


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Prince William County Fire and Rescue Association 

Coles District Volunteer Fire Department and Rescue 
Squad Comprehensive Review 

 
INTRODUCTION:   
 

The Prince William County Board of County Supervisors (“Board”) intends to 
assure adequate public safety, health, and welfare through a collaborative system for 
the provision of a fire, rescue, and emergency medical services program that is 
competent, highly trained, efficiently delivered, and equitably administered, and that is 
operated by the Board through the Prince William County Department of Fire and 
Rescue and volunteer fire and rescue companies as managed through the Fire and 
Rescue Association (“FRA”).   

 
To accomplish the goals of public safety and promote public interest, the system 

must provide adequate fire and rescue response service levels in the most efficient and 
effective manner possible. To this end, the Department of Fire and Rescue (DFR) and 
each volunteer company must ensure that each fire station has adequately trained staff, 
and has the operational capabilities necessary of all service providers. They also must 
develop near and long-term plans and policies to serve current and future populations 
within the company’s service area. All of this must be done in accordance with state 
laws and Chapter 9.1 of the County Code.    

 
Consistent with these goals, it is the responsibility of the FRA to monitor 

volunteer companies who are alleged to be functioning below an acceptable level. Such 
allegations must be taken seriously, investigated and resolved, in a timely manner, to 
maintain the integrity of the system, because if the allegations are true, such sub-par 
performance places citizens, the County, and the fire and rescue system in jeopardy. 
  
 
PRESENTING PROBLEM: 
 
 In August of 2012, now former Chief Adam Eldert, Coles District Volunteer Fire 
Department and Rescue Squad (“Coles”) brought certain concerns to the attention of 
the Chair of the FRA.  These concerns included: 
 

• Number of volunteers had declined and remained low 
• Number of current volunteers capable of essential staffing had declined 
• Personal ambitions of some volunteers were placed ahead of department 

needs 
• Tasks and responsibilities of Coles were unaddressed or incomplete 
• Lack of communication within ranks 



• Issues of conflict among crews and members, specifically citing fire and 
emergency medical service (EMS) personnel 

• Predicted organization failure without change 
 
TASK FORCE CREATED: 
 
 Pursuant to the authority in Section 9.1 of the Prince William County Code, the 
Chair of the FRA issued an Emergency Directive supported by the Executive Committee 
of the FRA and appointed a Task Force to perform a comprehensive review of Coles to 
determine whether Coles has  

 the ability to provide fire and rescue services in accordance with its Agreement 
with the BOCS and  

 the leadership to meet this obligation to the public.   
 

This Task Force was chaired by Kevin Wilson, Chief of Stonewall Jackson 
Volunteer Fire Department and Rescue Squad, and comprised of three additional 
members:  Chief Brian Hickerson from the Nokesville Volunteer Fire and Rescue 
Company, President Richard Rubino from the Stonewall Jackson Volunteer Fire 
Department and Rescue Squad, and Assistant Chief Lance McClintock of the PWC 
Department of Fire and Rescue.  Their investigation commenced on August 29, 2012, 
and concluded on February 6, 2013. 
 
FINDINGS: 
 
 Based upon an extensive review of documents and a significant number of 
volunteer interviews, the Task Force found the following to be present in Coles: 

 
• Insufficient number of operationally effective members to legally operate a 

volunteer company under §27-8 and 27-10, VA Code Ann.  
• Ineffective Management & Leadership 
• Lack of Adherence to State and FRA Policies & Procedures  
• Ineffective Fleet Maintenance Program  
• Inadequate Facilities Maintenance  
• Culture of Negativity 
• Divisiveness within the company   
• Non-Compliance with Internal Governing Documents  
• Ineffective Recruitment Program  
• Inadequate retention of Qualified Personnel  

 
CONCLUSION: 
 
 Following its investigation, the Task Force reached the following conclusions: 
 

• Coles District Volunteer Fire Department and Rescue Squad has failed 
operationally and administratively as an organization charged with providing 
emergency public safety services in Prince William County; and  



• Coles is in a non-recoverable situation and is unable to meet its contractual 
obligations with the Prince William Board of County Supervisors. 

 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
 The Task Force unanimously recommends the following: 
 

• The Board of County Supervisors terminate the Agreement for Provision of 
Fire and/or Rescue Services with the Coles District Volunteer Fire 
Department and Rescue Squad; and  

• The Board of County Supervisors dissolve Coles District Volunteer Fire 
Department and Rescue Squad; and   

• All Coles’ assets be transferred to Prince William County. 
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BACKGROUND 

 
 
Coles’ Leadership Resignations 
 
On August 28, 2012, Coles District Volunteer Fire Department and Rescue Squad 
(“Coles”) Chief Adam Eldert and Assistant Chiefs Jimmy Pearce and Jeff Osborn 
resigned their leadership positions at the Coles District Volunteer Fire Department and 
Rescue Squad (Coles).  Chief Eldert tendered his letter of resignation to Coles on 
August 28, 2012 [Appendix A]. In it, he alleged that the membership was unwilling to 
implement his strategic vision and operational improvement plans for the Coles 
department [Appendix B].  Chief Eldert’s desire to implement a new strategic plan was 
the result of his concerns and assessment of actions needed to strengthen the Coles 
organization.  These concerns were comprehensively addressed by Chief Eldert with 
the Coles membership during their July 2012 company meeting.  The following are 
examples of Chief Eldert’s concerns: 
 

 Number of volunteers had declined and remained low 

 Number of current volunteers capable of essential staffing had declined 

 Personal ambitions were placed ahead of department needs 

 Tasks and responsibilities unaddressed or incomplete 

 Lack of communication within ranks 

 Issues of conflict among crews and members, specifically citing fire and 
emergency medical service (EMS) personnel 

 Predicted organization failure without change 
 
In his resignation letter, Chief Eldert stated that select members of the department were 
not willing to comply with his direction or follow the provisions of Chapter 9.1 of the 
Prince William County Code (County Code), the Prince William County Fire and Rescue 
Association (FRA) policies and procedures, and relevant provisions of the Code of 
Virginia.  Chief Eldert also stated that a core group of the Coles membership was not in 
compliance with Coles’ internal policies or governing documents (e.g., by-laws) and that 
basic leadership principles were not being followed.  This included the failure to provide 
basic facility and fleet maintenance repairs. 
 
