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 DRAFT
MEETING MINUTES

Joint Schools Working Committee
A Joint Committee of the

School Board of Stafford County and the
Stafford County Board of Supervisors

November 5, 2020    5:30 p.m.
Board Chambers

1300 Courthouse Road    Stafford, Virginia 22554

I. Call to Order

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m.  The following committee members were present:

Supervisor Meg Bohmke (Falmouth District),
School Board Member Dr. Sarah Chase (Falmouth District),
School Board Member Holly Hazard (Hartwood District),
Supervisor Cindy Shelton (Aquia District), - arrived at 5:37 p.m.
Supervisor Crystal Vanuch (Rock Hill District), and
School Board Member R. Pamela Yeung (Garrisonville District)

II. Approval of July 29, 2020 Meeting Minutes 

Ms. Yeung noted that Susan Randall attended the July 29, 2020 meeting instead of Dr. Sarah 
Chase in committee member Holly Hazard’s stead.

Ms. Vanuch motioned, seconded by Dr. Chase to approve the  July 29, 2020 minutes to include 
the correction noted by Ms. Yeung.  The motion passed unanimously.  Ms. Hazard noted she 
would abstain from voting because she did not attend the July 29, 2020 JSWC meeting.

Ms. Hazard remarked that printed copies of the Per Pupil Report generated by the State was 
provided at the dais as background information for discussion at a future JSWC meeting.

Ms. Bohmke remarked that she and Ms. Hazard had discussed that the length of JSWC meetings 
would be kept to only an hour or an hour and 15 minutes.  She also noted that handouts that 
were issued at today’s meeting would only be discussed if time allowed.

III. Education Spending/Investment

Ms. Andrea Light, Budget Division Director presented an overview about Stafford County’s 
Investment in Schools and highlighted the following information: 
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 All Stafford County Public Schools are accredited by the State of Virginia

 Stafford County ranks the 9th highest total dollar local contribution 
compared to 94 Counties

 Stafford County ranks the 7th highest total dollar expenditures compared 
to 94 Counties

 Stafford County has the lowest total dollar sales tax per pupil compared to 
all comparative jurisdictions

 Stafford County has the lowest composite index compared to all 
comparative jurisdictions

 VDOE input measurers

 Composite index and required local effort

 Comparative localities per pupil

 Comparative Localities output measure

 Board’s investment in Schools

 Local School operating transfer 

Dr. Chase commented that the correlation between the rate of graduates and the amount of 
local funding seemed to show an advantage for students in other counties.  Ms. Light responded 
that it was easy to see the correlation between those data points, but the composite index played 
an important part in that effort.  

Discussion ensued about how the composite index was calculated.   Ms. Light stated that the 
composite index was calculated by the true value of real property weighted at 50%, adjusted 
growth income weighted at 40%, and taxable retail sale weighted at 10%.

Dr. Chase inquired if it was correct that Stafford was where it was on the composite index 
because the people that live in Stafford made substantially more money than the people in some 
of the other localities.  Ms. Light responded that Stafford has a lower composite index and that 
she expects that on the next biennial the composite index would continue to rise because 
Stafford’s median income ranks number one when compared to our comparative jurisdictions.  
She stated that the make-up of Stafford was starting to change and would be reflected in our 
composite index.  As the composite index rises and to keep up with the SOQ standards, there 
would need to be continued investment.    

Mr. Chris Fulmer, SCPS Assistant Superintendent of Finance and Administration remarked that 
several elements go into the composite index that keep Stafford’s index lower.  He stated poverty 
levels affect our federal income and Stafford was not very high on the federal income because 
our poverty levels were not as high as compared to other localities.  He stated that we do not 
receive very much federal revenue because of our poverty levels and we could not control our 
State revenue because it was based on the calculation template from the State.

Ms. Bohmke commented that hopefully the census would give Stafford more money, but when 
looking at the federal component those dollars would be very small.
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Ms. Hazard inquired about the timeline of when the data from the census would be received with 
regards to receiving funds that Stafford was entitled to from those areas considered to be at the 
poverty level.  Mr. Presley responded that staff made a concerted effort to target those areas. 

Ms. Vanuch commented that she often received questions from constituents asking why the 
income level in Stafford was so high, but the per pupil expenditures was so low.  She asked Ms. 
Light to explain how local government collected taxes and how the State contributes income 
taxes to Stafford.  Ms. Light explained that there are no local or county income taxes.  All income 
taxes go to the State.  The State distributes the income taxes for their priorities.  Stafford’s tax 
base was real estate, which was about 60% of revenues and personal property tax.  Our real 
estate revenues are impacted by the number of 100% Disabled Veterans.  Stafford has a very 
disproportionate number of 100% Disabled Veterans compared to other localities.  Virginia has 
about 10% Veterans in the state, which is much higher than other states because of the great 
benefits Virginia offered.   Stafford’s Veteran Relief is budgeted at about $8.6M per year.  
Personal Property Tax is about $42M per year.  She stated there was not a connection between 
the composite index and income level in what Stafford gets in funding.

