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September 11, 1989

To the Honorable Members
of the Virginia General Assembly
State Capitol
Richmond, Virginia
My Dear Col1eagues:
As Chairman of the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission, I am

i pleased to transmit to you JLARC's 1989 Report to the General Assembly. The
. report overviews the work of the Commission and its staff during the past two
years, fol1ows up on previous study recommendations, and previews future and
ongoing projects.
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Herein you wi11 find summaries of our most recent studies, and I believe you will
agree with me that lately we have had to grapple with some particularly complex
and sensitive subjects. For example, our studies of indigent health care funding
formulas, information technology, the funding ofthe educational standards of
quality, and child day care regulation have addressed many difficult issues. Our
job is to provide the General Assembly with factual information that can be used
for legislative decisionmaking.
Reading through these overviews, I can't help but notice a recurring theme:
cooperation. To deal effectively with pervasive and difficult issues such as these,
cooperation is essential. In many cases, both the study effort and the successful
use of recommendations could only have corne about through the close collaboration of key legislators, the JLARC and budget committee staffs, executive agency
personnel at all levels, and the Governor and his cabinet secretaries.
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When the legislative and executive branches work together as they recently have,
much can be accomplished: improved equity, accountability, economy, and
efficiency. Dollars are only one measuring stick for our success, but this report
documents more than six mi11ion dol1ars in savings to the Commonwealth as a
result of recent JLARC studies.
During the 1988 Session, JURC was expanded to 14 members of the Assembly.
We are fortunate now in having more shoulders to bear the load. And I speak for
the entire Commission when 1 thank all members of the House and Senate for
their continuing good faith and support in our oversight efforts.
Respectful1y,

Cl) ~td-e-

~

Robert B. Bal1, Sr.
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The Commission
The Joint Legislative Audit and
Review Commission (JLARC) is an
oversight agency for the Virginia
General Assembly. It was established
in 1973 to review and evaluate the
operations and performance of State
agencies, programs, and functions.
The Commission is composed of
nine members ofthe House of Delegates, of whom at least five also serve
on the House Appropriations Committee, and five members of the Senate, of
wbom two also serve on the Senate Finance Committee. Delegates are ap-

pointed by the Speaker of the House,
and Senators by the Privileges and
Elections Committee. The chairman is
elected by a majority of Commission
members, and traditionally the
chairmanship has rotated every two
years between the House and Senate.
The Auditor of Public Accounts is a
non-voting, ex-officio member.
The Commission has a full-time
staff. A staff director is appointed by
the Commission and confirmed by the
General Assembly for a six-year term
of office.

The Statutory Mandate
The duties ofthe Commission and
the nature of its studies are specified
in Sections 30-56 through 30-63 of the
Code of Virginia. Report findings and
recommendations are to be submitted
to the agencies concerned, the Governor, and the General Assembly. These
reports are to address:
• areas in which functions of
State agencies are duplicative, overlap, fail to accomplish legislative
objectives, or for any other reason
should be redefined or redistributed
• ways in which agencies may
operate more economically and efficiently
• ways in which agencies can
provide better services to the State
and to the people.
The Commission has also been
assigned authority to make special
studies and reports on the operations
and functions of State agencies as it
deems appropriate and as may be
requested by the General Assembly.
In addition, the Commission is authorized to prepared supplemental studies
and reports relating to its evaluations.
Once each biennium, the Commission
conducts a systematic follow-up of its
work. From time to time, usually
coinciding with this biennial report,

agencies are requested to file "status
of action" reports on their efforts to
address the Commission's findings
and recommendations. Special followup studies are required in cases where
the Commission has cited waste,
extravagance, fraud, or misuse of
public funds.
Under authority of Section 2.1155 ofthe Code, the Commission also
serves as the point oflegislative focus
for financial audit reports. The
specialized accounting and audit
resources of the Office ofthe Auditor
of Public Accounts are available to the
Commission. The ability of the
Legislature to assess agency performance is enhanced by this combination
of program and fiscal reviews.
Section 2.1-196.1 of the Code gives
JLARC authority to establish new
internal service funds and to discontinue those no longer needed. JLARC
can also authorize the transfer of
excessive retained earnings from
internal service funds to the State
general fund. To carry out these
responsibilities the Commission
reviews, on a continuing basis, internal service funds for graphics, systems
development, telecommunications,
central warehouse, computer services,
central garage, buildings and grounds
special projects, and State and federal
surplus property.
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The Legislative Program Review
and Evaluation Act
In 1978, JLARC embarked on a
unique approach to oversight under
the auspices of the Legislative Program Review and Evaluation Act. The
Act provides for periodic review and
evaluation of selected topics from
among all seven program functions of
State government: (1) Individual and
Family Services, (2) Education, (3)
Transportation, (4) Resource and
Economic Development, (5) Admini-

stration of Justice, (6) Enterprises,
and (7) General Government.
While the principal function of the
Evaluation Act is the scheduling of
functional area reviews, it also encourages (1) coordination with the standing committees, (2) agency selfstudies, and (3) committee hearings on
JLARC reports. The Act does not
require or restrict standing committee
activities in any way.

Fulfilling the Mandate:
The Audit and Review Process
To carry out its oversight responsibilities, JLARC issues several types of
legislative reports. Performance
reports evaluate the accomplishment
of legislative intent and assess
whether program expenditures are
consistent with appropriations.
Operational reports assess agency
success in making efficient and
effective use of space, personnel, or
equipment. Special reports are made
on State operations and functions at
the direction ofthe Commission or at
the request of the General Assembly.

Many of these special reports require
elaborate statistical applications to
assess policy and program effectiveness.
To date, JLARC has issued 104
reports, each of which is annotated in
this publication. Nine projects are
currently in progress. In addition,
numerous letter reports have been
prepared on specific topics of interest
to the Commission.
A JLARC study begins when the
Legislature identifies a topic for
review. The Commission authorizes
(continues, p. 4)
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Objectives of Legislative Oversight
• An Informed Legislature:
Oversight studies help inform citizen
legislators about agencies, programs,
and activities. A primary objective
for JLARC is to gather, evaluate, and
report information and make recommendations that can be used in
legislative decision-making. Reports
provide information that may be
useful to legislators during deliberation on legislation, during committee
hearings, and in responding to constituent questions or requests for
assistance.
Oversight reports are also
valuable as a long-term memory of
program information, and may be
useful to legislators and agency administrators as reference materials.
• Program and Agency Savings: Program cost savings are
frequently the product oflegislative
oversight studies, and are usually
the most visible of all possible
outcomes. Savings directly related to
JLARC studies total over $172
million to date. Harder to pinpoint,
but just as important, are the opportunities for savings which may result
from the implementation ofrecommended efficiencies or adoption of
program alternatives.
The amount of potential
savings depends on the extent to
which changes are made. In some
instances, changes may result in
more spending to achieve greater effectiveness.

• Compliance with Legislative Intent: Writing and enacting
legislation is the law-making function of the General Assembly. This
establishes legislative intent. The
oversight function helps ensure that
laws are being carried out as the
Legislature intended. In some cases,
intent may not have been clearly
understood by program administrators; in other cases, statements of
intent may have been ignored. In
those instances where legislative
intent is not explicit in statute, an
oversight study can assess and
report to the General Assembly on
how an agency has decided to implement its mission.
• Improved Efficiency and
Effectiveness: JLARC is required
by statute to make recommendations
on ways State agencies may achieve
greater efficiency and effectiveness
in their operations. Achieving efficiency means finding ways to accomplish the same tasks at reduced cost;
achieving effectiveness means findings ways to better accomplish
program and agency objectives.
Significant changes have
been made in program efficiency and
effectiveness in response to oversight
reports and recommendations. The
fact that a regular program oflegislative oversight exists also stimulates agency self-evaluation, which
may bring about improved operations.
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project initiation, and the project is
assigned to a staff team. A workplan
is then prepared which documents the
research approach to be used.
After the team completes its
research, it prepares a report which is
reviewed internally and subjected to
quality assurance standards. Subsequently, an exposure draft is distributed to appropriate agencies for their
review and comment. A revised

exposure draft, which also contains
agency comments, is reported to the
Commission.
The Commission or one of its
subcommittees reviews the report,
indicates any additional legislative
concerns, and authorizes publication
of the study as a legislative document.
The printed report is distributed to all
General Assembly members, the Governor, and other interested parties.

How JLARC Functions
The JLARC staff director is responsihle for preparing the budget,
hiring personnel, managing research,
and long-range planning.
The staff is organized into two
research divisions, each headed by a
division chief, and three support
functions. Project teams, typically
ranging from two to four people, are

assigned to the divisions for administrative and research supervision.
Team leaders have responsibility for
managing projects and directing teams
on a day-to-day basis. The teams are
supported by specialists in research
methods, computer applications, and
publications services.

Director
Deputy Director

!

Executive Functions
Quality Assurance
Training & Recruiting
Planning &Follow~up
Executive Assignments
I

Research Support

Administrative Support

Methodology
Publications & Graphics
Data Processing

Business Management
Office Services

I

I

Research Division I

Research Division II

Project Teams

Project Teams

The 1987 Report to the General Assembly documented over $166
million in savings, cost avoidances, and new revenues resulting from
JLARC recommendations since the Commission's inception. Additional
savings to the State reported by agencies during the past biennium include the following, which are discussed in more detail throughout this
report.
•

Additional estimated savings recently reported by the
Department ofInformation Technology, primarily from
staffing reductions and the segregation of IBM and
Unisys technologies:
$3,000,000

•

Maintenance budget savings reported by the Department of Transportation, attributable to adjusting
workload standards to reflect actual performance:

2,700,000

Interest reported by the Division of Unclaimed
Property on funds transferred from general receivers,
as recommended by JLARC

200,000

Excess funds accumulated by the Maintenance and
Repair Projects internal service fund, transferred to
the General Fund:

130,000

Suspension of purchases of Southeastern Americana
by the University of Virginia's Alderman Library
(based on average oflast four years' expenditures):

80,000

•

•

•

Total savings since the 1987
Report to the General Assembly ................•....•..•........$6,110,000
Cumulative savings documented
in previous updates

$166,000,000

Cumulative savings since
JLARC's inception*

$1 72,11 0,000

JLARC's cumulative budget expenditures
through 1988
Ratio of JLARC's savings to its
budget expenditures