 
Fire and Rescue Association Executive Committee Action 
 
In anticipation of the resignation of the operational leadership team from Coles, Chief 
Eldert met with the Chairman of the FRA regarding the critical nature of the issues 
facing Coles.  As a result of this meeting, the Chairman of the FRA consulted with the 
Executive Committee.   On August 28, 2012, with the approval of the Executive 
Committee, the Chairman of the FRA issued Emergency Directive # 1.8.2 titled 



3 

“Stabilization and Review of the Coles District Volunteer Fire Department and Rescue 
Squad” [Appendix C].  In part, the emergency directive provided the following: 
 
1. That the Department of Fire and Rescue (DFR) assume immediate responsibility 

and oversight for the provision of emergency services from Coles. 
 
2. That, to the extent deemed necessary, DFR also assume the administrative roles 

and functions held by the Coles’ membership in order to ensure the continuity of 
emergency services until it could be determined that Coles was in a position to 
comply with the terms of its Agreement with the Prince William Board of County 
Supervisors (BOCS) for the Provision of Fire and Rescue Services dated August 
29, 2009 [Appendix D]. 

 
3. An FRA Coles Review Task Force (“Task Force”) be appointed to perform a 

comprehensive review of Coles’ organization and its ability to provide emergency 
services to the public and effectively administer organizational responsibilities 
and functions, and conduct an assessment of what was needed to stabilize 
Coles.  The Task Force was to be comprised of two Volunteer Chiefs, one 
volunteer president/member of FRA Board of Directors, and a career assistant 
chief.  

 
4. That required members of Coles comply with the emergency directive, the Task 

Force, FRA policies and procedures, and any direction provided to Coles by the 
DFR or the FRA.  

 
As is indicated in the title of the Emergency Directive, a primary goal of the process was 
to make every effort to stabilize Coles.  To that end, the Task Force Chair Wilson, 
Stonewall Jackson Volunteer Fire Department (SJVFD) offered to serve as a mentor to 
the newly elected leadership of the organization.  In addition, the DFR provided daily 
oversight to Coles in an effort to ensure stability and the provision of fire and rescue 
services.  The DFR Operations Assistant Chief routinely met with Coles’ leadership to 
provide guidance and offer assistance regarding organizational operations.  As an 
example, the DFR Assistant Chief of Operations provided his Executive Fire Officer 
Applied Research Project on volunteer recruitment and retention as a guide to take 
action.  Coles’ leadership did not actively engage in these efforts or take advantage of 
the resources and encouragement, and no positive results were realized. 
 
In accordance with the emergency directive, the Task Force was comprised of two 
volunteer chiefs from the FRA Executive Committee (Kevin Wilson and Brian 
Hickerson), a volunteer president from the FRA Board of Directors (Richard Rubino) 
and a career assistant chief (Lance McClintock).  The Task Force commenced its 
investigation on August 29, 2012 and concluded its investigative work on February 6, 
2013.   
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OVERVIEW 
 
 
County and State Codes 
 
Pursuant to Section 9.1-2(b) of the County Code, the FRA consists of the DFR and 
each volunteer fire, rescue, or fire and rescue company established in accordance with 
the Code of Virginia and the County Code that has obtained the authority from the 
BOCS to provide fire and rescue services in Prince William County, as set forth in the 
contract between each volunteer company and the BOCS.  A volunteer company may 
not provide fire and/or rescue services in Prince William County unless it is (a) a 
member of the FRA and (b) has entered into an agreement with the BOCS.  On August 
29, 2009, Coles and the BOCS entered into the Agreement for the Provision of Fire 
and/or Rescue Services (the Agreement) in which Coles agreed:   
 
1. To remain, at all times, a member in good standing with the FRA, pursuant to 

Chapter 9.1 and any by-laws of the Company and the FRA. 
 
2. To implement, comply with, and be subject to all FRA policies and procedures 

and all provisions of Chapter 9.1. 
 
3. To provide fire and rescue services in accordance with Chapter 9.1 of the County 

Code, FRA policies and procedures, and other applicable County, state and 
federal regulations.  

 
4. That the allocation of funds by the County to Coles, either directly or indirectly, 

shall be contingent on Coles’ compliance with the laws, policies, and regulations 
identified in the Agreement and as set forth in Chapter 9.1 of the County Code.  

 
Section 27-8 of the Code of Virginia requires that a fire company in Virginia have no 
less than 20 effective members to legally form.    
 
Section 27-10 of the Code of Virginia provides that “whenever the fire/EMS department 
of the city, town, or county to which any fire/EMS company belongs shall ascertain that 
such company has failed, for three months successively, to consist of twenty effective 
members in the case of a fire company, or ascertain that it has failed for the like period 
to have or keep in good and serviceable condition, an engine, hose, emergency medical 
services vehicle and equipment and other implements, or the governing body of the 
county, city or town for any reason deems it advisable, such governing body may 
dissolve the company.” [Appendix E]. 
 
 
Response Area and Call Volume 
 
The response area covered by Coles is approximately 20.2 square miles with a 
population of 16,835 (2010 estimated). 
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In calendar year 2012, Coles (Station 6) responded to the following emergency service 
incidents: 
 

Unit Type Number of Incidents % of Total 
Engine Company 919 55.5% 
Basic Ambulance 277 17% 
Rescue Squad 149 9% 
Chief/Utility 132 8% 
Tanker 103 6% 
Haz-Mat Support Unit 66 4% 
Brush Unit 8 0.5% 

Total 1,654 unit responses 100% 
 
 
Budget 
 
For Fiscal Year 2013, the BOCS budgeted and appropriated $878,667 of fire levy 
funding to Coles to provide fire and rescue services.  Funds that are not utilized during a 
particular fiscal year automatically rollover to the undesignated/unreserved fund balance 
for use in future fiscal years.  As of March 29, 2013, the Coles’ 
undesignated/unreserved fund balance is $287,928. 
 
The Coles’ facility maintenance and vehicle maintenance adopted budget and actual 
expenses (total of all applicable line items) for FY 12 and FY13 are: 
 

 FY12 
Adopted 

FY13 
Actual 

FY13 
Adopted 

FY13 
Year-to-Date 

     
Facility 
Maintenance 

$39,999 $40,355 $45,000 $34,690 

     
Vehicle 
Maintenance 

$74,761 $60,357 $76,761 $74,334 

 
This budget appropriation does not include the allocation from the General Fund for 
career staffing at Station 6. 
 
