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A 2019 studies
- Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
- Office of the State Inspector General
~ Office of the Attorney General
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Briefing: December2019

Department of Game and Inland Fisheries

Staff: Justin Brown, Christine Wolfe, Kate Hopkins




Study mandate

Review the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries

determine whether DGI FO0Os r e
balances retained at year end, are appropriate

evaluate the effectiveness
and associated technology

examine DGIFOs | and acqui si

examine the authorities and organizational structure
of the conservation police force

determine efficiency of <con
with other agencieso functi

Study mandate: Commission resolution, October 10, 2017




Background

Admin and IT j

$9.9M

Boating registration
and titling

$2.7M | 4%

Outreach and
education

$4.5M

Enforcement:
Boating safety

$5.4M

&
m $62.3M
@ Total

«»

Wildlife and habitat
management

$24.4M

Enforcement:
Hunting and fishing

$15.3M




Study Iissues

A How effectively does DGIF administer licensing
and registration, collecting sufficient revenue
while encouraging adequate participation?

A How well does DGIF manage and conserve wildlife
and land?

A Is DGIF appropriately enforcing relevant laws and
regulations, and is the officer force adequately
organized and staffed?




Study issues (continued)

A How effectively has DGIF leadership and the Board
of Game and I nland FiI sheri
employees and operations?

A Could any DGIF functions be consolidated with other
state agencies?




Research activities

A Analyze DGIF revenue and spending, staffing, and law
enforcement actions

A Interview DGIF staff and stakeholder groups

A Survey DGIF staff, licensees & registrants, and
members of the Board of Game and Inland Fisheries

A Compare DGIF to other Virginia agencies with similar
responsibilities, and to DGIFs in other states




Office of the State Inspector General
Staff: Jamie Bitz, Sarah Berda$acks




Study mandate

Review the Office of the State Inspector General (OSIG)

role and authority in inspecting and investigating
Incidents in jails and other state facilities where
Individuals are held

role in performance evaluations of state agencies
adequacy of staffing levels and expertise
performance, management, and stability

effectiveness, efficiency, and independence
of centralized OSIG

Study mandate: Commission resolution, October 10, 2017




Background

OSIG was established during the 2011 Session

Consolidated inspector general function from four
agencies

Assumed responsibility for investigating allegations of
waste, fraud, and abuse

Granted new authority to conduct performance audits
of state agencies

Virginia is one of 13 states with a centralized OSIG

OSIG employs about 35 staff and is appropriated
a$6.8 million annually




Background

A OSIG oversight authority varies by type of facility

Facility type Statutory authority

State facilities Inspect facilities annually
Inspect quality of behavioral health services
Review / comment on DBHDS critical incident data /

reports
State Inspect licensed mental health treatment units
prisons Review / comment on DOC critical incident data /
reports
State juvenile Review / comment on DJJ critical incident data / reports
correctional facilities
Local and regional Inspect licensed mental health treatment providers
jails *No legal authority for jail operations and security

) @




Study Iissues

A How effectively is OSIG fulfilling its oversight
responsibilities related to stateoperated facilities?

A Should OSIG be given different responsibilities
for jail oversight?

AHow effective is OSI|I Go6s

AHow effective is OSI G&s
allegations of waste, fraud, and abuse?

A How effectively and efficiently does OSIG manage
the agency and its staff?
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Research activities

A Analyze OSIG performance audits, investigation
reports, and inspection reports

A Interview OSIG staff and other agency staff

A Survey OSIG staff, and agencies and other key users
of OSIG performance audits

A Compare OSIG to OSIGs in other states

A Observe Board of Corrections jail death investigation
review meetings




Briefing: November2019

Office of the Attorney General
Staff: Mark Gribbin, Maria Garnett, Ellie Rigsby

JLARC @



Study mandate

A Review the Office of the Attorney General (OAG)

~ allocation and expenditure of forfeiture and other
non-general funds

~ process for the retention of private attorneys
and special counsel

guality of legal services provided

- performance of the Medicaid Fraud Control Unit
and how it compares with other states

Study mandate: Commission resolution, October 10, 2017




Background

Other \ Executive and
$2M x administration
Criminal investigation $2M

and prosecution TN\

(o)
Cri .$2|M | 3|/° Direct legal services
”m”}g I\élllpfej‘; to state agencies
0 $32M
Consumer protection —
$3M | 4%
Medicaid fraud _/ State agency payments
prevention to outside counsel
$12M (overseen by OAG)
| $18M

: a




Study Iissues

How well is the OAG managing agency relationships
and providing legal services according to industry
standards?