$13,983,465
$12 : $1

* Cumulative savingsareconservativelyestimated based on one or two years of
implementation. Many of these savings continue to accrue indefinitely. For
example, set-off debt collection, as recommended by JLARC, was operational-

ized in 1981. These collections by the Department of Taxation for 1988 alone
totaled over $8.5 million, but are not included above.
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The JLARC Staff
The varied education, training,
and professional experience of the
research staff are important to the
Commission. Among the fields represented by undergraduate and graduate education are business administration, economics, education, English,
law, philosophy, planning, political
science, policy analysis, psychology,
public administration, and urban
systems. Most members of the research staff have graduate degrees.
Staff titles reflect formal education, training, and experience at
JLARC. The titles are assistant,
associate, senior associate, senior,
principal, and chief analyst. Promotions are based on merit. Salaries are
competitive with those of similar types
of executive and legislative employ-

ment, and each staff member participates in State-supported benefit
programs.
Professional development is
encouraged through membership in
relevant associations. Training is
carried out through on-campus credit
instruction in fields related to the
work of the Commission, and through
in -service training programs. Emphasis is placed on enhancing communication, team management, and technical
skills.
JLARC is housed on the 11th floor
ofthe General Assembly Building,
adjacent to the State Capitol. The
close proximity of the other legislative
staffs and support services encourages
communication and contributes to
JLARC's research efforts.
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Funding the State and Local
Hospitalization Program
The State and local hospitalization
program (SLH) was established in
1946 by the General Assembly to
provide hospitalization to indigent and
medically indigent persons. Under
this program, the Department of Social
Services has been distributing appropriated funds to local governments
solely on the basis of population. Local
participation has been voluntary, and
the State has financed 75 percent of
program operations.
The program has come under
frequent scrutiny by the Legislature,
and revision of the current funding
formula has been discussed for more
than ten years. JLARC's 1978 study of
inpatient care, for example, recommended that the formula be revised.
The 1986 General Assembly mandated
JLARC to study the formula, make
recommendations for improvements,
and include cost estimates for alternative plans.
The study found that the funding
, formula for the SLH program was
clearly outdated. Population-based
allocation of funds did not reflect
actual need for the program, nor
account for the ability of each locality
to raise revenues for the required
matching funds. Some localities did
not fully match their State allocation,
and others chose not to participate in
the program. It was also found that
the use of retrospective reimbursement procedures could discourage
localities from participating.
In evaluating funding alternatives,
JLARC staff focused on two primary
goals: equal access to needed program
services, and tax equity. In order to
promote equal access, the State
needed to explicitly recognize local
costs for hospital-related services.
Because these costs depended on local
demand, JLARC staff developed a
measure of the minimum demonstrated level of demand for the program, using both paid SLH applica-

tions and those applications that had
been rejected for reimbursement
because local SLH funds had been
depleted. Demand in non-participating localities was also estimated.
JLARC staff concluded that the
second goal, tax equity, would be
achieved if the proportion of resources
required from local governments to
fund hospital-related services did not
vary greatly across localities. Therefore, a measure was developed for
representing and comparing local
resource expenditures.
This measure utilized local revenue capacity for determining local
ability to pay for the program. Additional adjustments could also be made
to the measure in order to reflect the
income levels of local residents in
relation to statewide income. This
approach would ensure that localities
with the greatest abilities to pay
would bear appropriate responsibility
for funding the program, while localities with lesser abilities to pay would
be provided with greater State assistance. It also recognized that localities whose residents had lower incomes might have greater difficulty in
taxing at statewide rates.
The report also made several other
important recommendations, including minimum mandatory service
requirements, uniform eligibility
criteria, and participation by all cities
and counties. A more rational basis
for an SLH reserve fund was recommended. Specific suggestions were
made to encourage better data collection from the localities for use in
program administration.
During the 1989 Session, through
the collaborative efforts of the two
budget committees, a task force of
General Assembly members interested
in indigent care, and the Secretary of
Health and Human Resources, decisive action was taken on the longstanding problems associated with the
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SLH program. Many of JLARC's
concerns were addressed.
As recommended, all localities will
be required to participate. Program
allocations will be based on several
factors, including local costs, current
population, and per-capita demand for
services. Also as proposed by JLARC,
the local share of program funds will
be determined according to local
revenue capacity, adjusted by a local
income factor. Legislation also directed the Department of Medical

Assistance Services to define a minimum program to be implemented in
all localities, as well as uniform
eligibility criteria.
A major initiative was the
transfer ofthe program to the Department of Medical Assistance Services,
effective July I, 1989. Determination
of eligibility, however, will remain
with the Department of Social Services through the local boards of welfare or social services.

Funds Held in Trust by Circuit Courts
Circuit courts order funds to be
held in trust if the beneficiary cannot
be located, cannot administer the
funds, or needs to be determined
following a legal proceeding. The
judge may either appoint a general
receiver or have the clerk of the court
administer the funds for the court.
SJR 147 (1987) directed JLARC to
study funds held in trust by clerks and
general receivers. The resolution
mandated that JLARC determine the
total amount of monies held in trust
and assess current fund administration practices.
JLARC found that at the end of
FY 1987, clerks and general receivers
held approximately $56 million in
trust funds. Many of the fund administrators, however, were not complying
with statutes requiring them to
transfer unclaimed funds to the
Division of Unclaimed Property
(Department of Treasury). The
Commonwealth was losing an estimated $48,000 to $165,000 each year
in interest income from these funds.

The JLARC study made recommendations to:
• have the Division of Unclaimed
Property audit the funds and transfer
over $2 million to the Division
• prohibit trust fund administrators from collecting fees on those unclaimed funds which should have been
transferred to the Division
• improve the investment practices of fund adminstrators
• set an appropriate and uniform
fee schedule to be charged by general
receivers for managing trust funds
• ensure that fund administrators be sufficiently covered by bond
• improve oversight by requiring
improved recordkeeping and by
providing the Auditor of Public Accounts (APA) authority to audit trust
funds held by general receivers.
The General Assembly's support
for these recommendations was evident in the 1988 Session. Legislation
was passed establishing or clarifying
the responsibilities, fees, recordkeeping practices, and bond requirements for clerks and general receivers.
Annual fund audits by the APA, to
begin this year, were also approved.
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The Division of Unclaimed Property reports that trust fund administrators had remitted over $2.4 million
in unclaimed funds by May 1989, with
a number of audits still in progress.
Interest accruing on these funds has
surpassed $200,000.
In response to a number of specific
JLARC recommendations, two separate administrative manuals (one for
circuit court judges and one for trust
fund administrators) were prepared to
improve trust fund administration.
The Office ofthe Executive Secretary
of the Virginia Supreme Court was
charged with the responsibility for
developing and distributing these

manuals, with assistance from the
APA, the Cash Management and
Unclaimed Property divisions of the
Department of Treasury, the Department of Safety's Divison of Risk
Management, and JLARC staff.
The study recommended that
judges retain the flexibility to appoint
general receivers, if necessary. It was
noted, however, that administration
by the clerks was clearly preferable
due to stronger accountability. As a
result of the recommended uniform fee
schedule, some general receivers have
turned their accounts over to the
clerks.

Funding the State and Local
Cooperative Health Department Program
The State and local cooperative
health department program (CHD)
was created by the General Assembly
in 1954 to ensure the provision of
public health services to all Virginians. The program is administered by
the Virginia Department of Health
(VDH). Local CHDs have been funded
primarily through cooperative budgets
composed of State and local funds,
along with federal block grants. Local
contributions have been set at a
mimimum of 18 percent and a maximum of 45 percent.
The formula that has been used to
distribute CHD funding is based on
estimated true value of locally taxable
real property (ETV). Over time,
however, the limitations of this
funding approach became clear: (1)
fund allocation was not based on any
systematic assessment of community
health needs, (2) ETV was no longer
an accurate measure oflocal ability to
generate revenues to pay for CHD
services, and (3) inflation had driven
up the value oflocal real estate so that
a majority oflocalities had to pay the
maximum share for their programs.
JLARC had recommended revising
the CHD formula in 1978, and the

formula had become a major source of
discussion over the past several years.
A variety of study groups and legislative proposals had attempted, without
success, to make revisions. The 1986
Session of the General Assembly
directed the JLARC staff to study the
formula and make recommendations
for improvements.
As in the companion study of State
and Local Hospitalization (see page 7),
this JLARC study assessed the CHD
formula for success in meeting two
goals: equal access to needed program
services, and tax equity. As in the
SLH study, an alternative funding
approach utilizing local revenue
capacity was recommended. The
study also noted that a systematic,
rational system for recognizing local
needs for the CHD program should be
developed by the Virginia Department
of Health.
Subsequent to the study, the 1988
Appropriations Act directed the VDH
to revise the CHD formula, using local
revenue capacity and income data as
factors in the new formula. VDH submitted a revised allocation plan in
September 1988, including an assessment of implementation costs. The
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1989 General Assembly appropriated
funds to phase in implementation of
the new formula beginning in FY 1990.

Concurrently, VDH has undertaken
an assessment to define core health
service needs in the localities.

Review of the Division of
Crime Victims' Compensation
The Crime Victims' Compensation
(CVC) program within the Department of Workers' Compensation
(DWC) provides financial assistance to
innocent victims of crime. The program makes awards to eligible victims
of violent crimes, or their surviving
dependents, for disabilities or financial hardships suffered as a result of
their victimization.
Since its creation in 1976, the
program has accomplished much:
establishing a rigorous investigation
process to validate claims, serving an
increasing number of victims, and
expending public funds in a conscientious and frugal manner. Concerns
had arisen, however, about the adequacy of program funding, claim
processing procedures and turnaround
time, and the appeals process. These
concerns led to HJR 184 (1988), which
directed JLARC to study methods to
improve claim processing and the
possible transfer of the program to the
Department of Criminal Justice
Services (DCJS).
The JLARC staff report
focused on improving the
CVC program's administration, particularly the processes used to establish, investigate, and approve
or deny claims. Written policies and procedures were lacking, and
appeals procedures
needed clarification.
Other recommendations
addressed program
funding, organization,
management, and staffing. Relocation ofthe
division to DCJS was not
recommended.