Dr. Chase asked if the recent referendum on Motor Vehicle tax would affect Stafford.  Ms. Light 
responded that it would not affect Stafford because Stafford had already opted to participate in 
this legislation several years ago. 

Ms. Hazard commented about a Congestion Relief Fee that is used in northern Virginia and 
suggested that it could be something that staff examined to generate additional funding.  

IV. Per Pupil Expenditures Review

Mr. Fulmer presented an overview about Per Pupil Expenditures (PPE) and highlighted the 
following information:

 How PPE are calculated

 Total and Local Per Pupil Comparisons

 Local Per Pupil History and Comparison

 Impacts of Reduced PPE

 Teacher Scale Comparison

 Uniform Salary Scale

 Compensation Targets

Ms. Bohmke asked how many teachers were lost to peer localities.  Dr. Chase remarked that the 
School Board does not have a way of tracking how many high quality teachers the Schools never 
receives.  Mr. Fulmer stated that currently, there are approximately 85 licensed staff vacancies.  
Ms. Bohmke asked how did Stafford’s vacancies compare to other School divisions.  Mr. Fulmer 
replied that it would vary based on the size of the schools.  Dr. Chase stated that some of it could 
be driven by the pandemic.   

Ms. Shelton referenced the graph on slide 7 and commented that from her perspective it 
appeared that Arlington County was less efficient than Stafford County because of their 
expenditures to graduates in comparison to slide 6 where it appears that Arlington County was 
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better and was spending more money to get the level of graduates that they have.   Mr. Fulmer 
responded that graduates and SOL scores are great targets.  He said that Stafford was achieving 
those accomplishments on the backs of our teachers, that our teachers were not paid 
appropriately, and that was what was keeping the per pupil expenditures much lower.

Dr. Scott Kizner, SCPS Superintendent commented that there was no relationship between the 
on-time graduation and per pupil expenditures.  He stated we should not compare Stafford 
Schools with other schools that have higher numbers of pupils that have free and reduced lunch 
and that have English Learner students.  Because of our community and demographics it was not 
difficult to be above State average.  He stated that the PPE for every school system was not to 
the child, but was really to the adult.  85% of every school system’s budget was for the adults; 
either for salaries and/or for benefits.  The PPE conversation does not address test scores or on-
time graduations.

He noted that with regards to the question asked earlier about how Schools are funded locally, 
he remarked that the Schools are funded by the personal property taxes.  The sales tax was how 
the State funds were obtained.  When higher income residents live in the community, the 
correlation would be that there are higher priced homes which equates to higher taxes paid.  The 
way School systems are funded at the local level was through personal property taxes, which was 
primarily a real estate tax.  The State level was funded through sales tax.

Mr. Fred Presley, County Administrator asked Mr. Fulmer if he could explain to the Board the 
impact of using a Teacher Pay Scale similar to the Public Safety Pay Scale.  Mr. Fulmer explained 
that staff planned to present a pay scale to the School’s FAB and School Board similar to the one 
the County did for the Public Safety Pay Scale.  He remarked they were inspired by the approach 
that the County did and how the County was able to do it on a short term.  He stated the Teacher’s 
Pay Scale might not get done in one year.  If they targeted getting to the average of Prince William 
County and Spotsylvania County, they would aim implementing the Teacher Pay Scale at a 
multiple year approach.

Ms. Vanuch asked what would the annual cost be get all of the teachers to where they would 
need to be on the Teacher Pay Scale.  Mr. Fulmer responded that it would be about $1.5M to 
move them up a step each year. 

Ms. Vanuch asked how would that correlate with a State pay increase.  Mr. Fulmer explained that 
it would be done the way Prince William County does it because they receive step increases and 
a COLA.  If the State gave a 5% increase for everyone, Prince William would give staff a 3.5% 
increase and a 1.5% COLA increase.

Ms. Bohmke commented that to discuss things that are relevant with regards to the local 
comparisons, she felt that the following localities should be removed as a comparison locality:  
James City, Arlington, Alexandria, and the City of Fredericksburg.   She stated that those locations 
were not relevant to the conversation about comparatives.

Ms. Shelton commented that we should finalize what the subset of comparative localities should 
be.  She said we might need to modify them to adapt to the School’s perspective.  She stated it 
would be good to have that moving forward to ensure that the same thing was discussed by each 
Board.   Mr. Fulmer cautioned that the localities should be localities that Stafford was in 
competition with hiring the same set of teachers.
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Dr. Kizner remarked that Stafford Schools only uses Spotsylvania County, Prince William County, 
and Fairfax  County school systems as comparative localities because it was Stafford’s 
competitive market.  He sated the comparison list used in the presentation was used so it would 
be consistent with what the County used.

Ms. Yeung commented that both Boards should ensure that the same variables were used so that 
both Boards would know that they were reviewing the same information.

Ms. Hazard commented that she was less concerned about being compared to other localities, 
but was more concerned that the local per pupil contribution had decreased.  She stated the 
Boards needed to discuss what it would take to make sure the per pupil local number did not 
decrease. 

