
Agenda Item No. III.B. 
July 19, 2000 

A COMPARISON OF PAY FOR 
NONSCHOOLBASED POSITIONS IN THE 

FAIRFAX COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
TO MARKET NORMS ESTABLISHED BY 

THE COUNTY PAY STUDY AND 
NEIGHBORING SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

A report by the Fairfax County 
School Board Auditor 

July 19,2000 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Executive Summary 

Description of the County Pay Study Process 

Comparison of FY 2001 Fairfax County Public Schools Pay 
to the Weighted Market Survey Responses 

Comparison of County Pay for Fiscal Year 2001 for 
Benchmark Positions with Counterparts in 
Fairfax County Public Schools 

Comparison of Pay Scale Structures 

The Differences in Organizational Structure Between the 
Fairfax County Government and Fairfax County Public Schools 

Comparisons to Neighborhood School Districts 

Summary of Data Indicating Pay 5% or More Below the Average 

Policy Implications 

Page 

1 

2 



Executive Summary 

The Fairfax County government engaged the services of the firm of Deloitte and Touche LLP 
to conduct a pay study in the summer of 1999. A total of 17 area employers participated, 
including 2 federal agencies, 4 corporations, and 11 organizations representing the local 
government environment. 

There were 101 benchmark positions selected for use in the survey, out of a total of 694 on 
Fairfax's files. The Fairfax County Public Schools responded to the survey with respect to 23 
of these positions. 

The County's pay was found to be below market norms for 88 positions and above average 
for 8, with insufficient responses for the other 5. The County was below the market by 5% or 
more for 69 of the jobs. Positions which were 5% or more below market were recommended 
for upward reclassification. Nearly 314 of the County's positions were upgraded, and about 
30% were raised by 2 grades or more. 

Based on the County's methodology, 6 of the 23 FCPS positions surveyed would have 
qualified for an upgrade. 

The County used the pay data to implement revised pay scales on July 1,2000, in conjunction 
with the introduction of a Pay per Performance system. Discrete pay steps were eliminated, 
and a system of annual percentage increments of 0,3,5, or 7%, based on employee 
performance, was installed. For most grades in the pay scale, minimum pay is set at a level 
25% below the midpoint, with maximum pay 25% over the midpoint. 

Six additional FCPS positions with reasonably close counterparts among the County's 
benchmark positions, were added to the original list of 23 for purposes of this study. The 29 
positions were compared to the results of the Deloitte and Touche survey, to the County's FY 
2001 pay scales, and to other school districts around the region. In addition, 15 FCPS 
positions affiliated with the school district environment were added in when comparisons 
were made to other districts. One position, Warehouse Supervisor, consistently showed as 
underpaid at the minimum, midpoint, and maximum levels. The comparison of director pay 
for FCPS to that of Fairfax County is complicated by differences in organizational structures. 
Many directors at the County level perform functional roles viewed as in between those of the 
school district's directors and those of the Leadership Team members. 

There is a greater tendency for FCPS positions to fall below market pay norms at the 
minimum steps than at the midpoints or maximums. The total percentage increase in pay 
from the minimum to the maximum point is higher for FCPS than for most employers. In 
particular, the midpoint pay at FCPS is 37.6% higher than its minimum point, compared to a 
spread of just 33.3% for the County scale. If pay comparability between the two 
organizations is a high priority, there may need to be consideration given to compressing the 
pay in the lower half of FCPS's grades, in order to more closely approximate the County's 
slope. 



Description of the County Pay Study Process 

The comprehensive pay study performed by the Fairfax County government was conducted 
by the firm of Deloitte and Touche LLP. The survey process commenced in the summer of 
1999 and culminated that fall. The following 17 employers participated: 

Washington Metropolitan Transit Authority 
Fairfax County Water Authority 
Prince George's County Library 
Psychiatric Rehabilitation Services, Inc. 
American Management Systems, Inc. 
City of Alexandria 
Loudoun County Government 
Fairfax County Public Schools 
Prince William County 
Arlington County Schools 
Arlington County Government 
Montgomery County Government 
BTG 
National Capital Planning Commission 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
US.  Geological Survey 
Dewbeny and Davis 

Eleven of the respondents represented the local government environment, while two were 
federal agencies and four were corporations. In addition, the consultant used information 
culled from recent surveys conducted on behalf of the Washington Sanitary Sewer 
Commission (WSSC) and the District of Columbia government. Finally, seven regional and 
national survey sources of wage data were incorporated. 