The Industrial Commission
reacted quickly and positively to the
JLARC report, and within six months
nearly all recommendations had either
been carried out or adopted for implementation. The following agency
actions are summarized from the
Industrial Commission's May 1989
report to the Virginia State Crime
Commission:
• The CVC division's adoption of
recommendations to revise forms,
letters, pamphlets, manuals, checklists, etc. has improved communication
with crime victims, Commonwealth's
Attorneys, medical care providers, and
employers. The JLARC recommendations have "produced positive results
in improving specific administrative
practices which have in the past
caused delay in processing claims."
• The Chief Deputy Commissioner has assumed direct management responsibility for the CVC
program. He has begun to
implement, per JLARC's
recommendation, a system
to monitor CVC workload
and productivity. In order
to maintain closer administrative and operational
control, the Commission
has also placed a staff
attorney in a position to
observe CVC operations
and report directly to
the Chief Deputy Commissioner. To determine the cost of CVC
activities to the Department of Workers'
Compensation, three
one-month test

"We have been given guidelines for our future
internal review and we are looking at costs and
personal accountability for tasks in a better
and different manner. "
-

Letter from the Chairman
of the Industrial Commission

periods oftime utilization are being
conducted. In the future, appropriate
charges will be made against CVC for
DWC personnel costs.
• The JLARC report recommended disseminating additional
public information on the CVC program, particularly in areas of the state
lacking other victim-witness assistance. In response, CVC is in the
process of preparing materials for
radio, TV, and print media. The
materials will also be provided to
Commonwealth's Attorneys and to
legislators.

The General Assembly has taken
several legislative actions relative to
the CVC program. Statutory language
has been changed to clarify the
Legislature's intent regarding the calculation of awards, and to give claimants with cause more time to file
appeals. DWC reports it is preparing
several other initiatives for legislative
consideration in order to:
• clarify how the eligibility of
family members to receive CVC
benefits will be determined in cases
where the perpetrator ofthe crime is a
member ofthe family
• enhance police cooperation and
protect the medical records of victims
• place limitations on attorney
fees for representation of victims
• contain medical costs.

Review of Community Action in Virginia
Community action programs are
designed to help low-income individuals improve their quality of life and
become self-sufficient. In Virginia,
these programs are provided by the 27
local community action agencies
(CAAs) and four statewide organizations. These entities are primarily
private non-profit organizations.
For most of its history, community
action has been a federally funded and
locally controlled program. However,
in 1981 the federal government began
involving the states by distributing
the community services block grant
(CSBG) to the states, which in turn
distribute the grant to individual
CAAs. The states are responsible for
providing the federal government with
assurances that all the requirements
of the CSBG Act are being met. A
small office in Virginia's Department
of Social Services distributes the block
grant and oversees the agencies.

Although total community action
funding has increased over the past
six years (to nearly $50 million in FY
1988), the amount ofthe federal CSBG
has decreased. This has caused the
CAAs to look to the State as a possible
additional source of funding. These
and other factors prompted the General Assembly to have JLARC study
community action in Virginia. The
1987 Appropriations Act directed
JLARC to "conduct a performance
audit and review of the programs and
activities of Community Action Agencies,"
A system-wide assessment showed
that CAA performance is mixed - not
all CAAs perform equally well. Extreme variability was evident in the
number of programs offered, as well as
in the success with which these
programs are conducted.
CAA funding is received from
numerous sources, and provides
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various services, making accountability imperative. However, problems
were found with certain CM programs and procedures, making accountability difficult. Special attention was needed in the areas of
records maintenance practices and the
establishment and documentation of
eligibility requirements. Tbe study
also found that the Department of
Social Services CDSS) needed to significantly strengthen both program
and financial oversight of community
action.
A review of fund distribution
procedures identified several problems. The formula used by DSS to
distribute both the CSBG and the
State non-program-designated appropriation was inequitable, giving
inappropriate weight to historical
funding of the CMs. Procedures used
by DSS to distribute other federal
grant monies appeared to conflict with
the intent ofthe Virginia Public
Procurement Act, and could result in
the appearance of partiality. The
funding formula for one of the statewide organizations, Project Discovery,
also appeared questionable.
In all, the JLARC report made 20
major recommendations for improving

fund distribution; bringing procurement practices into compliance with
the Public Procurement Act; tightening financial reporting requirements
for the CAAs; monitoring CM administrative expenses, program operations, and financial management; improving records managment; ensuring
appropriate composition of, and training for, the community action boards;
implementing eligibility requirements;
and encouraging cost savings.
In response to the study, DSS has
submitted an action plan, and has
reported that it intends to implement
all the JLARC recommendations. Two
major JLARC recommendations will
involve a cooperative effort between
Social Services and the Secretary of
Health and Human Resources:
• revising the formula for distributing the federal CSBG allocation
• assessing the feasibility of requiring a 20 percent funding match for
any future State appropriation of nonprogram funding to CAAs.
These efforts are currently under way,
and will be updated in the next Report
to the General Assembly.
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A Head Start program in session at the Richmond Community Action Program,
Head Start is one Of the better-known Community Action services.
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Technical Report:
The State Salary Survey Methodology
The Department of Personnel and
Training (DPT) conducts an annual
survey of salaries paid in the private
sector. The primary purpose of the
survey is to provide information for
adjusting the State classified salary
structure. Millions of State dollars are
budgeted and appropriated each year,
based on this estimation. In the 198688 biennium, for example, over $110
million was spent on salary increases.
Legislative interest in the salary
survey led to a mandate in the 1988
Appropriations Act for JLARC to
study the methods DPT uses to gather
and evaluate the survey data and the
methods used to determine the minimum salary scale adjustment for State
employees. The staff analysis concluded that, overall, DPT's methods were
generally consistent with statutory
provisions and adequate for producing
an approximation of the gap between
State and private sector compensation.
However, considering the survey's
potential financial impact on the
State, the accuracy of the estimated
salary differential could be improved.
JLARC staff evaluated each phase
of DPT's complex survey and estimation process for methodological rigor.
Fifteen technical improvements to
data collection and analysis were
recommended, including:

• defining systematically the
private firms to be sampled
• increasing the number of
private firms sampled
• estimating and taking into account the random error that is inevitable when using a sample
• estimating the difference between State and private sector salaries with a more stable measure that
better represents State employees.
In addition, the study found that a
one-time comprehensive study of ways
to compare and estimate fringe benefits was needed.
As JLARC recommended, DPT
prepared a plan for implementing the
technical improvements and presented
it to the House Appropriations and
Senate Finance Committees prior to
the 1989 legislative Session. Subsequently, the General Assembly approved an additional position at DPT
to assist in implementing the recommendations. DPT is currently in the
process of conducting the revised
survey, the results of which are to be
presented to the General Assembly
before the 1990 Session.

Management and Use of
State-Owned Passenger Vehicles
In 1984, the Central Garage
became an internal service fund.
Because JLARC has statutory responsibility for oversight of internal service
funds, JLARC staff performed a
comprehensive review of fleet use and
operations.
This review also served to follow
up JLARC's 1979 study of the Central
Garage. The earlier study had found a
need for improved management of the
garage and better utilization ofthe

vehicles in the fleet. Many employees
were using vehicles for commuting
without reimbursing the State. In
response to these findings, the Department of Transportation reorganized
the garage, established new utilization
guidelines, and implemented commuting charges as mandated by the
General Assembly.
JLARC's 1988 review found that
many of the recommendations from
the earlier study had been successfully
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implemented, and that overall operation of the garage had improved.
Some very important changes, however, had not been achieved. Utilization of vehicles, for example, had not
improved: 31 percent of the fleet was
still underutilized despite the fact that
the mileage requirement had been
reduced. Further, most employees
continued to commute without paying
the required fee, at a cost to the State
of more than $341,000 for FY 1987
alone.
The 1988 study found that the
garage was collecting insufficient
information to properly enforce vehicle
assignment requirements. Need for
vehicles was not being determined
systematically; rather, agency assignments were being made basically upon
demand.
On the other hand, many employees were found to be using their
personal vehicles for work-related
travel in excess of assignment criteria,
at a greater cost to the State than the
use of State-owned vehicles. All told,
the JLARC study identified more than
$2.7 million in annual savings that
could result from improved management.
Many ofthe continuing problems
appeared to result from confused
authority and responsibility for setting
and enforcing fleet policies and regulations. JLARC recommended, therefore, that the Central Garage Car Pool

be established as a division of the
Department of Transportation, and
that exclusive authority for management and operation of the fleet be
assigned to the Commissioner of
Transportation. Day-to-day management ofthe fleet, including assignment of vehicles, review of utilization,
and operation of the Central Garage,
would be delegated to a fleet administrator.
Numerous other specific recommendations were also made, including
proposals for:
• improving the collection of information upon which vehicle assignment decisions are made
• revising the minimum mileage
required for assignment

• reducing the reimbursment
rates when travel in personal vehicles
exceeds the level at which a State
vehicle should be assigned
• clarifying and enforcing commuting regulations
• increasing user awareness and
accountability

• revising the mileage criteria for
replacement of vehicles
• revising the methodology used
to develop the rates charged for
vehicle use
• ensuring the garage's cash balances are maintained at reasonable
levels
• redesigning the State vehicle
license plate to better distinguish it
from those used by local governments.
It was also recommended that some
employees with special needs, such as
law enforcement personnel, be exempted from minimum mileage
requirements for vehicle assignment.
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The 1989 General Assembly gave
VDOT clear authority to manage the
fleet, and the department reports it
has taken positive action on the many
operational recommendations contained in the JLARC study. A newlyorganized Division of Fleet Management began operating the garage,
effective July 1, 1989, and requirements for assignment and use of
vehicles for communting have been

clarified. Implementation has been a
major effort both administratively and
operationally, and future JLARC
follow-ups will monitor the new
division's success.
In addition, the General Assembly
supported redesigning State/public
vehicle license plates, and implemention by the Department of Motor
Vehicles is under way.

Internal Service Funds
Within the Department of General Services
Internal service funds are used to
finance and account for goods and
services provided by one State agency
to another on a cost-reimbursement
basis. JLARC has certain oversight
responsibilities for internal service
funds as defined in the Code of Virginia. In keeping with these responsibilities, reviews of the funds are
completed about every five years.
This review examined the five
internal service funds within the
Department of General Services
(DGS): Central Warehouse, the Office
of Graphic Communications, State
Surplus Property, Federal Surplus
Property, and Maintenance and
Repair Projects (a responsibility of the
Bureau of Facilities Management).
Both financial and operational
aspects of each fund were evaluated.
The study team assessed service delivery, rates and charges, fund balances,
billing procedures, operational efficiency, and user satisfaction. The
report made more than 30 recommendations ranging from minor procedural changes to significant administrative initiatives. Examples of the
recommendations and agency responses for each area are provided below:
• JLARC found that Maintenance and Repair Projects had accumulated over $130,000 in excess
funds. Per a study recommendation,

these funds were transferred to the
General Fund. Based on other recommendations, the Bureau of Buildings
and Grounds has taken steps to
improve the accuracy of worker
timesheets, eliminate inconsistencies
in the calculation of overhead charges,
improve communications with the
agencies served, and better define and
monitor the work of both day custodians and contracted nightly custodial
crews. Service agreements similar to
the legislative service agreement have
been developed with the State Corporation Commission and the Virginia
Department of Transportation.
• Central Warehouse has made
several changes recommended by
JLARC to improve operations. Steps
have been taken to improve inventory
controls, decrease error rates, keep
customer agencies updated on prices
and availability, and fill orders more
accurately. Questionable accounting
practices have been brought into
compliance with generally accepted
accounting principles. To begin
eliminating the Warehouse's cash
deficit, JLARC has approved a revised
mark-up on its merchandise. In
addition, Warehouse operations are
being more closely supervised by
Division of Purchases and Supply
management and by the Bureau of
Fiscal Services.
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• Federal Surplus Property has
revised its service charges to levels
that cover the cost of operations.
Delinquent accounts are being aggressively followed-up. Management of
capital improvements (especially
vehicle maintenance and replacement)
has been improved through new
budget controls.