How well does the OAG ensure outside counsel are
retained when necessary and that they provide
competent and affordable services?

How effectively does the Medicaid Fraud Control Unit
recover funds, deter fraud, and prevent elder abuse?

How effectively is OAG managed, financed,
and organized?

Note: Study issues developed by JLARC staff incorporate OAG staff feedback
on Commission study resolution.




Research activities

A Analyze OAG billing, revenue, and spending; staffing;
and Medicaid Fraud Control activities

A Interview OAG staff and state agency staff
A Survey OAG staff and state agency staff

A Compare OAG legal services to American / Virginia Bar
Association standards, and to OAGS in other states




Tracey Smith
Associate Director

A 2019 studies
" Workersod6 compensation
- Implementation of STER/A
- CSB funding allocations
- Medicaid expansion
- Gaming in the Commonwealth
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Briefing: December2019
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Study mandate

Review operations and perfq
compensation system

whether claims are processed promptly and fairly

whether dispute resolution process is timely, effective,
and equitable

whether measures to minimize fraud and abuse are
appropriate
assess appropriateness of disease presumptions,

compare them with other states, and assess fairness of
evidence required for claiming/rebutting them

Study mandate: Commission resolution, December 10, 2018.




Background

Virginia workers receive partial wage replacement and
medical coverage for jobwelated injuries and diseases

Di seases are compensabl e
Compensation Act under certain conditions

Certain diseases and occupations are presumed
In statute to have a causal connection

Several new disease presumptions considered
by General Assembly in 2019

Enactment of legislation delayed for JLARC report
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Study Iissues

ADoes the Virginia Workers?éo
(VWC) efficiently and effectively resolve disputes
between employers and employees?

AAre Virginiads current di s
appropriate?

A Are requirements for claiming/rebutting disease
presumptions reasonable?

A Is the state taking adequate steps to minimize the
risk of fraud and abuse and to coordinate benefits?




Research activities
Collaborate with epidemiologists/occupational health
experts for review of disease presumptions
Anal ysi s of workersd compeil
Review of workersodo compens:;

Interviews with VWC, DHRM, and VRS staff, employee
stakeholder groups (e.g. firefighters), employer and
Insurer stakeholder groups, attorneys

|l nterviews with workerso ci
and experts in other states

Survey of workersod6 compens:
claimants
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Briefing:June2019

Implementation of STERVA
Staff: Jeff Lunardi, Kate Agnelli, Tess Hinteregger




Study mandate

Review the | mpl evnedn tbayt | DoBnH
and the CSBs
evaluate progress toward providing same&ay access to
behavioral health clinical assessments and reducing
wait times for services (step 1)

evaluate progress toward providing primary care
screening (step 2)

evaluate planning for future phases

STEPVA: System Transformation Excellence and Performance
DBHDS: Department of Behavioral Health and Developmental Services
CSB: Community Services Board




Background

A STEPVA was enacted in 2017 to improve access,
consistency, quality, and accountability of community
based behavioral heal t h sel

A State investing over $60M between FY18 and FY20

A All CSBs will begin to implement the same nine steps
In phases by July 1, 2021




Study issues

A To what extent has the initial implementation
of STEPVA been effective at enabling CSBs to
meet the programos goal s?

A Does DBHDS have adequate plans in place to
support effective implementation of STEFA?

A Is funding for STER/A based on relevant factors and
being used as intended?




Research activities

A Site visits to CSBs and interviews with directors
and staff

A Survey of CSBs

A Interviews with DBHDS staff

A Interviews with other states and subject matter experts
A Review of planning and needs assessment documents




Briefing:June2019

CSB funding allocations

Staff: Jeff Lunardi, Tess Hinteregger