The consultant computed survey salary averages using a position weighted technique. For 
example, if Employer A reported that it had 10 computer programmers and Employer B had 1, 
then the pay at Employer A would count 10 times as heavily as the pay at Employer B when 
the "market pay" was calculated. 

There are 694 distinguishable job types used by Fairfax County. It would have been 
impractical to conduct a market survey for every one of them. Instead, it was decided to 
concentrate on 101 benchmark positions. The pay for the other 593 jobs could then be set 
based on their hierarchical relationship to the benchmark positions. Employers responding to 
the survey provided data relevant to whichever benchmark positions were believed to have 



matches in their own organizations. Responses from the Fairfax County Public Schools 
covered 23 positions. The list of benchmark jobs is shown below, with the 23 school district 
positions in bold: 

Account Clerk I1 
Accountant I1 
Animal Warden I 
Assistant County Attorney IV 
Auditor 111 
Automotive Mechanic 11 
Budget Analyst I1 
Budget Analyst IV 
Business Tax Specialist I1 
Buyer I1 
Chief of Police 
Claims Specialist 
Clerical Specialist 
Clerk Typist I1 
Clinic Room Aide 
Combination Inspector 
Computer Operator I11 
Correctional Health Nurse I 
Deputy Sheriff Corporal 
Deputy Sheriff I 
Director, Equipment Management Transportation Agency (Vehicle Services) 
Electrician I 
Engineer I1 
Engineer IV 
Engineering Tech I1 
Environment Health Specialist I1 
Executive Director MHMR Services Board 
Facility Attendant I 
Firefighter 
Heavy Equipment Operator 
Housing/Comrnunity Developer I1 
Housing Services Specialist I1 
Human Resources Director 
Human Service Worker I1 
Industrial Electrician I1 
Information Officer I1 
Information Systems Auditor 
Investment Manager 
Labor Crew Chief 
Laborer I1 
Legal Records/Services Manager 



Legal Secretary I1 
Librarian I 
Librarian 111 
Library Aide 
Library Assistant I1 
Maintenance Trade Helper I1 
Management Analyst I1 
Management Analyst IV 
Mental Health Therapist I1 
Mental Health Therapist 111 
Naturalist I11 
NetworkiTelecommunications Analyst I1 
Nurse Practitioner 
Outreach Worker I1 
Park Specialist I 
Personnel Analyst I1 
Personnel Analyst IV 
Physical Therapist I1 
Planner IV 
Plant Operator I1 
Police Communications Assistant I1 
Police Officer 11 
Police Sergeant 
Print Shop Operator I1 
Probation Counselor I1 
Probation Supervisor I 
Producer/Director 
Production Control Specialist I1 
Program Manager 
Programmer Analyst I1 
Programmer Analyst IV 
Public Health Doctor 
Public Health Lab Technologist 
Public Health Nurse I1 
Public Health Nutritionist 
Public Safety Communicator 111 
Public Service Worker I 
Purchasing and Supply Director 
Recreation Assistant 
Recreation Specialist I1 
School Crossing Guard 
Secretary I 
Secretary I11 
Senior Assistant County Attorney 
Senior Building Inspector 



Senior Engineering Inspector 
Senior Motor Mechanic Supervisor 
Senior Real Estate Appraiser 
Senior Zoning Inspector 
Social Work Supervisor 
Social Worker I1 
Substance Abuse Counselor I 
Substance Abuse Counselor I11 
Supervising Public Health Nurse 
Transportation Planner I 
Transportation Planner IV 
Truck Driver 
Utility Worker 
Warehouse Supervisor 
Warehouse Worker-Driver 