• Improvements implemented at
the Office of Grapbjc Communjcatjons
include timelier processing of accounts
receivable, replacement of a temporary
position with a needed salaried position, and better recordkeeping to
support future staffing requests.

Funding the Standards of Quality
Part II: SOQ Costs and Distribution
Since 1971 the Constitution of
Virginia has required the Board of
Education to prescribe educational
standards of quality (SOQ) which
specify the minimum requirements for
a high-quality program in all school
divisions. These standards establish
the "foundation" program for public
education in the Commonwealth.
Since the adoption of the Standards of
Quality, questions have been raised
about the methods for calculating SOQ
costs and about the adequacy and
equity of State funding in support of
these standards.
The HJR 105 Subcommittee, in
expressing its concern about these
issues, recommended that JLARC
assess the method for estimating SOQ
costs. Since JLARC had already been
scheduled (SJR 35, 1982) to review
public education, an SOQ study was
scheduled as the first project in this
series. This comprehensive study
extended over a three-year period and
required the cooperation and assistance of the Department of Education,
the Department of Planning and
Budget, the Senate Finance Committee, and the House Appropriations
Committee.

"...to assist our less affluent school divisions we
will, according to the relative wealth of the
locality, increase state funding for the costs of
special education, vocational education,
remedial education and pupil transportation. "
- from Governor Saliles' Stote
of the Commonwealth Address

In February 1986, a JLARC staff
report entitled "Funding the Standards
of Quality - Part I: Assessing SOQ
Costs" was released. This first phase
of the analysis dealt only with the
costs of implementing the existing
standards. The study incorporated
new data sources and improved analytical techniques, resulting in a more
thorough and sophisticated approach
to estimating costs than had previously
been possible.
The study showed that the existing
methods for estimating SOQ costs
overestimated the costs for both
instructional personnel and support.
However, consistent with the findings
of another JLARC study on State
mandates and local financial resources,
the report found that the State needed
to increase funding for the standards.
The JLARC staff proposed alternative statistical and computational
techniques to address inadequacies in
the existing costing methods. The
recommended approach was based on
an analysis of prevailing costs in the
school divisions across the Commonwealth.
The study was of considerable
interest both to the General Assembly
and to the educational community, and
had significant impact on budget
decisions of the 1986 Session. The
JLARC methodology was adopted for
use in determining the State budget
for SOQ programs.
The SOQ costs estimated in this
first-phase report were derived within

the constraints ofthe existing framework for defining and funding the
standards, which included the requirement that a major portion of the
funding for school divisions be based
on a single "per pupil" amount. The
study dealt with existing standards,
not with the question of what the
standards "should be," nor with the
issues of equity or distribution.
The second phase of the SOQ
study was completed just prior to the
1988 Session. It broadened the review
to include distribution issues, and
revised the methods for calculating
SOQ costs used in the first phase. The
study resulted in two primary findings. First, the basic structure of
funding for elementary and secondary
education in Virginia is essentially
sound. Virginia's approach to funding
for public education includes the
recognition of need and ability to pay.
These strengths reflect a long-standing commitment by the State to
ensure that a program of high quality
education is available to all children in
Virginia.
The second finding, however, was
that the State could be doing more to
reduce funding disparities. The
report identified a number of significant changes to hoth the method for

calculating costs and the method for
distributing funds which should help
to reduce disparities. The changes
promote two goals for the funding of
the Standards: pupil equity and tax
equity.
Pupil equity would be better
promoted by a more accurate calculation of the costs of implementing the
Standards in the school divisions. The
revised methods recommended in the
phase II report are more sensitive to
the unique circumstances of the school
divisons in terms of required staffing,
salaries, and pupil transportation
costs.
The report concluded that tax
equity would be advanced by a more
accurate measure of local ability to
pay, and by broader, more uniform use
of this measure in distributing funds.
Measures assessed included the
composite index and revenue capacity.
To illustrate the impacts of different distribution alternatives on funding, the report developed seven funding options for consideration by the
Governor and the Legislature. These
scenarios provided a framework for
legislative deliberation and informed
policy decisions about how to reduce
disparity in funding the Standards of
Quality.
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Acting on many of the JLARC
recommendations, the 1988 General
Assembly undertook a major restructuring of public school funding. Consistent with JLARC's findings, the
Governor's budget recommended and
the General Assembly concurred with
the following changes:
• a cost of competing adjustment
to salaries for school divisions in
Northern Virginia

• funding localities based on the
JLARC methodology for calculating
SOQ-required instructional staff
positions
• a new methology for calculating
pupil transportation costs
• allocating of a much greater
proportion of total state funding to the
local school divisions on the basis of
each locality's ability to pay.
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Preface
As in previous years, this Report to the General Assembly presents study
activities, findings, and agency responses in brief, summary form. Overviews,
however, may fail to communicate the complexity of the typical JLARC study, the
number ofparticipants involved, and the length and intensity of the effort. This
article, therefore, attempts to provide more perspective by "telling the story" of one
JLARC study - "Review of Information Technology in Virginia State Government" - in greater detail.
Experience inVirginia and other states has shown that strong legislative
oversight and executive leadership are vital in the complex realm of information
technology. This study effort is a good example of how the executive and legislative branches work together to identify a problem and propose solutions.

Background of the Study
Effective and efficient communication and management of information
are key to any successful endeavor,
from the smallest business enterprise
to the largest conglomerate. For an
entity as large as Virginia State
government, coordinating the flow of
information and the use of computer
services has become a monumental
and costly task.
Virginia State government's use of
information technology has grown at a
rapid rate. During the FY 1986-88
biennium alone, the Commonwealth
spent more than $500 million on
automated data processing and
telecommunications. Costs are sure to
rise as the trend toward automation
increases and agencies expand their
computer use.
Responsibility for managing information and communication services
within State government lies
with the Department of Inforrnation Technology (DIT). An internal service fund agency, DIT recovers 89 percent of its revenues
through charges for telecommunications, systems development,
and computer services.
Created in 1984-85, DIT was
the product of a merger of three
agencies - the Departments of
Telecommunications, Management Analysis and Systems Development, and Computer

Services. Information technology had
been fragmented among the three
agencies, hindering planning and
management efforts.
The consolidation, however, did
not solve all of the State's information
problems. DIT continued to operate as
three separate agencies without a
unified direction. Questions about
DIT management, computer services
costs, and staffing began to surface
among various customer agencies as
well as JLARC, the House Appropriations and Senate Finance Committees,
and the Department of Planning and
Budget (DPB). In addition, Virginia
lacked a comprehensive strategic
statewide plan for information technology, which proved to be a growing
concern among members of the General Assembly and the executive
branch.
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The Early Stages
In the fall of 1985, JLARC was
planning an internal service fund
review of DIT. JLARC is required by
Section 2.1-196.1 ofthe Code of
Virginia to monitor internal service
funds, and had been in continuous
contact with DIT. JLARC staff were
therefore aware of some ofthe
agency's problems. At the same time,
DPB had its own questions about DIT
operations and was considering a cost
analysis evaluation of the agency.
In a cooperative effort, JLARC and
DPB combined resources to conduct a
comprehensive review of information
technology in Virginia State government, concentrating on DIT. At its
December 1985 meeting, the Commission authorized the JLARC staff to
evaluate DIT's performance and costs.
A joint executive and legislative
initiative, the information technology

review encompassed a wide variety of
issues, data, and staffs. DPB played a
key role in identifying some of the
issues and reviewing research products. DPB also provided funds - an
allocation through the Appropriations
Act - to hire a consulting firm for
evaluating technical and financial
issues.
JLARC staff, assisted by the
Auditor of Public Accounts and the
Divison of Legislative Automated
Systems, prepared a request for
proposals, which drew responses from
a number of highly respected private
firms. After carefully considering each
proposal and complying with all
relevant State purchasing procedures,
JLARC awarded the contract to Ernst
& Wbinney, an international consulting firm with considerable information
technology experience.

Research Activities
As is the case for most JLARC
reviews, a team of four research
analysts (headed by a "team leader")
was assembled to begin defining
issues and developing research methods. JLARC staff concentrated on
management issues: personnel,
procurement, organization, staffing,
and the question of statewide information management. The team's basic
mission was to determine if DIT was
achieving its reorganizational goals:
effective and efficient delivery of
services, staffing economies, integration of related technologies, timely and

simplified procurement processes, and
facilitation of State planning for
information resource management.
JLARC research activities included a survey of all DIT customer
agencies, review of data processing
procurement records and procedures,
assessment of project management
and demand for systems development,
analysis of DITs staffing organization,
and an assessment of planning for the
development of the State's computer
and telecommunications resources.
Intense and varied questions about
DIT staffing prompted the most
detailed analysis of personnel that
JLARC has ever done.
In a parallel effort, Ernst &
Wbinney reviewed DIT's accounting
and cost allocation procedures and
compared the agency's computer
services costs and rates with other
organizations. The consultant also
assessed computer use by seven State
agencies - a representative mix of
DIT's customer base.
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Management of the Project
While cooperation among state
agencies is key to any JLARC project,
the DIT study posed several unusual
circumstances. Athough DPB provided the funding, JLARC was responsible for actively managing the consulting firm, a first-time effort for the
staff. Ernst & Whinney was, in
essence, an extension of the JLARC
team, and in that respect office location (most of the firm's project personnel worked out of Baltimore, Maryland) proved to be a constraint.
JLARC's director, the division chiefin
charge ofthe project, and the team
leader were in constant contact with
Ernst & Whinney staff, either by
telephone or through travel, to ensure
that research efforts and standards
were maintained.
Integrating the consultant's
research style and methods into the

JLARC structure also required considerable time, organization, and cooperation. Ernst & Whinney, experts in
assessing information technology
issues, had to be oriented to JLARC's
critical evaluative review process, and
JLARC staff had to become accustomed to working with another organizational unit.
Another unique aspect of this
study was the fact that agencies had
to deal with both JLARC and Ernst &
Whinney. Typical1y, JLARC staff
conduct analyses and survey agencies
alone. In this case, however, DIT and
customer agencies were responding to
questions from two research units,
each with its own methods, at the
same time. Cooperation and coordination, again, proved essential.