 
Membership  
 
Coles was established in 1949, and their current by-laws are included as an appendix 
[Appendix F].  Coles maintains a current “membership packet” which contains their 
operational and administrative policies.   
 
It was noted that Coles has had the highest chief turnover rate in the FRA.  Since 1994, 
there have been nine different department chiefs. 
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As of March 19, 2013, Coles had a total of nine members who have the FRA required 
medical clearance to qualify them as authorized operational members for emergency 
response services staffing.  Coles has an additional twenty members who are not 
compliant with FRA medical clearances and thus are not operational members cleared 
to respond to calls for service from the community.   
 
Additionally, nine members have been endorsed by the Operational Medical Director 
(OMD) as basic life support (BLS) providers in Prince William County.  Of these 
members, there are only four members who satisfy both the medical clearance and 
OMD endorsement requirements. 
 

Coles Members Number Authorized For 
Staffing 

Medical Clearance and OMD Endorsed 4 Yes 

Medical Clearance and Non OMD 
Endorsed 

5 Yes 

No Medical Clearance and OMD Endorsed 5 No 

No Medical Clearance and Non OMD 
Endorsed 

15 No 

   

Total Effective and Qualified Members 9 Yes 

 
 
Apparatus and Staffing 
 
Coles owns and operates 15 vehicles: 
 

2 pumpers 1 rescue squad 

2 ambulances 1 brush truck 

2 tankers 7 staff or utility vehicles 

DFR provides the following career staffing at Coles (Station 6): 
 

 24-hour engine company with additional responsibilities for the hazardous 
materials response unit 

 12-hour weekday tanker (0600 – 1800), excluding holidays 
 
FRA resolutions #96-31, #07-09, and #07-10 identify the apparatus staffing priority for 
Coles (Station 6) as an engine and a BLS ambulance [Appendix G].  This means the 
engine and the BLS ambulance are to be the first two units staffed by available 
resources. 
 
The graph below illustrates the apparatus staffing for Coles for the period of time from 
July 2011 through February 2013.  As an explanatory example, for the month of 
February 2013 the following is depicted: 
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Priority Units: 
 
 Engine 506 (E506)(staffed 24-hours by career personnel) was staffed 98.5% of 

the month.   
 Ambulance 506 (A506)(volunteer staffing only) was staffed 16.9% of the month. 

 
Other Units: 
 
 Rescue 506 (R506)(volunteer staffing only) was staffed 41.2% of the month. 
 Tanker 506 (T506)was staffed 40% of the month.  Career staffing was 

responsible for 35% of the monthly staffing hours.   Coles staffed the tanker an 
additional 5% of the time.   

 
It is important to note that this graph shows Coles’ inability to staff the units for which 
they are responsible.  This does not mean that calls went unanswered but it does mean 
that units from elsewhere in the County or in the City of Manassas had to respond to 
calls for service in Coles first due area putting pressure on other areas of the Fire and 
Rescue system. 
 

Coles (Station 6) Career and Volunteer Staffing 
July 2011-February 2013 
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TASK FORCE 
 
 
Objective, Scope and Methodology 
 
The objective of the Task Force was to perform a comprehensive review of Coles to 
determine whether Coles has 
 (a) the ability to provide fire and rescue services in accordance with its 
 Agreement with the BOCS and  

(b) the leadership to meet this obligation to the public.   
 
The scope of the Task Force’s investigation included a review of all aspects of the 
Coles’ operations.  The Task Force did the following: 

 Examined documents, records, policies pertaining to Coles including: 
o Coles Articles of Incorporation 
o Bye-laws 
o Minutes of monthly department meetings 
o Recent minutes of the Coles Board of Directors 
o Leadership Rosters 
o Membership Rosters 
o Clerk of the Court rosters 
o Vehicle maintenance records 
o Ladder and hose testing records 
o Operational and administrative policies and procedures 

 

 Conducted 16 scheduled formal interviews and one general open interview.  
These interviews did not use a set list of questions but instead focused their 
questions based on the operational or administrative role each member held 
within the department.  Additionally, each interview was allowed time to provide 
general observations of the state of the Department prior to Chief Eldert’s 
resignation and after.  The task force interviewed the following: 

o current and former officers and general members of Coles and DFR 
personnel assigned to Station 6 

o past and present Coles’ leadership positions 
o line officers, members and DFR staff 
o Additionally, the Task Force announced and held an open interview date 

and encouraged any member that wanted to speak with the Task Force to 
attend.  One response was received during this open interview. 

o Made direct observations of the operations of Coles during the Task 
Force investigation period. 

 
During the Task Force review process, the Task Force Chair Wilson (SJVFD) offered 
mentorships to Coles’ leadership in an effort to assist and provide them with best 
practices. 
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As the investigation continued, the Task Force provided several updates to the 
membership of Coles at their company meetings as well as monthly updates to the FRA 
Executive Committee and FRA Board of Directors. 
 
 
Task Force Findings 
 
As a result of this investigation, the Task Force was able to substantiate significant 
issues or material failures in each of the areas identified by Chief Eldert in his 
presentation to the Coles membership in July 2012, and in his subsequent letter of 
resignation dated August 28, 2012.   
Chief Eldert had attempted to change the organizational culture and implement a plan 
that: 

(a) would restructure the crews and ensure a sufficient number of qualified  
 personnel to staff both the ambulance and the rescue on each duty crew and  

(b) grow the crews to Tuesday and Thursday nights as membership expanded.   
 
After the resignation of Chief Eldert and his leadership team, Coles did not implement 
the staffing plan that had been laid out by Chief Eldert.  Instead, the remaining 
leadership determined that they would continue with the existing staffing priorities with 
the goal of staffing a unit each night. 
 
Based on its review of the documents provided by Coles and interviews with Coles’ 
members and DFR personnel, the Task Force determined that Coles, as currently 
structured, is not a viable organization and will continue to be unable to sustain itself as 
an entity capable of delivering fire and rescue services to the public as required by its 
Agreement with the BOCS.  The Task Force has identified material failures of the 
operational and administrative leadership of Coles, that coupled with a divisive 
organizational culture, lead the Task Force to conclude that Coles is in noncompliance 
with its BOCS Agreement and unable to reliably provide the level of fire and rescue 
service that is required of volunteer fire and rescue companies in Prince William County.   
The findings below are divided into eight common theme categories which were 
repeatedly, clearly, and consistently identified during the course of the interviews and 
the document review. 
 
