmg agency shall be maintained separate and apart from that of
other participating agencies. All requests for internal information of an agency shall be directed to that
agency's chief administrative officer and shall not be released without the knowledge and permission of
the agency._ All relevant laws related to confidentiality and privacy will be complied with, including
those related to FERPA, witness protection, law enforcement, attorney-client privilege, protection of
personnel information, etc.

FUNDING:

| Euwture-Ffunding for the office shall be determined mutually by the Board of Supervisors and the
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School Board and shall be in such amounts and in such proportion as may be agreed. Funding levels
will be agreed upon annually and shall run concurrently with the fiscal year.

LOCATION OF OFFICES:

The Board of Supervisors and the School Board agree to provide such space as can be made
available for purposes of this agreement, consistent with any changes recommended by the Einaneial-
SeMees Dlrectoré)ﬁ-ieef and adopted by the Jomt Admxmstratlve}lm&ﬁeia} Serv1ces Boald qihe%eheel—

TERM OF AGREEMENT:

| This agreement shall remain in full force and effect until supereededsuperseded, or rescinded by
either party. The Board of Supervisors and the School Board agree that any decision to terminate this
agreement will be communicated in writing prior to adoption of the annual budget and that any
termination will coincide with the end of the fiscal year.

This Memorandum of Agreement has been reviewed and is recommended for approval:

f David L. Ash Dr. Michael L. MurphyBennis-W-Kelison
County Administrator Division Superintendent
Date: Date:
Approved:

J. Michael Hobert¥ohs-D-Hardestys, Chairman  ——————— D WilliamA-Heuelg
Janet Alger, Chairman Cheivman
Board of Supervisors School Board

Date: Date:
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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
ervors, 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
+ identity potential areas for business process improvement ,
o identify potential gaps between the organization’s goals and future enterprise solutions.

To add value to the assessxhent, 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 feris.

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

® » & 0

1t 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 successfil.
Stakeholders offered the following:

e 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.

e 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.

o Best Practices - As processes are potentially automated, there is a strong desire to
investigate best practices, and to move towards process-driven rather than technology-
driven 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 i 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

e 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 tevel. Without such executive support, the issues described above cannot be resolved, and
the County’s vision cannot be achieved. 4

Such commitment is no easy task. As in any organization, there will be competing priorities,
resource gonstraints, 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 muitiple departments or multiple business functions).

Exhibit 1: Clarke County’s Existing Enterprise Applications

Name of Application Platform Purpose

Bright (BAD) IBM AS/400 Tax and license revenue,
Treasurer A/R and G/L, tax
billing and management,
development rights database

ESRI ArcGIS Windows (18, Land Use, mapping

CAMRA (Stonewall IBM AS/400 Real Estate Assessment

Technologies)

Windoware (Superbase) Windows Building Department inspections
and permits

Zimbra Linux Server Email, calendaring

Southern Software Windows Sherriff case management and
911 dispatch

RecTrac (Vermont Systems) Linux Server Program and class registration
and cashiering

Xpert (Open RDA) Linux Servet/AIX Core financials, purchasing,
budgeting, personnel, leave
management, utility billing

Pearson PowerSchool School District administrative
functions

In addition to the enterprise systems listed above, the State of Virginia requires the use of some
function-specific systerns, 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 [ssues

Lack of Integration: |

County staff spends an excessive amount of manual effort combining data from multiple systems
to produce reports, provide decision suppost, 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 puli
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
1o 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 s‘gfstems (Microsoft Excel) excepting the monthly Account Manager report
produced around the 10" 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 tittle to no built in workflow
to automate business processes. For example, Treasury uses the Bright system and assessment

X
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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:

o 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

*» & & o ®

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 non-
value added activity occur in this group each month. Below are some examples:

o 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

o 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 Payahle, 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:

e 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.

Assessmients, 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 inferface 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 manuat 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 liours of time each month could
be saved through increased automation of Human Resource functions.

Analysis and Recommendations

In GFOA’s opinion, this atea 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 fécility 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 employes statfing for such uses.

Security systems use cameta 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), GFQA 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 Schoois 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
mainiain 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 staft 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. Zimibra 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 1T 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
feast part of the reason for lack of systems usage in the departinents 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. V

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
Jarger, 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 suppoited 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

[ l l |

. School County
N?gffgoi"d Deskiop Apps Enterprise Apps Appiications Appleations
phory And Data 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 third-
party 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 plamning 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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o 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 mode! -
above. In essence, the goal of this recommendation is to ensure that the 1T 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 over-
utilization or “bumout”.

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 ESRD’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 fo 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

Stummary

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 paper-
based 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 enviromment continue to grow.

GFOA urges the County to consider investigating document management systems as a long-term
solution to the issues raised here.

Schools

Swmmary

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 mnanual 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

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 $13.125 $157,500
$45 $16,875 $202,500
$55 $20,625 $247,500
$65 $24,375 $292,500
$75 28,126 $337,500

400 $35 $14,000 $168,000
$45 $18,000 $216,000
$55 $22,000 $264,000
$65 $26,000 $312,000
$75 $30,000 $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 Enviromment: 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, ¢tc.) independently.
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4. Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) Strategy: The County could purchase and
implement a fully-integrated ERP system.

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 systeins and processes presented
operational issues or opportunities for improvement. Tt 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 comsidered 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, cutrent 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, continning 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 aitract 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 t6 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 yeat.

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 1o 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.

o 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.

e 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 usess 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

e Review the policy or procedure to understand its initial purpose and operational
implications

e Prioritize those processes with the most opportunity for increased effectiveness and
efficiency, reduced costs, or better citizen or employee service

e Use a cross-functional team to develop recommended process improvements, and obtain
" the required approvals for implementation
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o 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.

e 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 rtesources to the cwrent software platforms catries 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:

o Itis likely temporary, as the technology risks will remain
o  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.

o 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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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 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.

Of particular concern with this sirategy 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 siaff 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

Tnitial 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

GFOA Report to Clarke County, Virginia Page 28 of 53




among applications within the ERP. Data is only stored once and the same data accessed by users
throughout the organization.

Use of Modein 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 jncorporated 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 I 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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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 1T 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 post-
implementation 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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