Study Findings
One of JLARC's larger studies, the
Review of Information Technology in
Virginia State Government took about
19 months to complete. Begun in
January 1986, the effort concluded in
August 1987 after more than 27,200
hours of JLARC staff time and a major
consultant study.
Because Ernst & Whinney's report
was very technical, it was not widely
distributed. Instead, JLARC staff
incorporated the consultant's findings
into its more than 200-page report.
The team and division chief sifted
through case studies, financial data,
and technical information, merging it
with JLARC's findings and recommendations. That process represented
another unique aspect of the study.
Through its evaluation, JLARC
staff found that although DIT had
been successful in operating the
State's mainframe computer - a
major part of its mission
improve-

ments were necessary in other areas.
Among the findings:

• Procurement - Internal and
external controls over procurement
needed to be strengthened through
staff training, better justification and
validation of sole-source purchases,
clarification of the definition of a
qualified minority vendor, and ful1er
compliance with competitive bidding
requirements.
• Computer Services
Although
agencies' use of DIT's computers had
increased, additional planning and
management efforts to efficiently and
effectively use the mainframe resources were needed. JLARC recommended that DIT provide increased
assistance in areas such as product
research, training, and cost-containment, and work with agencies to
develop more efficient data processing
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Satellite dishes
allow DiTto
arrange worldspanning teleconferences. A
recent example
was a "space
bridge" between
Old Dominion
University and
the Soviet Union.

and storage techniques. A major
recommendation in this aTea was to
segregate rates charged for the two
technologies - IBM and Unisyswhich DIT provides for user agencies.
This would result in agencies paying
the actual costs of the technology they
used. It was felt that this and other
recommendations in the computer
services area could result in substantial rate reductions.
• Telecommunications
JLARe
staff found that agencies could benefit
from additional DIT assistance in
redesigning and upgrading telecommunications systems and recommended that DIT expand its services.
In addition, the staff determined that
State government was not receiving
the full benefit of shared telecommunications networks. Plans, policies, and
standards were needed in that area.
The report noted a number of possible
improvements aimed at consolidating
telcommunications services and
reducing Centrex and SCATS rates.

• Financial Management
Ernst & Whinney and JLARC evaluations determined that DIT's computer services rates were higher than
necessary and were over-recovering
expenses. Also, DIT's computer
services bills were too complex.

JLARC staff recommended that DIT
and the State's largest users of computer services form a task force to
develop methods for more accurately
projecting computer services use.
JLARC also recommended a more
simplified DIT billing system.
• Staffing and Organization
JLARC found that numerous DIT staff
positions were inappropriately classified. Recommendations included new
position descriptions, and routine ansite audits of DIT by the Department
of Personnel and Training.
Also among the report's 65 recommendations was a plan to reorganize
DIT. The reorganization proposed six
major divisions: operations support,
data center, telecommunications,
customer services, systems development, and administration. The plan
was aimed at creating a streamlined
and better organized agency while
reducing duplication of effort. Reorganizing would also achieve a more
uniform division size, reduce managerial layers, and eliminate unnecessary
management positions. This and
other recommendations would provide
more than $2 million in cost-saving
opportunities for State government.
Perhaps the most ambitious
proposal to come out of the study was
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a recommendation to establish a
State-level oversight board to set goals
and standards for information technology and implement a strategic planning process. In the 20 years prior to
JLARC's study, a number of statewide
plans for information management in
Virginia had been developed, all with
limited or no success. JLARC's
proposal centered on the creation of an
independent Council on Information
Management (CIM). Responsibilities
ofthe CIM would include statewide
planning, standard setting, and procurement. It would provide a means
for agencies to plan based on a single
goal for information technology
throughout the State. The council was
to be comprised of seven public members and the Secretaries of Administration and Finance as ex-officio,
voting members. Advisory committees
with representatives from higher education institutions, agencies, and DIT
would also be established.

Implementation of Study Recommendations
DIT has implemented a majority
of JLARC's recommendations in some
form, and has instituted internal

reviews to evaluate its services. The
Council on Information Management
(CIM) was created by the 1988 General Assembly and formed in August
1988. CIM presented an interim
report to the Governor earlier this
year. Developing a strategic information plan for Virginia's future promises to be a lengthy and complex
process.
One of JLARC's follow-up efforts
in preparing this Report to the General
Assembly was a status-of-action
request of DIT. The Department responded with a comprehensive report
on the implementation of JLARC recommendations. Also provided was a
brief overview, most of which is
reproduced on the following two pages,
as it succinctly summarizes DIT's
efforts in response to JLARC's concerns, as well as some new agency
initiatives.
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DIT has accomplished the major objectives In our Internal service fund operations which JLARC recommended. Significant examples may be
found in the following areas:
COMPUTER SERVICES

• Rates for computer services have been cut four times, representing
a cumulative reduction of 53% over two and one half years. Declining
rates are the result of expanded customer usage, the deferral of equipment purchases through more careful CPU capacity planning, and
internal budget discipline. Total expenditures for computer services will
decrease by 55,671.000 In the second year of this biennium from what
was originally projected in the Appropriations Act.
• Segregation of rates for IBM and Unisys technologies has reduced
the cost to IBM customers who no longer "subsidize" the Unisys system.
This encourages migration to more economical technology solutions, as
well as competitive pricing of Unisys products and services.
TELECOMMUNICATIONS

• Centrex rates have been reduced by 28% since June 1, 1986, by reducing overhead and renegotiating contracts.
• SCATS rates have been cut four times since June 1986, representing
a cumulative reduction in the day, evening, and night rates for longdistance telephone service of 30%,46%, and 57%, respectively. This isthe
result of first-tirne competitive procurement of goods and services ...
requiring vendors to produce more accurate billing data, and auditing
and recovery of carrier overcharges. Creation of a T-1 "backbone"
network has improved the efficiency and reduced the cost of interlata
traffic in Virginia, and adding student traffic to the long-distance network
has substantially reduced the evening and night rates.
• DIT's Telecommunications Billing/Engineering Task Force, established in September 1987, completed a plan in August 1988, which will
further reduce the current SCATS day, evening, and night rates of 21
cents, 13 cents, and 9 cents per minute. Rates will be cut by eliminating
many "free" engineering services which have been subsidized by SCATS
and Centrex charges: by charging some of those services to separate
billing elements: by converting to a tirne- and distance-sensitive billing
system: and by eliminating hundreds of costly dedicated tie lines, extended Centrex lines, and other convenient but wasteful network facilities. This has required re-engineering of the SCATS network, development
of a new automated billing system, and a revised, federally-approved
cost allocation plan. JLARC rate approval will be sought....
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SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT

• Fund balances in this labor-intensive internal service fund operation
have traditionally proved negative, requiring periodic rate increases to
avoid deficits. FY 87-88 closed with a positive balance sufficient to defray
increases and avoid any rate increase this year, notwithstanding the
elimination of most general funds for interagency system development
projects. This has been achieved through more efficient use of resources
and enhanced customer satisfaction (and business)....
PROCUREMENT

• A 2QQ& growth in procurement transactions since 1979 has been
accommodated with the addition of two clerical positions and no additional procurement staff. The volume has more recently increased from
1.459 procurements in FY 1986to an estimoted 2,180 this year, a 49%
increase. Continued delegation of procurements and the enhancement
of DIT's automated procurement tracking system have thus for avoided
staff increases.
• Vendor protests of procurements have declined. Out of 5,711
Agency Procurement Request transactions since January, 1986, only 42
were protested, and four of those were granted by DIT. Only four appeals
were filed, and the agency has prevailed in three (with one now pending).
• Minority procurements have consistently met or exceeded goals established by the Department of Minority Business Enterprises. Last year's
award of a major contract for microcomputers to a qualifying Northern
Virginia firm will significantly enhance the level of minority business participation with an estimated $5 million in purchases.
AGENCY REORGANIZATION

• Balancing of service and control functions, now consolidated in
separate agency directorates, has enabled an empirical, unbiased strategic planning program to coexist with an enhanced service-oriented directorate which manages the internal service fund programs. Service operations are balanced by a third directorate, equally strong, which is responsible for capacity planning and financial controls which are controlling
costs and reducing rates.
COUNCIL ON INFORMATION MANAGEMENT

• DIT supported formation of the CIM by the 1988 Session of the
General Assembly, transferred the FTEs necessary for its staff, and is actively supporting this new agency in its strategic planning mission. By
providing the ClM additional technical and staff support under DiT's
Deputy Director for Planning, Policy, and Regulation, most of the anticipated general fund cost of this new program has been avoided.
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The Council on Information Management
With the support of the Secretary
of Administration and the Department
of Planning and Budget, The Council
on Information Management was
created by the passage of HB 510
during the 1988 Session, which
emphasized the development of a
comprehensive planning process along
with specific responsibilities to review
budgets, procurements, policies,
standards, and guidelines pertaining
to the use of information technology.
The Council, the two advisory committees recommended by JLARC, and the
Director were appointed effective
August 1, 1988.
Among this new agency's first
accomplishments are the following:
• Bylaws and operating procedures have been developed.

• An interim report (Senate
Document 23 ofthe 1989 Session) has
been released outlining a preliminary
strategic planning process for information technology.
• A strategic directions policy for
telecommunications within State
government has been developed.

• A standardized reporting
format for technology budget requests
has been developed. ClM will review
these requests and make recommendations to the Department of Planning
and Budget on funding priorities.
• A proposed format has been
developed to be used by agencies in
preparing required information
technology resource plans.
• As specified in the 1989 Appropriations Act, ClM has evaluated and
issued a report on the information
systems operated by the central
support agencies of State government.
• ClM staff have developed a
procedure for reviewing technology
procurements and collecting baseline
data of the scope of technology within
the overall State budget.
• The Council is sponsoring a
State information technology forum in
September 1989 to assist ClM in
evaluating various options for a
statewide strategic plan for information technology, targeted for release in
July 1990.