 
Common Themes 
 
The Task Force interviewed 16 individuals including representative of past and present 
members of Coles-- as well as DFR personnel.  In the interest of protecting interviewee 
confidentiality, the Task Force elected not to include the names of individuals who were 
part of the interview process or to provide details of the interviews that would be 
identifiable to any individual. The responses to the interview questions identified eight 
common themes, which were consistent with those raised by Chief Eldert.   
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All interviewees agreed that significant issues were pervasive throughout the 
organization.  The Task Force was in agreement that Coles has faced significant 
leadership and management deficiencies, both past and present, as well as a negative 
culture which causes divisiveness within the department.  A majority of the interviewees 
concluded that the Coles’ leadership was not following its internal policies and 
procedures or properly maintaining its apparatus.   
 
Based upon the information gathered primarily from the volunteer interviewees, the 
Task Force concluded that the past and current leadership of Coles is not capable of 
operating a public safety emergency services agency charged with the provision of 
public safety emergency services to the citizens of Prince William County.  Task Force 
findings are summarized in the following chart. 
 

Interview 
Number 

Ineffective 
Mgmt & 

Leadership 

Lack of 
Adherence 

to State and 
FRA 

Policies & 
Procedures 

Ineffective 
Fleet 

Maintenance 
Program 

Inadequate 
Facilities 

Maintenance 

Culture of 
Negativity, 
Negative 
Mentality, 
Cliques 

Non-
Compliance 
with Internal 
Governing 
Documents 

Ineffective 
Recruitment 

Program 

Retention of 
Qualified 

Personnel 
Inadequate 

1 X X X X X X X X 
2 X X X X X X X X 
3 X X X X X X   
4 X X X X X X   
5 X   X X X   
6 X  X  X X X X 
7 X X X  X X   
8 X X X X X  X  
9 X X X X X X X  
10 X    X    
11 X X X X X X   
12 X X X  X X  X 
13 X    X X  X 
14 X  X  X X   
15 X    X X   
16 X  X X X X X X 
 
The following sections summarize the information gathered during the interviews and is 
organized into the eight common themes identified in the chart above.  
 
Ineffective Management and Leadership 
 
1. Leadership was unable to effectively lead and make changes and improvements 

due to resistance by a subversive and uncooperative faction to follow rules 
established by leadership. 

2. Chief Engineer, the responsible party for fleet maintenance, failed to design a 
fleet maintenance program or delegate authority for maintenance or emergency 
repair issues of apparatus. 

3. The roles and responsibilities of the deputy chief were not defined by the former 
leadership and remain undefined by the current leadership. 
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4. Communications between former and current leadership was ineffective; 
resulting in lost institutional knowledge and inefficient transitions. 

5. Communication within former and current leadership was/is ineffective including 
the exclusion of key personnel from meetings and outright failure to pass 
information between the chief and president and the chief and board of directors. 

6. Previous leadership failed to understand the environment and culture when 
attempting to implement improvements and changes leading to failure. 

7. New leadership repeated the same failed approach as the former leadership. 
8. Leadership has failed to change or improve negative behaviors. 
9. A very influential and negative informal leadership entity exists and undermines 

the formal elected leadership structure. 
10. There was a failure to comply with direction from DFR oversight in a timely 

manner to redact or remove non-compliant social media posts regarding patient 
privacy issues. 

Impact of Issue 
 
Ineffective management and leadership severely undermines the Company and has led 
to the inability of Coles to meet the primary goals under Chapter 9.1 to serve the 
residents of their first due thus posing a high risk to the safety and health of members of 
Coles and to the community.   
 
Leadership determines the success of the organization.  If the leadership cannot 
properly influence and guide an organization, it seriously undermines the probability of 
accomplishing the delivery of emergency services to the community. 
 
The Task Force noted failures in departmental communications, staffing priorities, 
continuing negative behaviors, inability to embrace change, and inability to follow 
policies, which were present before and after the issuance of Emergency Directive #. 
1.8.2. 
 
The Task Force also identified that an influential and negative informal leadership entity 
exists and is problematic and difficult to address.  A specific member who retains a 
Coles’ life membership status was identified through interviews as the significant source 
of extreme negativity and organizational disruption.   
 
Chief Eldert identified the critical service issues and discrepancies of the Coles 
organization in his document [Appendix B].  These same issues remain unaddressed 
eight months later.  They include: 
 
 Current staffing is inconsistent. 
 Staffing adversely impacted when one or two members are unable to attend. 
 Essential positions can only be filled by an extremely limited number of 

members. 
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The Task Force believes that the discrepancy between the number of members and 
those who have completed all requirements to be operationally qualified represents a 
failure of operational leadership and management. 
 
Lack of Adherence to the Code of Virginia and State and FRA Policies and 
Procedures 
 
1. Sections 27-8 and 27-10, VA Code Ann. – In order to be considered legally 

viable, volunteer fire companies must have no less than 20 effective members.  
Coles currently has 9 effective members authorized to staff apparatus, well short 
of the legal requirement.   

2. FRA Procedure 4.8.3, Medical Evaluation Program – 9 of 29 members are 
medically cleared to provide emergency services.  There is also a Coles’ policy 
that mirrors the FRA policy that is not being complied with.  Medical clearance 
process includes medical physicals, OSHA questionnaires, and respirator fit 
testing.  

3. FRA Procedure 5.4.3, Acceptance of EMS Providers – 9 of 29 members are 
OMD endorsed as active BLS providers and capable to fill staffing requirements 
for these designated positions.  The rescue unit is a Virginia Office of Emergency 
Medical Services (OEMS) permitted vehicle which has a state regulatory staffing 
requirement that must include an OMD endorsed BLS provider as part of the 
personnel complement any time the unit responds to emergency or non-
emergency service requests.  Coles has staffed the rescue without the required 
staffing complement. 

4. Staffing – FRA resolutions #96-31, #07-09, and #07-10 place staffing priority for 
an engine and a BLS ambulance [Appendix G].  Instances of staffing the rescue 
before the ambulance frequently occur.  Chief Eldert attempted to address and 
correct this issue, but his staffing priorities were ignored and not implemented by 
Coles.   