Results of the Benchmark Position Survey 

The chart, "OPS Market Pricing Comparison (Weighted), Fairfax County compared to All 
Survey Sources," shows how Fairfax County's pre-survey pay scales compared to market 
averages for the various benchmark positions. For 36 of the positions, there were 3 or fewer 
employers sending in survey responses. The chart compares the midpoint of the old FY 2000 
pay range available for each position in Fairfax County to the market average. The "Ratio" 
column summarizes how the Fairfax pay compared to these averages. For example, the ratio 
of ".890" for the Chief of Police indicates that Fairfax's pay was 11% below the market 
average for this position, at least at the midpoint of the pay range. The ratio of 1.145 shown 
for "School Crossing Guard" means that Fairfax's midpoint pay for this position exceeded the 
market norm by 14.5%. Only 96 of the benchmark positions are shown on the chart, since 
there were insufficient survey responses for the other 5. Of the 96 positions shown, Fairfax 
ranked below the market average for 88, and at or above for 8. Fairfax was below the market 
by 5% or more for 69 of the jobs. Only 1 position exceeded the market by more than 5%. 

Develoument of a New Pay Scale for FY 2001 Using the Market Survey 

Simultaneously with the conduct of the market survey, a process called "profiling" took place. 
The purpose of the profile process was to rate and measure each of the County's 694 job 
classes on a common scale in order to be able to apply the market data for the benchmark 
positions to arrive at recommended pay for all the nonsurveyed jobs. The profiles rated jobs 
based on the types of knowledge and skills required to perform them. The factors used in 
developing the ratings included: 

Business or local government knowledge; 
Equipment or hardware used, installed, or maintained; 
Level of mathematics used; 
Computer software use; 
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# o f  Fairfax Market M i d p o i n t  
Posi t ion C o d e  & Tit le  Sources Incumb. Intumh. FFX %idpaint Variance Ratio 