The Bottom Line
Less than two years after the
JLARC study, the Commonwealth
appears to be well on its way to the
comprehensive, long-term perspective
contemplated in the report. Through
the efforts ofthe Secretary of Administration, the Department of Planning
and Budget, the House Appropriations
and Senate Finance staffs, DlT and
ClM personnel, and other personnel in
the legislative and budget sectors, the
State appears to be meeting both
current and future challenges ofthe
ever-expanding information technology field, while ensuring accountability and fiscal restraint. As an indica-

tion of the latter, a recent update from
DlT estimates that the total cost
avoidances to customer agencies
resulting from rate reductions alone
will total over $37 million for the
1988-90 biennium.
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Organization of the Executive Branch
In 1984, JLARC released four
reports assessing the structure and
roles of numerous components the
Executive Branch, including the
secretarial system. As is often the
case with older JLARC reports, the
findings and recommendations of
these studies have recently found
acceptance by both the General
Assembly and the Executive Branch.
As recommended, the secretariat
previously overseeing resources and

commerce was separated by the 1986
General Assembly into two separate
secretariats (now the Secretary of
Natural Resources and the Secretary
of Economic Development). Recently,
there has been considerable interest in
creating separate cabinet secretaries
for transportation and public safety.
The recommended separation of the
administration and finance secretariats was implemented in 1984.

The State Corporation Commission
A 1986 JLARC study ofthe organization and management ofthe State
Corporation Commission (SCC) made
recommendations to address shortcomings in financial management,
personnel and staffing practices, and
the scope of SCC authority and responsibility. Most of these recommendations were implemented and were
reported in the last Report to the
General Assembly. The SCC's recent
update on implementation activities
included the following:
• The JLARC study found structural, management, and operational
weaknesses in the Bureau of Insurance. Beginning in 1987, under a new
commissioner of insurance, all operations of the Bureau were reviewed.
The SCC reports that major steps
have been taken to consolidate administrative and support functions,
improve coordination and lines of
communication, and simplify the
Bureau's management and operational
structure.
• The study recommended that
the General Assembly grant SCC the
authority to enforce motor carrier
safety regulations. This authority
was placed in statute by the 1989
Session. All SCC investigators have
since received in-service training in

this area from the State Police Safety
Team, and have begun citing carriers
for safety violations.
• The SCC has developed datacollection procedures to address
JLARC's concern about subsidization
which occurs in the regulation of
utilities. A time recording project has
been implemented to track the time of
certain employees working in the
utilities area, so that regulatory
expenses can be properly allocated
among various industries.
• JLARC was also concerned
about subsidization between various
financial institutions. In response, the
Bureau of Financial Institutions has
revised fee schedules used to assess
banks, saving institutions, and industrial loan associations for regulatory
expenses.
• JLARC staff recommended that
the SCC revise some of its staff cost
allocation formulas to ensure accuracy. The SCC created a task force to
propose revised formulas. Several
have been revised, and others are still
under study.
• Per a study recommendation,
all three SCC Commissioners now
have legal assistants.
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• As recommended, the Division
of Support Services has been designated as a staff unit because of its
internal support functions.
Previous to the organization and
management study, JLARC had
studied automated data processing
contracts at the SCC. JLARC staff
have continued to follow up on related
issues, and recently reviewed the
following SCC computer procurement

activities: (1) the selection of software
and hardware vendors for the SCC's
Corporate Information System, (2) the
competitive negotiation process used
with respect to the Agent's Licensing
System of the Bureau of Insurance,
and (3) the award of software maintenance contracts for the two systems.
The SCC's new director of planning
and development is currently implementing recommendations from these
studies.

The Department of Transportation
Over the years, JLARC has
published more than a dozen reports
concerning aspects of highway construction and maintenance and other
operations ofthe Virginia Department
of Transportation (VDOT). JLARC

staff have continued to follow up on
the hundreds of study recommendations, and VDOT has provided comprehensive updates. Below are a few
highlights from the reported activities
which have occurred since the last
Report to the General Assembly:
• The Management Services
Division's Productivity Center was
established in 1987 to enhance efficiency. In view of the 1986 passage of
SJR 7, which directed VDOT to reduce
costs of administration and maintenance by 5 percent as compared to the
1987 -88 appropriations, the work of
the Center has become more critical to
the Department's operations. The
Center, in conjunction with the
Maintenance Division, is now examining productivity at the area headquarters level. In 1988, 37 headquarters
were visited to perform a detailed
analysis of flexible pavement maintenance techniques. A written report
and a training videotape are in preparation. Other maintenance activities
are currently under study.
• Per a JLARC recommendation,
greater emphasis is being placed on
bridge condition evaluation. A twoweek training course, designed to
teach proper condition rating techniques, has been developed and taught
for bridge personnel in all districts.
The department is also developing, in
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conjunction with the VDOT Research
Council, a mathematical technique to
forecast the deterioration rates of
various bridge components.
• A project to develop a pavement
management system specifically for
the secondary system is near completion. Also, a rating system for rigid
pavements has been developed and
will be implemented once all pavement rating teams have been fully
trained.
• A JLARC study recommended
that VDOT review the workload
standards used to develop maintenance budgets. The department
recently completed an analysis of five
years of historical maintenance
performance data in order to compare
actual performance to established

standards. By adjusting the standards to reflect actual performance,
the department was able to reduce its
maintenance budget by approximately
$2.7 million.
• JLARC recommended that the
Department modernize its data
processing system. VDOT reports that
two major on-line systems are operational, with several others under
development. Right-of-way and
program/project management systems,
utilizing video display terminals in
both the central office and district
offices, has been fully operational for
more than two years. Systems for
managing equipment, construction
manpower, highway and traffic
records, finances, and purchasing/
inventory should all be operational by
1990.

The Virginia Housing Development Authority
JLARC's 1985 study ofthe Virginia Housing Development Authority
(VHDA) recommended that the agency
find ways to better target its programs
to low- and moderate-income persons.
The 1987 Report to the General Assembly noted numerous steps taken by the
agency in this regard.
In the past two years the Authority, the Governor, and the General Assembly have each embarked on new
housing initiatives which respond to
JLARC concerns. Among them are the
following:
• The 1987 Session amended
VHDA's legislation to allow the agency
to acquire, own, and operate rental
housing. Two properties, one in
Chesapeake and one in Lynchburg,
have been acquired to date.
• The 1988 Session established
the Virginia Housing Partnership
Revolving Fund, to be administered
jointly by VHDA and the Department
of Housing and Community Develop-

ment. This permanent loan and grant
fund, partly capitalized by oil overcharge money, is to be used for safe
and decent housing affordable by lowand moderate-income persons.
• The 1989 Session authorized a
State Low-Income Housing Tax Credit
Program to complement the federal
program.
• In 1988, the Governor announced plans to establish the Virginia Housing Foundation to attract
investment to housing for low- and
moderate-income Virginians. The
foundation will initially be funded by
VHDA, but is expected to become selfsustaining after one year.
• As reported in 1987, the $45
million Virginia Housing Fund has
been established using VHDA's
reserve funds (per a JLARC recommendation) to make additional lowerincome housing available. Significant
progress has been made in implement-
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ing this initiative, with about $43.5
million committed to specific projects
and innovative programs. To date
approximately 1,400 units of housing
have received financing commitments,
of which 60 percent have been for lowincome families and 40 percent for
those with special needs, such as the

VHDA has consolidated its staff in The Virginia Housing
Center, a new building between the Virginia War Memorial
and the State Penitentiary. It is hoped that this attractive
new landmark will encourage revitalization of this area of
the capital city.

mentally handicapped. By means of
this fund, and working with the Department of Aging and the Department of Mental Health, Mental R::acdation, and Substance Abuse Services,
VHDA has created special programs
for the elderly and the mentally handicapped. The Fund also loaned $1.5
million to the Federation of Appalachian Housing Enterprises to establish
a loan fund in southwest Virginia to address that area's
special housing
problems.
• To improve
service delivery,
VHDA has merged
two of its divisions,
and has also opened
a satellite office in
southwest Virginia.
The new office, located in Wytheville,
has obtained excellent results in soliciting and providing
information to new lenders and
potential users.

Collection of Southeastern Americana at the
University of Virginia's Alderman Library
This special study found numerous
problems with th e procurement and
management of a special collection of
southeastern Americana books and
esoterica at the University of
Virginia's Alderman Library. Further
purchases for the collection were
immediately suspended. Most of the
report's 14 major recommendations
were subsequently implemented by
the University, as reported in the 1987
Report to the General Assembly. In a
final update, the University reports
completion of the remaining longerterm recommendations:

• A written collection development policy has been developed for the
collection and the holdings ofthe
collection have been reviewed.
• Cataloging of the 12,000volume collection has recently been
completed, allowing users complete
access.
• A management study of the
library was conducted by the University, resulting in a reorganization of
reporting lines to strengthen efficiency
and effectiveness.
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Deinstitutionalization and
Community Services
Successful "deinstitutionalization"
means discharging clients from State
mental health and mental retardation
facilities and linking them with
community-based service providers. It
is a complex process involving a
number of different agencies.
As reported in the last Report to
the General Assembly, JLARC staff
were directed by the 1984 General
Assembly to provide technical assistance to the newly created Commission on Deinstitutionalization. Having
reviewed this area in 1979, the
JLARC study was a follow-up, as well
as an assessment of emerging issues.
The Commission on Deinstitutionalization's report to the 1986 General
Assembly was the impetus for numerous pieces of legislation, several new
studies in the area, and major community funding initiatives.
Recommendations from the 1985
JLARC study continue to influence
agency-level activities in this area.
The agencies with major roles are the
Department of Social Services (DSS)
and the Department Mental Health,
Mental Retardation and Substance
Abuse Services (DMHMRSA), which
have reported the following:
• The two agencies in collaboration developed a model for improving
service delivery to mentally disabled
residents of homes for adults. A major
survey that sampled 89 homes for
adults revealed needed improvements
in rate structures, service planning
mechanisms, staff/service resources,
administrative orientation, and other
areas. The recommended model,
aimed at enhancing the quantity,
quality, and coordination of supporting services, is based on new funding
concepts and incentives. It was
submitted to the Governor and General Assembly in House Document 17
(1988). Subsequently, the 1989

General Assembly directed
DMHMRSA to develop a funding plan
for the next biennium, which will be
presented to the Governor and Chairmen ofthe House Appropriations and
Senate Finance Committees by November 1, 1989.
• DMHMRSA has taken several
actions to improve pre-admission
screening and pre-discharge planning,
including a major system review of
emergency services, revision of client
service management guidelines, and
improved information sharing with
Community Service Boards (CSBs).
Uniform discharge forms, recommended in the JLARC study, have
now been in use for two years.
• Linkage of clients to community
services is being improved by increasing the number of case managers, as
recommended. DMHMRSA is in the
process of preparing guidelines for
case management functions. A local
service managment pilot program,
initiated by the Secretary of Health
and Human Resources, has also
provided important information for
improving service linkages.
• In the area of housing,
DMHMRSA has developed a housing
action plan as mandated by the 1987
General Assembly. The plan, which is
now in the implementation stages,
brings together the efforts of
DMHMRSA, the Department of
Housing and Community Development, and the Virginia Housing
Development Authority. This area is
also a major focus for CSB service
development.
• DMHMRSA reports: "Major
improvements in service and fiscal
accountability have been implemented
over the last two years. These include
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the new evaluation and licensing
processes, continuing improvements in
the Comprehensive Plan and budget
review process, and the implementation of staffing recommendations from
a facility staffing study. These improvements will be further enhanced
by the implementation of a management improvement plan as part of
Secretary Teig's Local Service Management Pilot."