5. FRA Procedure 12.0.4, Protected Health Information (PHI) Confidentiality and 
FRA Procedure 1.0.9, Use of Photography – violations of patient confidentiality 
have occurred on Coles’ social media outlet (Facebook).   

6. Deficiencies exist with completion of BLS internships.  
7. There was an occurrence of the company utilizing the pumper for a “Santa Ride” 

during which signal preemption devices were activated on traffic lights in violation 
of the FRA’s agreement with the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT). 
 

Impact of Issue 
 
The lack of organizational adherence to state law, regulations and policy, as well as 
FRA policies and procedures severely undermines the Company and has led to the 
inability of Coles to meet the primary goals under Chapter 9.1 to serve the residents of 
their first due thus posing a high risk to the safety and health of members of Coles and 
to the community.   
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The Task Force determined that Coles has not demonstrated compliance with several 
FRA policies and procedures.   
 
Policy noncompliance violates Coles’ contract with the BOCS to provide fire and EMS 
services.   
 
Ineffective Fleet Maintenance Program 
 
1. No mechanical apparatus check out training documented on new driver check-

offs. 
2. Lack of proactive and preventative maintenance program.  A fix it when it breaks 

culture or “old school” attitude is the perceived approach displayed by the Chief 
Engineer. 

3. Slow notification system for needed repairs (pass-on book/telephone). 
4. No apparatus check sheets. 
5. Lack of a communication process and deficient follow-up procedures from 

volunteers to notify all personnel of issues regarding apparatus repair statuses. 
6. Incidents of tires in-service beyond safe service life. 
7. Chief Engineer acknowledged deficiencies in their fleet maintenance program. 
 

Impact of Issue 

 
A lack of a formal and structured fleet maintenance program severely undermines the 
Company and has led to the inability of Coles to meet the primary goals under Chapter 
9.1 to serve the residents of their first due thus posing a high risk to the safety and 
health of members of Coles and to the community.   
 
The Task Force identified that Coles has a lack of a written and structured apparatus 
preventive maintenance policy.  Fire and rescue apparatus requires a routine and 
detailed preventive maintenance program.  An effective program must include 
processes to address repairs, ensure mechanically safe systems, and communicate 
apparatus conditions and repair statuses with all personnel.   

 
Inadequate Facilities Maintenance 
 
1. Repairs go unattended for lengthy periods of time. 
2. Asbestos abatement issues were inadequately addressed. 
3. Plumbing and maintenance issues in the bathroom not addressed for weeks.  

This included water leaks from the bathroom plumbing through the floor down 
into the kitchen area. 

4. Climate control issues in the server room during extreme summer temperatures 
not addressed. 

5. Career and volunteer communication issues--input from career staff regarding 
maintenance not accepted. 

6. Fire and building code issues addressed inconsistently. 
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7. Failing air-conditioning units not addressed for one year. 
8. Physical security of the building neglected; doors not closing and securing 

adequately. 
9. Bay door maintenance neglected. 

 
Impact of Issue 
 
Inadequate facilities maintenance poses both high and medium risks to the members 
(depending on the specific issue). 
 
Doors unable to be secured present a security risk.  Fire and building code violations, 
as well as neglected plumbing repair issues create health and safety risks for personnel. 
 
Station 6 is scheduled to be rebuilt as part of the County’s Capital Improvement 
Program.  While this will address the long-term building condition requirements, on-
going maintenance cannot be neglected. 
 
Culture of Negativity, Negative Mentality, Cliques 
 
1. Atmosphere of a hostile environment is created by some members. 
2. Negative and disruptive “mob” mentality of certain members is displayed toward 

leadership. 
3. “Us vs. Them” atmosphere created by cliques. 
4. Negative culture displays anti-EMS attitudes. 
5. Presence of negative interactions among membership and a lack of positive and 

collaborative interactions. 
6. Individual members not assimilated into perceived popular cliques become 

targets for belittlement and are treated as a second-class citizen. 
7. Sense of entitlement by some members. 
8. Conflict between two families that have created divineness and organizational 

dysfunction. 
9. Inequality among EMS and fire suppression members.  For example: 

a. EMS leadership candidates/officers were required to provide resumes 
while fire leadership candidates/officers were not.  

b. EMS recruits were required to wear the red “recruit” uniform shirt while fire 
recruits uniform requirements were not enforced. 

c. Lack of authority parity in fire and EMS ranks--EMS line officers 
subordinate to fire line officers in command structure. 

d. Senior EMS line officers not consulted by Assistant Fire Chief in 
development of EMS policies and procedures. 

10. Recruits and associate members were only assigned menial tasks which created 
feelings and perceptions that they were treated as a “maid service.” 

11. Need to be part of the clique to ride the rescue unit. 
12. Fire leadership does not carry required OMD endorsement to provide EMS 

services in Prince William County.  This sends a poor message to the rank and 
file regarding the station priorities. 
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13. EMS transport unit staffing diverted to provide an EMS endorsed provider on the 
rescue. 

14. Unprofessional conduct during company meetings (e.g., verbal attacks between 
members and on outside guests). 

15. The Coles Department’s Facebook “234 Express” page illustrated a bias favoring 
the rescue unit. 

16. Certain members destabilized organization by over-reaching their authority. 
17. Training opportunities selective due to cliques. 

 
Impact of Issue 
 
The sustained negative culture severely undermines the Company and has led to the 
inability of Coles to meet the primary goals under Chapter 9.1 to serve the residents of 
their first due thus posing a high risk to the safety and health of members of Coles and 
to the community.   
 
The Task Force observed an atmosphere of conflict between fire and EMS members.  
The culture subordinates and diminishes the importance of the delivery of emergency 
medical services.  EMS is a critical service provided to the community and represents 
approximately 75%-80% of the county-wide service demand.  The anti-EMS culture is 
ultimately reflected in the priority of unit staffing and service delivery to the community. 
 
Delivery of efficient and effective services requires leadership, training, and teamwork 
which all will suffer in a negative organizational culture as displayed at Coles. 
 

