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WARNING TREND:  Increasing number of employees per capita.  
 

Formula: 
 

Number of General Government Employees 
Population 

 
 
Employees Per Capita: 
Personnel costs reflect the major portion of a 
locality's operating budget, and plotting 
changes in the number of employees per capita 
is another way to measure changes in 
expenditures.  An increase in employees per 
capita might indicate that expenditures are 
rising faster than revenues, or that the locality is 
becoming more labor intensive, or that 
personnel productivity is declining. 
 
Trends: 
The County’s General Government personnel complement (which does not include the personnel complement of 
the Henrico County Public Schools) increased by 226 employees from FY06 to FY09, then was reduced by 73 
positions from FY10 to FY14. In the four years since FY14, the complement has grown by 173. The graph above 
illustrates that the number of employees measured 13.1 employees per 1,000 population during FY08 and FY09.  
This ratio steadily dropped to the level of 12.1 in FY15 and has held constant at that level until ticking up to 12.2 
in FY18.  
 
Three notes are warranted for this indicator.  First, the graph above does not exclude departments that offer 
specialized services not offered by most localities in the State.  Henrico County is one of two counties in the State 
that maintain its own roads, and the information above includes 262 employees in the Public Works department. 
Second, the personnel complement does not include positions that are completely tied to non-County funding 
sources and do not have local revenue sources supporting them.  As of this writing, the County has 335 of these 
positions throughout the County.  Finally, this indicator includes positions that are currently being held vacant as 
a result of the County’s hiring freeze.  As of this writing, the County is holding 375 vacant positions that are in 
the personnel complement.  
 
In the two years that precede the examined timeframe, FY06 and FY07, this indicator grew as a result of several 
new facilities that were built as a result of the two General Obligation Bond Referenda held in November 2000 
and March 2005.  In October 2008, in response to several troubling economic indicators at that time, the County 
implemented a hiring freeze that impacted nearly all departments across the County.  To assist in balancing the 
FY11 budget against significant revenue reductions, the County eliminated 101 vacant positions in FY10.  The 
result of this action is that the number of General Government employees per 1,000 population was reduced from 
13.1 in FY09 to 12.7 in FY10, easily the largest year-over-year fluctuation in the time period examined.  In the 
FY12 budget 21 vacant positions were eliminated to assist in balancing the budget and 21 positions were placed 
into a hold complement, dropping the indicator to 12.5 employees per 1,000 population.  In FY12 through FY14, 
the number of positions remained constant at 3,927 positions, despite the increase in population.  In FY15, the 
number of positions increased by 10 to 3,937 and in FY16, the number of positions increased by a net total of 49 
to 3,986. Then in FY17 and FY18, the county added 46 and 68 positions, respectively, bringing the total to 4,100. 
The increase in employees in FY18 is partially attributable to the operational needs associated with the first of 
the November 2016 Bond Referendum projects.  It is anticipated that the number of General Government 
positions will increase further as more of those projects are built out. 
 
The number of Police positions has steadily increased in recent years due to a five-year plan of promised increases 
to patrol personnel and additional positions for the new radio system. Fire’s increases were due to a three-year 
commitment to hire additional firefighters for extra coverage and positions for the new Fire Station #19.  
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As the local economy improves and demands for services increase, new positions will be needed to meet the 
community’s needs.  However, the addition of a new position requires an extensive analysis and justification.  
Further, if a position is no longer required for a service, then that position will be reallocated within the County 
where it can be utilized to minimize the need for new positions.  With these practices in place, no warning trend 
is noted for this indicator. 
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WARNING TREND:  Increasing fringe benefit expenditures as a percentage of salaries and wages.  
 
  Formula: 
 
 Fringe Benefit Expenditures 
  Salaries and Wages 
 
 
Fringe Benefits: 
The fringe benefits measured on this indicator 
are:  FICA Taxes, Payments to the Virginia 
Retirement System (VRS), Health Insurance, 
VRS Group Life Insurance, Unemployment 
costs and Worker’s Compensation.  The cost of 
these benefits is divided by the cost of salaries 
and wages paid in these years to obtain the 
percentages depicted on this chart. Charting 
these costs is valuable as they can inadvertently 
escalate and place a financial strain on a locality. 
 
Trends: 
The fringe benefits ratio has averaged 34.4 percent between FY08 and FY18.  The high point reflected in this 
time frame is FY18, which measured 36.4 percent.  Clearly, the trend for this indicator reflects significant annual 
increases in the prior eleven fiscal years, and this trend is anticipated to continue. 
 
Three years in the eleven years examined reflect net declines in this indicator – FY10, FY13, and FY16.  In FY10, 
fringe benefits as a percent of salaries fell to 32.8 percent; however, this statistic is extremely misleading as 
healthcare costs increased, and all other fringe benefit rates remained consistent with FY09.  The reason for this 
reduction is the result of a budget savings measure at the State level by the General Assembly in which the State 
deferred its fourth quarter VRS payment to the following fiscal year, which eliminated the fourth quarter 
employer share of the VRS payment for teachers across all localities.  Further, in FY11, the General Assembly 
lowered the VRS teacher employer rate from 9.85 percent to 3.93 percent as a budget balancing decision.  
However, the General Government VRS rate increased, in addition to all other fringe benefit rates, and the fringe 
benefits ratio increased to 33.0 percent.  The full-year impact of the VRS rate increase from FY11 can be seen in 
FY12, as the indicator sharply increased to 34.5 percent.  In FY15, the ratio increased to 36.0 percent, before 
dropping slightly to 35.8 percent in both FY16 and FY17.  In FY18 the measure hit a high point of 36.4 percent 
due to rapid growth in the County’s cost for employee healthcare premiums. 
 