• The 1988-90 community funding initiative has provided significant
new resources for community mental
health, mental retardation and substance abuse services. CSBs have
used some of these funds for local
hospital purchase. DMHMRSA
reports that a special prevention
initiative is planned for 1990-92.

The Department of Corrections
Between 1983 and 1986, JLARC
released nine reports on various
aspects of the corrections system in
Virginia. Recommendations contained
in the corrections series continue to be
implemented:
• A consensus inmate forecasting
process, promoting the input of key
participants in the criminal justice
system, has been implemented to
provide more reliable forecasts and
improve planning.
• The Department of Corrections
(DOC) has revised its methodology for
calculating prison capacity to more accurately reflect actual capacity and
usage.

• Youth services are being separated from the adult correctional
system. The new agency is now in a
period of transition: a new board and
director have been appointed, and the
agency officially begins operations in
July 1990.
• A JLARC report noted a lack of
adequate guidance on the use of
overtime by security personnel in
DOC's adult institutions. Recommendations were made for proper monitoring and control. The department has
responded by bringing overtime under
control, eliminating the necessity of an
emergency overtime contingency fund
that had previously been appropriated
about $2 million per year.
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Local Fiscal Stress
Two JLARC studies, State Mandates on Local Governments and
Financial Resources (1984) and Local
Fiscal Stress and State Aid: A Followup (1985), explored the financial
condition oflocal governments, the
impacts of State mandates, and ways
to improve the formulas which distribute State aid to localities. The General
Assembly expressed considerable
interest in the information which
these studies generated on local fiscal
capacity, tax effort, and fiscal stress.
A major recommendation from the
studies was for greater analysis and
use, in distributing State funds, of
fiscal stress indicators like those
developed by JLARC staff.

Over the past two years, the
JLARC approach has won greater
acceptance and use through the efforts
ofthe Commission on Local Government. In June of 1989, the Commission published its first Report on the
Comparative Revenue Capacity, Revenue Effort, and Fiscal Stress. This
report included updated capacity and
stress indices, as well as important
refinements to the original JLARC
methodologies.
Fiscal stress and/or revenue
capacity now playa role in the distribution offunding for state and local
hospitals, community health departments, housing and community
development, and water control.
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Regulation and Provision of
Child Day Care in Virginia
care arrangements, their satisfaction
with care, and about the availability,
affordability, and quality of day care
in their area.
Among the survey findings were
the following:

Child day care is a State and national issue of growing proportions.
The large number of women entering
the workplace who are mothers of
young children has raised concerns
about the adequacy and affordability
of care. SJR 41 and HJR 116 ofthe
1988 Session requested a study of
child day care regulation in Virginia,
including an examination of:

• About one third (337,000) of all
children under 13 in Virginia are in
child care on a regular basis.
• Only about three percent of day
care providers (caring for about 20
percent of all children in care) are currently subject to State regulation.

• opinions of parents, providers,
and associations regarding licensure

• the appropriateness of exemptions and exceptions

• While 96 percent of responding
parents who use child care were
satisfied with the care their children
received, 41 percent had changed their
care arrangements due to problems
with location, affordability, quality,
and/or other problems.

• the definition and regulation of
family day care
• the funding needed to regulate
if the number of exemptions and exceptions is reduced

• Eleven percent of households
Ilil.t using child care reported having a
family member who was unable to
work due to child care problems.

• initiatives to improve availability and promote quality care

• the training of child day care
providers
r----------------------,
Estimated Number of Children
Currently in State-Regulated
VS. Unregulated Child Care

• the type of system
that would equalize the
impact of regulation.
Compiling the data
necessary to assess these
issues was a major study
effort. Research activities
included a public forum, a
random statewide survey
of more than 1800 households, surveys of more
than 900 day care providers and associations, site
visits, and a survey of all
licensing specialists in
the Department of Social
Services. Parents were
asked about their day

Children receiving
non-parental care
in their own
homes

Children
cared for in
family day care
homes

Children eared for
in child care centers
and other children's
programs
Key:

o

Child day care not currently regulated by the State.
Child day care currently regulated by the State.

Graphic from the JlARC report, based on JLARC surveys.
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• More than three quarters of
parents favor State regulation.
The study found that Virginia can
improve its regulation of child day
care by (1) revising the current standards to focus on the health, safety,
and well-being of children, (2) applying minimum standards to an expanded number of day care providers,
and (3) providing parents with information to help them locate and evaluate the appropriate type of day care
for their children.
The draft report from this study is
under consideration by the Commission as this Report to the General
Assembly goes to press. The Secretary

of Health and Human Resources and
the Department of Social Services
support the study recommendations.
The Secretary is working with the
Joint Subcommittee Studying Early
Childhood and Day Care Programs to
develop a plan for implementing study
recommendations.
The massive research effort
undertaken during this study provided, for the first time, a comprehensive picture of the day care environment in Virginia. The final report
should provide a much-needed factual
basis for legislative decision making
on several pervasive and sensitive day
care issues.

Staffing Standards and Funding
for Constitutional Officers
In Virginia there are more than
750 local constitutional officers:
Commonwealth's attorneys, circuit
court clerks, commissioners of revenue, treasurers, directors of finance,
and sheriffs. Their offices employ
from as few as one to over 300 personnel. The constitutional officers and
many of their staff positions are
supported by both State and local
funds. Over the years, concern has
mounted that the State lacks adequate
criteria for making allocations decisions for these officers.
Item 13 of HE 30 (1988) directed
JLARC staff to study standards and
policies to be utilized for allocation of
staff positions to locally elected
constitutional officers. In addition,
SJR 55 requested a study of part-time
Commonwealth's attorneys.
The JLARC staff identified three
major research issues for this multipart study:
• Can standards based on professional guidelines be used to determine
the number of positions that should be
recognized for funding?

• Can standards be developed
based on the prevailing staffing
practices of the offices?
• Can the practices of Virginia's
most efficient offices be used to develop standards for staffing?
Study activities have included
identification and analysis of staffing
standards, surveys of constitutional
officers to collect workload and staffing data, site visits with a sample of
constitutional officers, and regression
or correlation analysis of staffing
levels.
This study is in its final stages
and should be reported before the
1989 Session. The findings will be
published in four companion reports-on the legal officers, the financial
officers, the sheriffs, and funding. A
progress report, dealing with the
status of part-time Commonwealth's
attorneys, was presented to the
Commission in November 1988.
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The Department of Workers' Compensation
(Industrial Commission)
Item 11 of the 1985 Appropriations Act directed JLARC to plan and
initiate a comprehensive performance
audit and review of the operations of
the independent agencies of State
government. These agencies include
the State Corporation Commission
and the Department of Workers'
Compensation (Industrial Commission). The studies are to address
issues relating to appropriations,
management, organization, staffing,
programs, fees, and compliance with
legislative intent.
The first phase of this review, a
management and organization study
of the State Corporation Commission,
was completed in 1986. A study of a
portion of the Department of Workers'
Compensation, the Division of Crime
Victims' Compensation, was completed
in 1988. The final study in this area
will focus on the remaining functions
of the Department of Workers' Compensation.

The Division of Workers' Compensation is now housed in a
modern bUilding near the DiVlson of Motor Vechicles

The Department of Workers'
Compensation is headed by a threemember Industrial Commission. The
Department is primarily responsible
for administering and resolving claims
under the Workers' Compensation Act.
This act benefits employers and employees by providing compensation for
injured workers without assigning
fault. The Department is also responsible for adjudicating claims arising
under the birth-related neurological
injuries compensation program.
A number of issues have been
identified for review, including the
following:
• Does DWC adjudicate claims
and assist injured employees in a
timely and efficient manner?
• Are the costs of workers'
compensation borne by Virginia
employers and insurance companies
reasonable?
• Is the DWC's process for monitoring self-insured employers adequate?
• Is the current workers' compensation benefit structure appropriate?
• Is appropriate emphasis being
placed on rehabilitation of injured
employees?
• Are the Department's existing
managerial roles and organizational
structure effective?
Research activities for this study
include structured interviews, claims
review, analysis of other key DWC
processes, financial analysis, and
surveys of workers' compensation
programs in other southeastern states.
The study findings will be available to
the 1990 General Assembly.
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Economic Development in Virginia
HJR 262 of the 1989 Session
directs JLARC to study the
Commonwealth's economic development policies and the organization,
management, operations, and performance of the Department of Economic Development. The study will
include a broad assessment of economic development policies and
programs that are conducted by
numerous State, local, and regional
entities. It will also include a review
of the planning, budgeting, staffing,
procurement, mission, and policy and

program functions of the Department
of Economic Development.
This project is currently in the
seeping phase and is scheduled for
completion in the fall of 1990. The
JLARe staff held an economic development workshop in conjunction with
a recent Commission meeting. Experts in the field presented information on economic development projects
and programs across the country. The
proceedings ofthe workshop are being
prepared for distribution to all members of the General Assembly.

Review of the Department of Transportatton
Cost Responsibility Study
SJR 121 of the 1989 Session
requests that the Virginia Department
of Transportation (VDOT) review and
report on "the cost responsibility of
vehicle classes using the highways,
roads, and streets ofthe Commonwealth and make recommendations to
the 1991 General Assembly on the
need for modifications to the current
mix of revenues from the vehicle
classes."

Because JLARC lid a comprehensive cost responsibility study in1981,
the resolution directs that the Commission receive VDOT's report, and
that the JLARC staff review and
comment on the methods and analysis
used by Department. JLARC staff
and a contracted specialist will review
VDOT's methodology on an ongoing
basis.