Noncompliance with Internal Governing Documents 
 
1. September 2012 officer elections were not conducted in a manner consistent 

with Coles’ By-laws. 
2. Attempted to dismiss a member without providing the 14-day notice required by 

Coles’ By-laws. 
3. Chief Eldert’s station staffing policy did not receive membership support and was 

not complied with by the membership. 
4. Chief Eldert ordered an investigation into alleged member misconduct.  The 

investigation was never initiated or performed by the assigned investigator, which 
was another member of the Coles’ Board of Directors. 

5. Inconsistent discipline of members; perception of favoritism. 
6. Inconsistent enforcement of the Coles’ tobacco policy. 

 
Impact of Issue 
 
Noncompliance with internal governing documents poses both high and medium risks to 
the members and the community (depending on the specific issue). 
 
Internal governing documents are adopted to address administrative activities and 
establish expectations for member conduct.  The Task Force identified occurrences of 
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noncompliance with internal governing documents which created a perception of 
favoritism and inconsistent discipline that undermined and eroded morale and initiative. 

 
Ineffective Recruitment Program 
 
1. No clear responsibility in the department for recruitment. 
2. No apparent organized recruitment effort. 
3. Membership applications routinely lost.  
4. Membership Committee did not follow established processes. 
5. Recruitment signage removed and not replaced. 
 
Impact of Issue 
 
An ineffective recruitment program severely undermines the Company and has led to 
the inability of Coles to meet the primary goals under Chapter 9.1 to serve the residents 
of their first due thus posing a high risk to the safety and health of members of Coles 
and to the community.   
 
Chief Eldert identified that the number of volunteers had declined and had consistently 
remained low resulting in poor staffing performance.  In his Strategic Vision Power Point 
Presentation (Appendix B) presented to Coles in July 2012, Chief Eldert identified a 
plan to boost staffing and increase Coles membership, which was ignored by the 
remaining Coles leadership after Chief Eldert’s departure.  Since that time, there has 
been no measureable improvement, and the Task Force determined that Coles has 
insufficient personnel resources to deliver required emergency services.  
 
Recruitment is an essential function needed for long term health and viability of an 
organization.  The persistent and insufficient recruitment efforts directly impact Coles’ 
ability to maintain minimum level of staffing and subsequent service delivery, both short 
and long term.  

 
Retention of Qualified Personnel Inadequate 
 
1. Due to the negative environment in the station, qualified personnel seek and 

leave for opportunities elsewhere. 
 
Impact of Issue 
 
Inadequate retention of qualified personnel poses a high risk to the organization.   
 
The failure to retain qualified members directly impacts Coles’ ability to maintain a 
minimum level of staffing and subsequent service delivery.  Without qualified members, 
Coles is not in a position to provide emergency services to the public. 
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CONTINUED PROBLEMS FOLLOWING THE 
EMERGENCY DIRECTIVE ISSUANCE 

 
 
The following issues occurred without prior knowledge of the DFR Assistant Chief of 
Operations assigned to provide oversight to Coles in accordance with the Emergency 
Directive.  When the issues were discovered by the DFR Assistant Chief of Operations, 
corrective actions were taken. 
 
Santa Ride 
 
On December 15, 2012, Coles conducted a “Santa Ride.”  A Santa Ride is a holiday 
activity where volunteer fire and rescue companies tour a community, typically with a 
pumper and a Santa, to celebrate the holidays.    
 
Coles travelled sections of Dumfries Road with the engine, rescue, and tanker units, all 
with their emergency lights and siren activated.  Additionally, Santa and several 
members were riding on top of the rescue and tanker units. 
 
When questioned about the incident, Coles’ leadership described the activity as a long 
standing tradition.  The Coles’ leadership failed to recognize this as a significant safety 
risk, and there was no follow-up action taken by Coles’ leadership to address the 
concerns.   
 
Impact of Issue 
 
The driving on the major roadway with emergency lighting and siren activation created 
confusion among civilian drivers.  Civilians reacted by pulling to the side of the road, 
believing the units were responding to an emergency.  This disrupted the normal traffic 
flow along the roadway and was a potential source for unintended vehicular collisions 
and injury to involved civilians.  Section 46.2-920 of the Code of Virginia specifically 
addresses the use of warning lights by emergency response vehicles when responding 
to emergency calls. 
 
The use of apparatus’ emergency lighting activated traffic signal preemption devices 
along the route.  Activation of traffic signal preemption devices for non-emergency use 
is against FRA and VDOT signal preemption guidelines.  This disrupted the normal 
traffic flow along the roadway and was a potential source for unintended vehicular 
collisions and injury to involved civilians.  An agreement between VDOT and Prince 
William County dated July 7, 2005, specifically identifies that misuse of preemption 
devices shall result in immediate removal of said device.  A loss of preemption devices 
would have a permanent negative impact on emergency response times county-wide 
and increase the risk to emergency responders and citizens. 
 
Upon learning of the incident, the DFR Assistant Chief of Operations informed the 
membership to not perform this type of unsafe activity. 
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This activity involved multiple unsafe practices which pose a high risk to the safety and 
health of the members and the community and which could also lead to loss of the 
agreement between Prince William County and VDOT for signal preemption thus 
impacting DFR and all other volunteer companies. 
 
Citizen Complaints 
 
In mid-December, a citizen complaint was received regarding the driver of the tanker 
using a cellular phone. Based upon the information, the driver at the time of the 
complained upon activity was a volunteer member.  
 
On December 15, 2012, personnel at Coles (Station 6) received another citizen 
complaint.  The citizen called the station to report concerns about the Coles’ rescue 
chief’s vehicle and the rescue unit traveling on Interstate 95 at a high rate of speed, 
estimating the speed at 80+ mph.  Based upon the information, the driver at the time of 
the complained upon activity was a volunteer member. 
 
There is no known record of any Coles’ investigation into, or formal or informal response 
to, either of these complaints. 
 
Impact of Issue 
 
This activity involved unsafe vehicle operation practices which pose a high risk to the 
members and the community.   
 
These incidents included unsafe vehicle operation and impact the public’s perception of 
the Fire and Rescue System as a whole and erode public trust. 
 
Upon learning of these incidents and on December 17, 2012, the DFR Assistant Chief 
of Operations delivered a directive to the Coles’ membership regarding safe vehicle 
operation expectations and compliance with FRA policies.  
 
Apparatus Transfer 
 
On December 19, 2012, the DFR Assistant Chief of Operations issued written direction 
to the Coles’ membership that apparatus could not be transferred out of the Coles 
response area without prior approval.   
 