034 Exec. Dir. MHIMRIADS Board 3 I I I $89,317 596,396 ($7,079) 0.921 

035 Human Resources Director 20 I 42 589.317 5102,706 ($13,389) 0.870 

036 Purchasing And Supply Director 

031 Budget Analyst IV 

038 Budget Analyst I1 6 7 35 $49,506 $53.996 (54,490) 0.911 

039 Personnel Analyst 1V (Principal HR Consultant) 6 7 17 565.801 $74.189 ($8.389) 0.881 

040 Personnel Analyst I1 (HR Consultant) I2 10 141 $49,506 $53,826 ($4,320) 0.920 

041 Informatian Officer 11 5 I5 14 547,244 552.81 1 ($5,568) 0.895 

042 Management Analysl IV 3 28 3 $65.801 $76,861 ($1 1,066) 0.856 

043 Management Analyst I1 

044 Auditor 111 

045 Information Systems Auditor 2 2 3 $57,067 $63,703 ($6.635) 0.896 

046 lnrestment Manager  

041 Accountant 11 

048 Account Clerk 11 

049 Claims Specialist 

050 Senior Real Estate Appraiser 3 25 14 552,001 $56,316 ($4,314) 0.923 

051 Business Tax Specialist 11 

052 P r o d u c ~ r I D i r ~ c t a r  

053 Computer Operator  111 

054 Production Control Specialist 11 3 2 3 $31.173 $36,997 ($5.824) 0.843 

055 Buyer 11 4 9 I2 $47.244 $50,060 (52.817) 0.944 

056 \\'arehouse Supenisor  6 9 7 535,773 $43,046 (57,274) 0.831 

051 \\'arehouse Worker .  Driver 6 7 45 $27,123 $32,288 (55,165) 0.840 

058 Y p t w o r b l T ~ I ~ c o m m u n i c a t i ~ n s  Analyst I1 8 27 67 $57,061 $56.449 $618 1.011 

059 Programmer Analyst I1 9 32 1296 554,535 $57,226 ($2,692) 0.953 

060 Programmer Analyst IV 

061 Clerical Spr ia l i s t  

062 Clerk Typist I1 

063 Secretary I11 

064 Secretary I 

065 Legal Secretary I1 

066 Environmental Health Specialist 11 3 30 38 $43.027 549.791 ($6,764) 0.864 

061 Xurre Practitioner 3 7 7 557.067 555,160 51.907 1.035 

* Compensa t ion  d a t a  (Market S a l a r i e s  and  M i d p o i n t s )  a r e  we igh ted  based  on t h e  n u m b e r  o f  i n c u m b e n t s  f o r  e a c h  piece o f s u r v e y  data. 
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# o f  Fair fax  Marke t  \ l i d p o i n t  
Pos i t i on  C o d e  & T i t l e  Snurces  Incumb. Jncumb. F F X  31idpoint .\larket Var iance  Rat io  

S"pervising Publ ic  Hea l th  Nurse  

Clinic Room Aide 

Physical The rap i s t  I 1  

Public Heal th  Nutr i t ionis t  

Publ ic  Heal th  L a b o r a t o r y  Technologist  

L ib ra r i an  111 

L ib ra r i an  I 

L ib ra ry  Assistant 11 

L ib ra ry  Aide  

\ I m l a l  Heal tb  The rap i s t  111 

Mental Health The rap i s t  11 

Substance  Abuse  Counselor  111 

Substance Abuse  Counselor  11 

Senior  Assistaot Coun ty  At torney 

Assistant County At torney 

Engineer  1V 

Engineer  I1  

Engineering Technician I1  

Senior Engineering Inspector  

Heavy Equipment  O p e r a t o r  

T r u c k  Driver  

Senior Motor  3 l echan ic  Supervisor  

u t 0 m o I i v e  .!l echanic 11 

P r in t  Shop  Ope ra to r  11 

Electrician I 

\ l a in t enanw T r a d e  Helper  I1 

Plant  Ope ra to r  11 

Industrial  Eiectriclan 11 

Labor  Crew Chief 

Lsbe re r  11 

Utility \\'orker 

Public Health Nurse 11 

* C o m p e n s a t i o n  d a t a  (.\larl\rt S a l a r i e s  a n d  M i d p o i n t s )  a r e  w e i g h t e d  b a s e d  o n  t h e  n u m b e r  of  i n c u m b e n t s  f o r  each p iece  of s u r v e y  d a t a .  
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# o f  Fairfax M a r k e t  Midpoint  
Position C o d e  & Title  Sources lncumb. Incumb. FFX >lidpeint M a r k e t  Variance Ratio 

Total Weighted jq jdpokt 
Incumb. Variance: Fairfar 

5086 (54.103) Incumbent  
Average:  Weighted: 

O w a l l :  ! 0.919 i 0.926 ! 

* Comprnsation data (!+larkel Salaries  and !+lidpoints) are weighted based on the n u m b e r  o f  incumbents  f o r  each piece of  survey data. 
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Physical demands; 
Environmental conditions; 
Mechanical or trade skills; 
Interaction or communication; 
Training; 
Planning or prioritizing; 
Analysis or problem-solving; 
Public safety or community order; 
Nature of decisions; 
Leadership responsibility; 
Direct or indirect reporting relationships; 
Types of classes managed; 
Financial accountability. 

Since the County decided to implement a pay for performance system on July 1,2000, the 
new scale was designed without traditional step increments. Instead, the midpoint pay for a 
given grade was established, and then the minimum pay for the grade was set at a level 25% 
below the midpoint. Similarly, the maximum salary for the grade was set at a level 25% 
higher than the midpoint. In a few cases, for the lowest grades on the scale, the range was 
more than this. Under the provisions of the Pay for Performance program, it is possible for an 
outstanding worker earning the maximum allowable salary to earn an additional lump sum 
bonus of 5%. County officials currently estimate that 10-15% of eligible employees will earn 
such a bonus. 