The reduction in this indicator in FY13 was misleading as the General Assembly, as part of a series of reforms 
to increase the funding status of VRS and mitigate future cost increases exacerbated by the budget actions of the 
General Assembly in FY10 and FY11, forced localities to provide a 5.0 percent salary increase to its employees 
in exchange for the employees paying 5.0 percent of their respective salary into VRS – a portion that localities, 
including Henrico, had provided as a benefit to employees.  While this action helped to reduce this indicator, it 
did so at a net cost increase of just under $6.0 million to the County’s taxpayers while resulting in a net pay 
reduction to employees as they had to pay additional FICA taxes on the higher salary. 
 
In looking at health care costs, the County’s cost for providing health care per employee in FY08 was $5,353.  By 
FY18, this cost had increased to $8,187 per employee, or a change of 52.9 percent.  While the County cannot 
influence national trends regarding the cost of health care insurance, Henrico has taken a very aggressive 
approach in cost-containment by transitioning health care to a self-insurance program, which went into effect 
January 1, 2008.  Prior to this transition, the County’s health care program operated as a fully insured program, 
which, in exchange for the payment of a premium, an insurance company assumed all risk, administered the 
program, and paid all claims.  With the transition to a self-insured program, the County pays claims and third 
party administrative fees.  Self-insurance allows the County to more fully control all aspects of the plan, including 
setting rates to smooth out the impact of increases on employees and the County, while maintaining adequate 
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funding to cover claims, expenses, and services. This approach has also allowed Henrico to maintain excellent 
benefits provided to its employees, as healthcare premiums remain among the lowest cost of any local 
government in the Richmond Metro area. The County will also continue to monitor any federal actions that 
impact the health care industry as they will certainly affect this benefit provided to the County’s employees. 
 
The second cost that is outside of the County’s control is the cost of Virginia Retirement System (VRS) and life 
insurance benefits.  The past fifteen Trends documents have noted a concern regarding the rising costs related to 
VRS benefits.  The concern is principally focused on one-time budget balancing actions of the Virginia General 
Assembly that reduce a State contribution rate for a finite period of time (to reduce immediate costs) and in later 
years, increase contribution rates as a result of segments of the system that are “under-funded.”  An example of 
the impact of these past actions occurred in the FY13 budget, where the VRS employer rate for teachers increased 
by 84.2 percent in one year. 
 
In its 2010-2012 Biennial Budget, the General Assembly withheld $620 million in VRS payments in an effort to 
balance its budget, an action that will result in higher VRS rate increases in future budgets due to the need to 
repay these funds.  In fact, the VRS teacher rates for FY13 reflect an increase of 1.43 percent of salaries (a cost 
of $4.1 million in and of itself) specifically tied to the repayment of this deferred payment, which will be applied 
to local VRS rates for the next ten years.  This decision, coupled with an estimated unfunded liability approaching 
$20 billion, sparked increased interest from the General Assembly and the Governor regarding long-term “fixes” 
to VRS.  For example, in FY12, the General Assembly approved a mandated 5.0 percent employee contribution 
for all State employees and encouraged localities to follow suit. 

 
In 2012, the General Assembly mandated that all non-Public Safety employees that are not vested (those with 
less than five years) in VRS as of January 1, 2013, and all new employees hired after January 1, 2014, be placed 
into a “hybrid” retirement plan, consisting of both a defined benefit and defined contribution plan.  The defined 
contribution component requires an employer match.  Implementation of the hybrid retirement plan should 
mitigate cost increases slightly for several years.  Further, the VRS Board now requires 100 percent funding by 
the General Assembly. 
 
An additional cost that impacts this indicator is the VRS Life Insurance benefit for employees.  This benefit was 
not funded by the State between FY02 and FY06 (and therefore – the County could not fund the local required 
amount).  In FY07, the State re-instituted payment requirements, and in FY11 reduced the rate from 0.79 percent 
to 0.28 percent to reduce expenditures.  As a result of this significant reduction, the 2012 General Assembly 
increased the VRS Life rate from 0.28 percent to 1.19 percent of salaries, a one-year increase of 425.0 percent.  
In FY15, VRS life was again increased to 1.33 percent of salaries, which was an 11.76 percent increase.  
  
Having gone from 32.2 percent in FY08 to 36.4 percent in FY18, the long-term trend in this indicator is upward 
and prospects for the future remain negative.  The two principal reasons for the increase are health care and 
Virginia Retirement System costs, both of which fall largely outside of the direct control of the County.  As such, 
a warning trend for this indicator continues. 
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