On January 2, 2013, the Coles Chief, who is also an employee of Manassas Park Fire 
and Rescue, learned of a water main break in the City of Manassas Park.  The Coles 
Chief made the unilateral decision to move Tanker 506 from Station 6 and relocate it out 
of the County and place it at the City of Manassas Park’s Station 9. 
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Impact of Issue 
 
This activity involved the improper transfer of emergency apparatus which poses a high 
risk to the community.   
 
Tanker 506 is a County-wide emergency response resource.  The removal of this unit 
from the County and its transfer to the City of Manassas Park made the unit unavailable 
for dispatch in its normal response area or within the County since the City of Manassas 
Park had decided that Tanker 506 would only be available for dispatch within the City of 
Manassas Park during this event.   
 
Coles’ Chief failed to comply with the specific direction provided by the DFR Assistant 
Chief of Operations on December 19, 2012.  Coles’ Chief failed to follow the appropriate 
chain-of-command to request and coordinate the unit transfer.  This transfer action was 
performed unilaterally without consulting the DFR Operations Assistant Chief or 
Battalion 504.  As a result, since Tanker 506 was not available for dispatch within the 
County, this action depleted emergency resources should there have been a need in 
the County. 
 
Due to a lack of proper coordination and planning from a regional apparatus use 
perspective, an adequate response to the needs of Manassas Park was not achieved.  
A system wide approach to addressing this issue would have been identified if the 
appropriate chain of command was notified. 
 
Finally, this action was in direct violation of the Emergency Directive then in effect. 
 
HIPAA Violations 
 
On March 8, 2013, the DFR Assistant Chief of Operations was notified by the DFR 
HIPAA Compliance Officer that potentially identifiable patient information had been 
posted on Coles’ Facebook page, called “The 234 Express.”  Upon review of the 
Facebook page, it was determined that there were postings regarding recent 
emergency incidents which were not in compliance with FRA policies.   
 
Impact of Issue 
 
This activity involved inappropriate social media postings and violations of protected 
health information regulations which violate Federal and State laws as well as 
established FRA policy posing a high risk to the organization and County. Such activity 
directly impacts the public’s perception of the Fire and Rescue System as a whole 
thereby eroding the public trust in our system.  
 
There are medical industry and FRA policies that require the protection of an 
individual’s personal health information.  FRA member departments must maintain 
patient confidentiality and avoid releasing any potentially identifiable patient information.  
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Non-compliance with FRA policies regarding protected health information could result in 
substantial fines, civil monetary penalties, as well as criminal sanctions.   
 
On March 8, 2013, the DFR Assistant Chief of Operations brought the situation to the 
attention of the Coles’ Chief and President.  Coles’ leadership initially failed to 
acknowledge this was an issue, despite the DFR Assistant Chief’s insistence on the 
information’s immediate removal from the site. It eventually took several days for Coles’ 
leadership to take action and have the information removed.  
 
Resistance to Offered Assistance 
 
At the onset of the Task Force review process, the Task Force Chair Wilson (SJVFD) 
offered to assist and provide mentoring to the new leadership at Coles.  In response to 
the Task Force Chair Wilson (SJVFD)’s mentoring offer, the Coles’ Chief expressed 
concerns related to level of oversight and control assigned to the DFR by the 
Emergency Directive issuance. 
 
The Task Force Chair Wilson (SJVFD) met with the Coles’ Chief and President, and 
during the meeting specific concerns were identified by Coles’ leadership related to 
emails from the DFR Assistant Chief of Operations that were sent to Coles’ membership 
regarding the operational riding status of members and a plan to remediate asbestos 
which was found during a facility inspection.  In both examples, the Task Force Chair 
Wilson (SJVFD) was lead to believe by the Coles’ leadership that the DFR Assistant 
Chief of Operations was acting on his own authority without any interaction or 
consensus from the Coles leadership. 
 
Acting as an intermediary, the Task Force Chair Wilson (SJVFD) scheduled a meeting 
on January 9, 2013, with the DFR Chief, DFR Assistant Chief of Operations, Task Force 
Chair Wilson (SJVFD), and Coles Chief and President.  It was during this meeting that 
contrary information regarding expressed concerns was revealed as described below: 
 
 Member riding status emails – it was revealed that the DFR Assistant Chief of 

Operations had indeed communicated with the Coles’ Chief regarding the 
members’ riding statuses and email to be sent out to the membership.  The 
Coles’ Chief admitted he had given his agreement and approval to the DFR 
Assistant Chief of Operations to send the emails. 

 
 Asbestos remediation plan – the Coles’ Chief admitted that he was indeed 

notified of the asbestos issue and was aware of the remediation plan.  The Coles’ 
Chief further acknowledged that he never passed the remediation plan 
information on to the Coles’ President, nor did he inform the Coles’ Board of 
Directors even though the Coles’ Chief is a standing member of that board. 
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Impact of Issue 
 
The failure of Coles’ leadership to honestly and effectively communicate within their own 
leadership structure, as well as with the Task Force Chair Wilson (SJVFD) and other 
representatives attempting to provide guidance poses a high risk to the organization.  
 
The meeting on January 9, 2013, illustrated a leadership and communication failure on 
the part of the Coles’ Chief.  Once confronted with a situation where information could 
no longer be manipulated, the Coles Chief admitted his previous knowledge and 
approval of the emails and asbestos remediation plan.  The Coles Chief had 
misrepresented this information to the Task Force Chair Wilson (SJVFD). 
 
This situation placed the DFR Assistant Chief of Operations in the difficult position of 
defending his actions when they were previously approved by the Coles’ Chief.   
 
 

TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The totality of the identified issues identified in this report demonstrates that the Coles 
District Volunteer Fire Department and Rescue Squad has failed operationally and 
administratively as an organization charged with providing emergency public safety 
services in Prince William County.  The depth of these failures is such that the Task 
Force unanimously believes that Coles is in a non-recoverable situation and is unable to 
meet its contractual obligations according to Chapter 9.1 with the Prince William Board 
of County Supervisors. 
 