No County jobs were downgraded based on the results of the pay study. A "5% discount 
factor" was used to determine upward grade reclassifications: in other words, jobs which - 
were below the market by less than 5% were not upgraded. At the completion of the appeals 
process, the status of grade reclassifications among the various job classes was as follows: 

Increase % of Classes Number of Classes 

0 grades 27.3% 
1 grade 43.0% 
2 grades 23.0% 
3 grades 6.3% 
4 grades 0.4% 

Each employee receiving an increase of a grade saw an additional pay hike of 2% (in addition 
to the 2.5% COLA) as of July 1. Employees in job classes raised 2-4 grades got an additional 
pay increase of 4%. Of course, there are some job classes with only one incumbent, while 



others may represent hundreds of workers. Therefore, it may also be of interest to see how 
many employees were actually impacted by grade changes: 

Increase % of Emplovees Number of Emplovees 

0 grades 32.6% 3,896 
1 grade 45.5% 5,438 
2 grades 17.7% 2,113 
3 grades 3.8% 457 
4 grades 0.4% 3 

About 2 out of every 3 employees received upgrades. 

Effective July 1, 2000, the County is also establishing a new Senior Management 
Compensation System. This system applies to 20 department heads and Assistants to the 
County Executive, all of whom serve without the protections of the merit system. These 
individuals are placed on the "E-scale," as opposed to the County's traditional "S" scale. 
Each position's pay scale is capped at a level 25% higher than the midpoint, just as the 
formula for the "S" scale does. For Fiscal Year 2000, Senior Managers will receive a 2.5% 
COLA and be eligible for a performance-based increase of 0-7% to be awarded on 
September 1, after fiscal year agency budget and performance measure results are reviewed. 
Leave accruals are standardized for Senior Managers at 26 days of annual leave, 13 days of 
sick leave, and no compensatory time. A policy on severance benefits for such individuals 
has also been developed, in recognition that they do not have the same job protections as 
merit employees. Senior Managers separated by administrative action and not dismissed for 
cause may receive up to 16 weeks of severance pay, at the County Executive's discretion. 
Such individuals may also participate in County healthllife insurance benefits at regular 
employee contribution rates for up to 6 months or until they obtain subsequent employment, 
whichever comes first. 



Comparison of FY 2001 Fairfax County Public Schools Pay 
to the Weighted Market Survey Responses 

What are the implications of the County Pay Study for the Fairfax County Public Schools? 
The first step in assessing this is to examine the 23 benchmark positions for which the school 
district submitted input to the survey. The 23 positions, incidentally, represent 2.8% of the 
816 different types of nonschoolbased jobs in the school distkt. The next chart portrays 
these benchmark positions, with the County job titles shown first, followed by the titles of the 
school district positions viewed as comparable. The market midpoint pay calculated in Fiscal 
Year 2000 has been increased by 3% to arrive at suitable FY 2001 figures. The national 
inflation rate has been roughly 3% over the past year. The midpoint of the salary scale for 
each FCPS position is compared to the relevant market midpoint and the ratio is shown in the 
far right hand column. Ratios deviating from the market by more than 5% are boIded. For the 
23 positions involved: 

2 have midpoint pay more than 10% below the market; 
4 have midpoints 510% below the market; 
7 have midpoints 0-5% below the market; 
6 have midpoints 0-5% above the market; 
4 have midpoints more than 10% over the market. 

For 4 positions, FCPS submitted survey input along with a notation that the positions reported 
appeared to be significantly more complex in scope than the positions described in the survey. 
These jobs were the Computer Network Engineer 11, the Programmer Analyst 11, the Industrial 
Electrician I, and the Industrial Electrician 11. The first two jobs showed as over the market 
by 13 and 15.9%, respectively, but this may be misleading if FCPS versions of the job are 
more complex. The electrician jobs showed as slightly above the survey norms. If these 
FCPS jobs are in fact significantly more challenging than the ones being reported on, their pay 
could actually be below average. 