Ms. Vanuch remarked that when she was on the Planning Commission, she had met with School 
staff and had a difficult time getting data on enrollment numbers.  She inquired if there was a 
way to look at where the enrollment numbers had increased in Stafford and if the projected 
amounts of proffers that were being received from developers were accurate.  She stated she 
thought this would be a great area where both Boards could work together to identify that 
information.

Ms. Hazard commented that when she was on the Planning Commission, Mr. Scott Mayausky 
completed a document about a comparison of new neighborhoods to old neighborhoods with 
regards to projections of the number of houses that had been turned over by the initial owners.  
It was designed to validate the number of families with children that moved into new 
developments.

Ms. Bohmke asked Ms. Light and Mr. Fulmer to meet to figure out what the comparison 
jurisdictions would be for only the School presentations.

V. COCA

Ms. Hazard commented that this agenda item was requested as an effort to explore moving 
Stafford from the 25% market to the 50% market.  She stated she understood that there were 
challenges with this, but would hate to lose potential funding because of the many things that 
move Stafford out of the current category it is in.  She remarked that she thought this would be 
a good area that could be considered jointly by the Boards.

Ms. Bohmke remarked that the Board could work with the School Board from a legislative 
standpoint.  Mr. Presley responded that this item had consistently been on the Board’s legislative 
agenda.  He commented that due to the new legislature, this item had lost a lot of steam, but 
that staff would continue to be open to opportunities to push it forward. 

Dr. Kizner commented that this was an example of when the lower composite index was to 
Stafford’s advantage.

Ms. Bohmke asked if there were any other legislative items that School Board members would 
like to discuss.  Ms. Hazard remarked there was concern among school divisions about cutting 
the ADM.  She asked if the Board could keep an eye on that item so that Stafford could receive 
as much of the State funding as possible.
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VI. CIP Overview and Student Growth

Ms. Hazard noted that a Student Accommodation Report would be sent to the Board and the 
Planning Commission.

Ms.  Bohmke asked the JSWC members if they were amenable to the meeting continuing until 
7:00 p.m. The members all agreed to continue the meeting until 7:00 p.m. and to  defer any 
remaining agenda items until the next JSWC meeting.

Mr. Fulmer reported that the Student Accommodation Report and the CIP Report were very 
detailed and asked the Board to review those reports at their leisure.   He stated that the Student 
Accommodation Report detailed the projections and dug down into what trends the Schools 
were seeing.  He highlighted the following School Board Recommended Large Capital Projects for 
FY2021:

- High School #6
- Elementary School #18
- Drew Middle School Renovations
- Middle Schools Capacity
- ECSE Capacity
- North Stafford Fine Arts Wing

He mentioned the first four items on the 3R Infrastructure listing were funded.  The remaining 
items were unfunded and would be pushed to the following year in hopes that a funding source 
would be found.  He stated there were about $40M of unfunded items cumulative over the ten 
year CIP for 3R Infrastructure Replacement or new items.

Dr. Chase asked if the FY2021 unfunded amount of $2.6 M that was on page 19 of the 
presentation included the $5.8M that was on page 20 of the FY2022 unfunded amount.  Mr. 
Fulmer replied that it did not include the $2.6M amount and that it was not a cumulative amount.

Ms. Bohmke asked if there had been any thought about repurposing the Drew Middle School 
building for something else and to use the Cliff Farms property to build a new middle school.  
She inquired if Stafford Middle School was over capacity due to the growth in that area.

Dr. Chase responded that there had not been discussion about the use of the Cliff Farms property 
to build a new middle school.  She stated that Dixon-Smith has quite a bit of space and Cliff Farms 
was not very far from Dixon-Smith.  She stated that when the elementary school redistricting 
was done, no one from Stafford Elementary wanted to come down to Grafton Elementary.  
Residents did not want to drive south because they drove north for their job.  Dr. Chase stated 
the School Board could still take a look at that option.

Ms. Bohmke posed the question that in light of COVID-19, were there students that loved virtual 
learning and would like to only be in a virtual learning setting.  She stated that people are having 
conversations in the United States about looking at other alternatives .

Ms. Hazard commented that 70% of the schools are over 20 years old.  She stated that Stafford 
needed to preserve the great buildings that we have and should continue to keep investing in 
the 3R facilities.

Ms. Bohmke asked if the School Board would be interested in presenting their CIP at the 
November 19 CIP Budget Work Session or schedule a date in December.  Ms. Hazard responded 
that she would need to poll the School Board members to determine their availability.
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VII. Potential Agenda Items for the Next Meeting

Ms. Bohmke polled members about scheduling the next JSWC meeting and a review of follow-up 
items from today’s meeting.

The following items were identified:

- Where the student growth was and if it matched the projected number of 
households/common variables

- Ms. Light and Mr. Fulmer would meet to determine the School Divisions comparison 
localities

- Legislative initiatives:  COCA and ADM
- Follow-up on the Congestion Relief Fee

The members agreed to schedule the next JSWC meeting on Wednesday, December 9 at 5:30 
p.m. in the Board Chambers.

VIII. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 7:04 p.m.
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