The development and implementation of an action plan to address current and future 
stability, while considered as an option, is not recommended by the Task Force due to 
the caustic organizational culture that exists at Coles.  Chief Eldert’s initial plan to 
address identified organizational issues was refuted by the current membership.   The 
current Coles leadership has not taken appropriate measures to address continued 
organizational issues that pose a risk to the Coles membership, other Prince William 
County fire and rescue personnel, and the citizens of Prince William County. 
 
Coles Volunteer Fire Department and Rescue Squad is in an irreparable organizational 
state and unable to meet their contractual obligations with the Prince William Board of 
County Supervisors. 

 
Alternatives 
 
1. Recommend the Board of County Supervisors terminate the Agreement for 

Provision of Fire and/or Rescue Services with the Coles District Volunteer Fire 
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Department and Rescue Squad, dissolve the company and transfer its assets to 
Prince William County. 

 
2. Recommend the Board of County Supervisors terminate the Agreement for 

Provision of Fire and/or Rescue Services with the Coles District Volunteer Fire 
Department and Rescue Squad, dissolve the company and transfer its assets to 
an existing Prince William County Fire and Rescue Association member 
volunteer company following approval by the FRA.  

 
3. Recommend the Coles District Volunteer Fire Department and Rescue Squad be 

placed under the operational and administrative control of another Prince William 
County Fire and Rescue Association member company selected and approved 
by the FRA, thereby suspending their contractual authority to independently 
provide fire and rescue services, until such a time the corporation has strong and 
viable leadership, is deemed compliant with state, county, FRA and internal 
regulations, policies and procedures, has a functioning organization, healthy 
culture, and fleet and station maintenance programs.  The return to full 
operational status must be recommended by the FRA and approved by the 
Board of County Supervisors, who has the sole authority to lift the operational 
suspension.   

 
Recommendation 
 
The Coles Review Task Force unanimously recommends that the Prince William 
County Fire and Rescue Association endorse Alternative 1. 
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To the Officers and Members of CDVFDRS, 

The events over the last year have caused me to do some serious introspection which has 

caused me to re‐evaluate my ability to be a leader within this organization.  I have witnessed 

talented, productive members with generous hearts get slighted, demeaned, or otherwise have 

so much disrespect shown to them that they have left the organization, become apathetic to 

the point where they stop showing up, or are considering leaving at this very moment.   

I cannot help but to feel guilt about their treatment as I am ultimately in charge, however while 

I was not directly responsible for their treatment at the hands of less than marginal 

elected/appointed officials, I opened up the opportunity for this treatment to occur as I have 

been unsuccessful in curtailing the poor behavior of a small group of people.  With that said the 

same lackluster individuals who feel it is their right to run our organization into the ground and 

ensure its demise has further negatively impacted my home and family.  Unfortunately, I can no 

longer muster the strength to believe that things will change.   

I have seen incredible people come here with great ideas and intentions to only be 

marginalized, excluded, used, abused, and discarded like trash.  They leave and sometimes they 

go elsewhere and do great things.  Other times these people have been so badly tainted that 

they walk away from everything all together.  It is a shame that either occurs as I witnessed 

marked improvement in the morale and health of our organization during my tenure as 

President.  In the last year, I have seen our organization be reduced to an awful shadow of what 

it used to be and the hopes of a bright future dashed.  My Assistant Chiefs and I have worked 

tirelessly the last seven months to try and correct many issues ranging from seemingly 

insignificant to serious.  However, due to a select few members, change and accountability 

appear to be something feared and not embraced.  As a result, important responsibilities have 
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been neglected either due to a level of apathy or incompetence.  Either way, this has caused a 

never ending workload to be distributed among a handful of dedicated professionals, who in 

my opinion epitomize the words “selflessness” and “professionalism”.  That cannot be said for 

the individuals who appear to only want a title or “to be in charge”. 

The behaviors mentioned above have negatively impacted the entire organization’s ability to 

grow beyond where we have stagnated for years.  The mentality that the select group of 

individuals have with regard to following the rules as set forth by the Department, the FRA as 

well as the OMD are one of the reasons we continue to have staffing and service delivery 

issues.  Adding to that is the lack of desire to put the organization before individual aspirations 

of members.  Continuing to exhibit these behaviors will always stifle this Department and 

coupled with the perpetual maltreatment of members will never raise this organization beyond 

its current dysfunctional state. 

Additionally, the continued double standard that certain people use when dealing with 

members is ridiculous.  We have people within our ranks that feel they have the right to 

verbally and physically assault members in public forums, but want to dismiss others from the 

Department who have made public comments less inflammatory than others have made.  

While this seems trivial, it is another manner by which inappropriate behavior is allowable for 

only the select few, but is categorized as horrific for others.  When attempts have been made to 

correct such actions, the responses have ranged from “I’m just passionate” to “It is my right to 

say what I feel”.  Using this logic, if this is acceptable, then all forms of public outbursts must be 

acceptable regardless of venue and members need to be able to act inappropriately whenever 

the mood arises.  While I do not agree with this mentality, I have been personally subjected to 

such outbursts by a select few as have a number of others. 

Therefore, I am tendering my resignation as Department Chief effective, Tuesday, August 28, 

2012 at 2359 hours.  My family and physical well‐being is not worth the price of admission to 

this broken ride.  To the people that actually care about this organization and are the solution, 

you have my deepest regrets and utmost respect 

 

 

Adam Eldert, MS, NREMT‐I 
Department Chief 
Coles District Volunteer Fire Department and Rescue Squad 
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§ 27-10. Dissolution of company.  

Whenever the fire/EMS department of the city, town, or county to which any fire/EMS company belongs shall 
ascertain that such company has failed, for three months successively, to consist of twenty effective members in the 
case of a fire company, or ascertain that it has failed for the like period to have or keep in good and serviceable 
condition, an engine, hose, emergency medical services vehicle and equipment and other proper implements, or the 
governing body of the county, city or town for any reason deems it advisable, such governing body may dissolve the 
company.  

(Code 1919, § 3136; 1970, c. 187; 2001, c. 142.)  

prev | next | new search | table of contents | home 
 

Appendix E - Code of Virginia: Section 27-10

E-1



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-1



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-2



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-3



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-4



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-5



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-6



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-7



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-8



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-9



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-10



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-11



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-12



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-13



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-14



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-15



Appendix F - Coles By-laws

F-16



G-1



G-2



G-3



G-4



G-5



G-6



G-7



G-8



G-9



G-10



G-11



G-12