If the County approach is used, whereby a 5% discount factor is first applied prior to 
assigning upgrades, then 6 of the 23 positions would appear to be candidates for upgrades: 

Director 11, School Operations 
Coordinator I11 (as compared to Management Analyst IV) 
Warehouse Supervisor 
Warehouse Worker-Driver 
Coordinator I11 (as compared to Engineer IV) 
Truck Driver 

Before drawing stronger conclusions, however, there are a few other ways the data might be 
examined. 



FY 2000 Weighted Market Survey Responses, Inflated by 3%. versus FY 2001 FCPS pay 

County 
Position 

Purchasing and Supply Dlrector 

Budget Analyst IV 

Personnel Analyst IV 

Personnel Analyst II 

lnformation Officer II 

Management Analyst IV 

Management Analyst iI 

Acountant II 

Acwunt Clerk II 

ProducerIDirector 

Computer Operator ill 

Warehouse Supervisor 

Warehouse Worker-Driver 

Networklleiecommunlcalions Analyst II 

ProgrammerIAnalyst II 

Clerical Specialist 

Secretary Ill 

Secretary I 

Engineer IV 

Engineer II 

Truck Driver 

Electrician I 

Industrial Electrician II 

FCPS Number of Market FCPS 
Position Employers Midpoint Midpoint 

Responding 

Director II, School Supply Operations 

Coordinator Ill 

Coordinator Ill 

Financlal Analyst II 

lnformation Officer Ii 

Coordinator Ill 

Management Analyst iI 

Accounting Analyst II 

Technical Office Assistant Ill 

ProducerIDirector 

Computer Operator Ill 

Warehouse Supelvisor 

Warehouse WorkerIDriver 

Computer Network Engineer II 

ProgrammerlAnalyst iI 

Technical Office Assistant IiI 

Administrative Assistant Ill 

Administrative Assistant I 

Coordinator Ill 

Engineer II 

Truck Driver 

Industrial Electrician I 

Industrial Electric~an iI 



Comparison of County Pay for FY 2001 for Benchmark Positions 
with Counterparts in FCPS 

The next chart compares the actual pay assigned by Fairfax County in FY 2001 to the school 
district pay. Comparisons are made across all facets of the pay scale: minimum pay, 
midpoint pay, the maximum pay that can be eamed without a lump sum bonus award, and the 
maximum pay that can be earned if such a bonus is counted. The 23 benchmark positions for 
which the school district submitted survey data are shown. In addition, some other County 
benchmark positions, for which reasonably close school district counterparts can be identified, 
have also been added in order to broaden the range of comparisons. The extra positions 
includc Buyer 11, Senior Building Inspector, Librarian I, Librarian 111, Library Aide, and 
Library Assistant 11. In the ratio columns, school district pay which deviates from County pay 
by more than 5% appears in boldface type. 

Minimum Pay Ratios 

Out of 29 positions: 

2 fall more than 10% below the County's minimum; 
2 fall between 5-10% below the County's minimum; 
6 fall 0-5% below the County's minimum; 

13 fall 0-5% over the County's minimum; 
4 fall 5-10% over the County's minimum; 
2 fall more than 10% over the County's minimum. 

Most positions are within 5% of County pay norms. Since the County's FY 2001 pay scale 
was derived from the market survey, it is not surprising that the 2 positions which came in 
more than 10% below County minimum pay levels are the same ones that were more than 
10% below the market in the comparison done in the previous section of this report: Director 
11, School Supply Operations, and Warehouse Supervisor. 

Midpoint Pay Ratios 

When midpoint pay is considered, out of the 29 positions, 

1 falls more than 10% below the County; 
1 falls 5-10% below the County; 
3 fall 0-5% below the County; 

13 fall 0-5% above the County; 
4 fall 5-10% above the County; 
7 fall more than 10% above the County. 

The majority of the positions are within 5% of County norms. 



Comparison of County Pay for FY 2001 for Benchmark Positions wlth Counterparts in FCPS 

County Position 

Purchasing and Supply Director 

Budget Analyst IV 

Personnel Analyst IV 

Personnel Analyst II 

Information Oflicer Ii 

Management Analyst IV 

Management Analyst II 

Awuntant II 

AdEaunt clerk II 

PmducerlDirector 

Computer Operator Ill 

Warehouse Supervisor 

Warehouse Worker-Driver 

NetworWelecommunications Analyst iI 

PmgrammerlAnalyst II 

Clerical Specialist 

Secretary Ill 

Secretary i 

Engineer IV 

Engineer II 

Truck Driver 

Electrician I 

Industrial Electrician II 

Buyer iI 

Senior Building Inspector 

Librarian I 

Comparable County Pay in FY 2001: FCPS Pay in FY 2001 
FCPS 

Position Minimum Midpoint Maximum. Maximum, Minimum Midpoint Maximum Minimum Midpoint Maximum Manimum 
without wilh Bonus Ratio Ratio Ratio, no Ratio. 

Director I!, School Supply Operations 

Cwrdinator Ill 

Cwrdinator Ill 

Financial Analyst II 

Information Oficer iI 

Coordinator Ill 

Management Analyst II 

Accounting Analyst iI 

Technical Office ~ssistant II 

Pmducermirector 

Computer Operator Ill 

Warehouse Supervisor 

Warehouse WorkerlDriver 

Computer Network Engineer II 

ProgramrnerlAnaiyst II 

Technical Offlce Assistant II 

Administrative Assistant Ill 

Administrative Assistant Ii 

Cwrdinator Ill 

Engineer II 

Truck Driver 

Industrial Electrician I 

Industrial Electrician \I 

School Buyer ill 

School Construction Inspector 

Librarian I 

Bonus Bonus 





Maximum Ratio, No Bonus 

How do things look at the top of the scale? With respect to maximum pay, out of the 29 
positions, 

1 is more than 10% below the County; 
1 is 5-10% below the County; 
3 are 0-5% below the County; 

13 are 0-5% above the County; 
5 are 510% above the County; 
6 are more than 10% above the County. 

The school district salaries compare somewhat more favorably at the top of the scale, with 
most exceeding County pay by at least small margins. 

Maximum Ratio, With Bonus 

County employees who earn the maximum allowable salaries for their grades are eligible to 
earn lump sum bonuses of up to 5% if their performance is sufficiently outstanding. Should 
the bonuses be factored in when assessing the upper limits of County pay? This is a judgment 
call for policymakers. The County does not choose to view the bonus amount as an official 
part of the pay scale. It is estimated that only a small majority of eligible employees, 
probably in the range of 10-1 5%, will receive the bonuses in any given year. Nevertheless, 
some people might argue that the bonus availability still serves as an enticement which 
outstanding employees may consider when choosing between County or school district 
employment. The County-School pay ratio comparisons are therefore provided below for the 
case where bonuses are added to stated maximum pay levels: 

2 positions fall more than 10% below the County; 
2 fall 5-10% below the County; 

13 fall 0-5% below the County; 
5 fall 0-5% above the County; 
4 fall 5-10% above the County; 
3 fall more than 10% above the County. 

If the bonuses are factored in, then the majority of school positions fall slightly below County 
pay norms. 

Trends in All 3 Ratios Combined 

There were 2 positions for which school pay came in below the County pay by more than 5% 
at the minimum, midpoint, and maximum ratios combined. They were the Director 11, School 
Supply Operations, as well as the Warehouse Supervisor. There were 6 positions for which 
FCPS pay exceeded the County by more than 5% at the minimum, midpoint, and maximum 
levels. 



Comparison of Pay Scale Structures 

In a number of cases, a FCPS position may fall below the County or the regional school 
district norms at the minimum pay level but not at the midpoint or maximum. This can 
happen when pay scales are structured differently. The chart, "COMPARISON OF PAY 
SCALES," portrays the key scales used for nonschoolbased positions at FCPS and for the six 
regional school districts discussed in this report. Most organizations use more than one pay 
scale. Indeed, there are 5 scales in place at the Arlington County Public Schools. Most of the 
organizations use 2 or 3. 

The number of grades used to distinguish among employee classes within a scale varies 
tremendously. The primary scale in place for support employees and professionals has 46 
grades in Alexandria, 18 (for professionals) or 8 (for support workers) at Arlington, 40 at the 
Fairfax County government, 32 at FCPS, 16 at Loudoun, 30 at Montgomery, and 19 at Prince 
Willi&. Of the seven organizations shown, 4 use separate scales for executive positions. 

The range in the number of steps within a grade is more compressed than is the case for the 
total number of grades. Montgomery uses as few as 9 or 10 steps on its Administrative and 
Supervisory scale, while their primary pay scale has 10 steps. Loudoun and Prince William 
have the most steps, with 21, although Prince William's scale is asymmetrical, so that higher 
grades have only 11 steps, while low grades have 21. As a general rule, executive positions 
involve fewer steps than lower level jobs. The Fairfax County government no longer has 
steps, since the Pay for Performance program governs employee salary progression. 

The percentage difference in pay, as an employee progresses from the minimum step in a 
grade to the maximum, also fluctuates considerably among the seven jurisdictions. For the 
primary scale in use, the percentages are as follows: 

Alexandria - from 29.0 to 42.3%, depending on the grade; 

Arlington - from 48 to 58.1%, depending on the grade; 

Fairfax County Government - from 66.7% to 83.5%, depending on the grade, 
with 66.7% applying to most; 

Fairfax County Public Schools - 72.2% 

Loudoun -from 80.5 to 81%, depending on the grade; 

Montgomery - from 34.2 to 40%, depending on the grade; 

Prince William - from 21.9 to 70%, depending on the grade. 



For the bulk of nonschoolbased positions, then, Fairfax County Public Schools provide the 
second highest level of potential earnings growth from minimum to maximum points. This 
high level of earnings growth explains why FCPS employees tend to compare more favorably 
at the midpoint and maximum levels than they do when only minimum salaries are in 
question. 

Significant Pay Policy Decisions for Fiscal Year 2001 

In light of regional labor shortage conditions, intense interest has been focused on the level of 
cost of living adjustments this year. Significant pay policy actions taken by the seven 
jurisdictions are described below. 

Alexandria A 2.5% COLA was granted to all employees. 

Arlington A 3% COLA was granted to all employees, and the employer 
picked up the 5% employee contribution to the Virginia 
Retirement System. 

Fairfax County The COLA was 2.5%, although many employees received 
Government additional market rate adjustments as a result of the pay study. 

Fairfax County A 5% COLA was granted to all employees. 
Public Schools 

Loudoun The general COLA was 3%, although pay scales were 
dramatically transformed, and typical teacher pay increased by 
5.9% at a given step. 

Montgomery A general COLA of 5% was granted, although teachers and 
schoolbased administrators received 6%. 

Prince William A general COLA of 3.75% was granted. 

On balance, the pay action taken by the Fairfax County Public Schools does not appear to 
have been out of line with regional behavior this year. 



COMPARISON OF PAY SCALES 

Organization 

Alexandria City Public Schools 

Arlington County Public Schools 

Fairfax County 

Fairfax County Public Schools 

Loudoun County Public Schools 

Scale 

AIS-Scale 
Consolidated Support Scale 

C-Scale 
Dl1 Scale 
EIP Scale 
G-Scale 
M-Scale 

Unified 
Food Services 

Auxiliary 
Classified 

Administrative 

Montgomery County Public Schools Administrative and Supervisory 
Classified Scale 
Teacher and Other Professional 

Positions 
Covered 

Administrators and supelvisors 
Support, professionals 

Food Services 
Bus drivers, attendants 
Executives and professionals 
support 
Trades 

Executives 
All except execs,attorneys,public safety 

Administrative,professional, support 
Food services 

Psychologists,social workers, therapists 
Support, professionals 
Executives 

Administrative and supervisory 
Support, most professionals 
Teachers, some professionals 

Prince William County Public Schools Salary Scale All employees except teachers 

Number Number % Difference, 
of Grades of Steps Maximum Pay 

per Grade 
Versus 
Minimum 

Pay 
































