Security Staffing in the Capitol Area
Most security in the Capitol
Square area is provided by the 77
members of the Capitol Police Force.
Security is also provided by the
Department of General Services,
however, and by in-house police or
security operations in some agencies
in Richmond. In addition, several
agencies have security contracts with
private vendors.
At the request of a member of the
General Assembly to the JLARC
Chairman, JLARC staff are assessing

the various means of providing security in the area.
As part of this study, agencies
have been surveyed about security
arrangements, satisfaction with
services, and costs. JLARC staff
have made field visits to assess the appropriateness of all security posts.
Interviews were conducted with
security personnel from all the different arrangements. In addition,
security procedures in other states are
being examined.

The study will examine:
• types and extent of security
coverage in the Capitol area
• agency satisfaction with security arrangements
• the cost and effectiveness of
various arrangements
• criteria which could be used for
assignment of Capitol Police.

Capitol Police making an arrest on the Capitol Grounds

Study findings will be made available
to the 1990 Session.

The Department of Education
Senate Joint Resolution 75 of the
1988 Session requested JLARC to
review the organization, management,
operations, and performance ofthe
Department of Education. The study
is to include a review of the planning,
budgeting, staffing, procurement, and

policy and program development functions of the Department. Originally
scheduled to be reported to the 1990
Session, this study will be delayed in
order to accommodate the Constitutional Officers study, which was
expanded by the General Assembly.

Higher Education Series: Review of
the Virginia Community College System
Senate Joint Resolution 18 of the
1988 Session designated higher
education as the next functional area
of State government to be reviewed
under the Evaluation Act. SJR 135 of
tbe 1989 Session identified four areas
within higher education to be reviewed: (1) the Virginia Community
College System, (2) relationships
between secondary schools and institutions of higher education, (3) capital
outlay, land, and maintenance, and (4)
the State Council of Higher Education
for Virginia. A review of the Virginia
Community College System has been
initiated and will be reponed in the
summer of 1990. The other three
studies will be initiated as staff
resources become available.

The Virginia Community College
System (VCCS) was founded in 1966
to broaden the base of higher education in Virginia, and to provide a
wider variety of post-high school
education and technical training
opportunities that had previously been
available. The system now consists of
23 community colleges with 34 campuses located throughout the State,
and a central office located in
Richmond.
JLARC conducted an evaluation of
the VCCS in 1975. That study found
that VCCS should be commended for
developing a comprehensive system of
community colleges which were
generally accessible throughout the
Commonwealth in terms oflocation,
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admissions, tuition, and educational
programs. However, the study also
found a lack of attention to day-to-day
management in both academic and
administrative affairs.
The current study will follow up
on these issues and the implementa-

tion of previous study recommendations. The study will also examine
new issues in six major areas: mission
and planning, system organization,
system resources, programs and
services, personnel practices, and
management information systems.

Monitoring of Internal Service Funds
Internal service funds are a type
of proprietary fund used to finance
and account for goods and services
provided by one State agency to
another on a cost-reimbursement
basis. Section 2.1-196.1 ofthe Code of
Virginia directs JLARC to establish
internal service funds, discontinue
those no longer needed, and authorize
the transfer of excess fund balances to
the general fund.
Internal service funds are monitored on a continuing basis. The
Commission reviews the status offund
accounts, and evaluates requests to
change the nature and scope ofthe
services provided or the customers
served. The Commission also approves in advance the rates employed
by fund managers for billing customer
agencies.
Funds of nine entities are now
being monitored by JLARC:
• The Centxal Wareh ouse (Department of General Services), which
stores and distributes various goods
such as canned foods, paints, paper
products, and cleaning supplies to
State agencies, local governments, and
school divisions
• The Office of Graphic
Communications (Department of
General Services), which provides
graphic design, layout, photography,
and typesetting services to State
agenices
•

The Bureau of Facilities
of General

Mana~ment (Department

Services), which provides general
building maintenance services to the
General Assembly, the Department of
Transportation, and the State Corporation Commission
• The State SUTl)Ju s Property
Division (Department of General
Services), which manages and disposes of surplus property for State
agencies and institutions
• The Federal Sumlus Property
Division (Department of General
Services), which procures and disposes
offederal surplus property
•

The Computer Services Diyi-

si2ll (Department of Information
Technology), which provides data
processing services to State agencies
• The Systems Deyelopment
Section (Department of Information
Technology), which provides automated system design, development,
and maintenance services to State
agencies
• The Telecommunications
Division (Department of Information
Technology), which provides telephone
and data transmission services to
State agencies
• The Central Garage (Department of Transportation), which
operates the State's car pool, and
manages the fleet of passenger vehicles.
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Program Evaluation: TheVirginia Comm.mlty College

long Term Care in Virginia, March 1978 (authorized by

System, March 1975 (authorized bySection 30 ·58,1, Code
of Virginia) 151 pp. Evaluated Virginia's Community College
System, and identified administrative and educational issues
requiring attention by VCCS, the Council onHigher
Education, and the Legislature.

Section 30-58.1, Code of Virginia) 110pp. Assessed the
cost and quality of nursinghome care andMedicaid funding.
First ina series of reportson medical assistance programs.

Program Evaluation: Virginia Drug Abuse Control
Programs, October 1975 (authorized by Section 30·58.1,
Gode of Virginia) 201 pp. Evaluated education, law
enforcement, adjudication, treatment, and other control
functions of theSlate'S drug abuse programs.

Medical Assistance Programs inVirginia: An Overview
June 1978 (authorized by the 1978 Legislative Program
Review andEvaluation Act) 95 pp. A descriptive report
which focused onthe individual programs that make upthe
medical assistance system in Virginia Second in a series of
reports on medical assistance programs.

Operational Review: Working Capital Funds inVirginia,

Virginia Supplemental Retirement System Management
Review, October 1978 (authorized by Section 30-60, Code

February 1976(authorized bySection 2.1-196.1, Code of
Virginia) 70pp. Assessed the useand management of
working capital funds by State agencies and institutions.

of Virginia) 96pp. Provided a management review of the
VSRS to complement a financial audit of thesystem
conducted by theState Auditor of Public Accounts.

Special Report: Certain Financial and General
Management Concerns, Virginia Institute of Marine
Science, July 1976 (authorized by Section 3O~58.1, Code of
Virginia) 15pp. A review of VIMS, focusing on financial and

Operational Review: TheCapital Outlay Process in
Virginia, October 1978 (authorized by Section 30-58.1, Code
of Virginia) 94 pp. Reviewed theplanning, budgeting, and

management problems.

Program Evaluation: Water Resource Management in
Virginia, September 1976 (authorized by Section 30-58.1,
Code of Virginia) 178 pp. Evaluated State laws and
management programs designed to provide protection
against flooding, ensure adequate water supplies, and
control pollution of Virginia's water resources.

implementing proced uresof the capital outlay process in the
State. Focused on authorized construction, andalso
reported onunauthorized construction activity.

Special Study: Camp Pendleton, November 1978 (House
Document NO.3 of the 1979 Session, authorized by House
JointResolution 1401 the 1978 session), 58 pp. Examined
theutilization of Cam p Pendleton, theneeds of theVirginia
National Guard fortraining facilities, and the needs of
adjacent communities for public-purpose land.

Program Evaluation: Vocational Rehabilitation
November 1976 (authorized by Section 3O-58.f, Code of
Virginia) 130pp. Evaluated the vocational rehabilitation
programs managed by the Department of Vocational Rehabilitation and theCommission fortheVisually Handicapped.

programs that provide hospital care to the indigent. Third in
a series of reports on medical assistance programs.

Operational Review: Management of State-Owned land
in Virginia, Aprilf977 (authorized by Section 30-58.1, Code

Outpatient Care in Virginia, March 1979 (authorized by
Section 30·58.1, Code of Virginia) 73pp. Reviewed

of Virginia) 64 pp. Assessed the processes formanagement
anddisposition of land owned by State agencies and
institutions.

outpatient health care programs provided to the poor by local
health departments. Fourth in a series of reports on medical
assistance programs.

Program Evaluation: Marine Resource Management
Programs in Virginia, June 1977 (authorized by Section 3058.1, Code of Virginia), 80 pp. Evaluated State programs for
managing marine resources and the administrative efficiency
of agencies in implementing these programs.

Sunset, Zero-Base Budgeting, Evaluation, September
1977(authorized by House JointResolution 178) 84 pp.
Transcribed text of a two-day conference sponsored by
JLARC ontheconcepts of Sunset, Zero-Base Budgeting,
and legislative Program Evaluation.

Inpatient Carein Virginia, January 1979 (authorized by
Section 30-58.1, Code of Virginia) 118 pp. Reviewed State

Management and Use of State-Owned Motor Vehicles,
July 1979 (authorized by Section 30-58.1, Code of Virginia)
68pp. Evaluated the utilization of Slate-owned passenger
vehicles and appropriateness of management procedures.

Certificate-of-Need in Virginia, August 1979 (authorized by
Section 32-211.17, Code of Virginia) 105pp. Examined the
operation of theMedicalCare Fadlities, Certificate of Public
Need law todetermine if it has served the public interest.
1979 Report to the General Assembly, August 1979
(authorized by Section30-58.2, Code of Virginia) 32 pp.

Special Report: Use of State-Owned Aircraft
October 1977 (suronze« by Section 30-58.1, Code of
Virginia), 23 pp. Assessed the cost, utilization, and

Provided general information about the Commission and
summarized studies conducted from 1974 through 1979.

management of State-owned aircraft. Recommended a
needs assessment and the implementation of appropriate
policies andguidelines.

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
Extension Division, September 1979 (authorized by Section
30-58.1, Code of Virginia) 118pp. Reviewed theoperation

Zero-Base BUdgeting?, December 1977 (authorized by
House JointResolution 178) 52 pp. Text of prepared

and administration of the VPI&SU Extension Division,
focusing on program expansion, duplication of effort, and
organization and staffing.

remarks and taped testimony from a budget forum held in
August 1977 onZero-Base Budgeting and its potential
relevance forusein Virginia.

Deinstitutionalization and Community Services- Special
Report, September 1979 (authorized by Section 30-58.1,

TheSunset Phenomenon, December 1977 (authorized by
House JointResolution 178), 89 pp. Third and final report of
theHJR 178 study. Contains legislation recommended to
the General Assembly.

Code of Virginia) 84 pp. Assessed release procedures at
State institutions lor the mentally ill andmentally retarded
and thelinking of discharged clients with appropriate
services. One partof a comprehensive review of theState's
mental health care programs.
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Special Study: Federal Funds- Interim Report,
December 1979(House Document No. 16 of the 1980
Session, authorized by House Joint Resolution 237 of the
1979 Session) 42 pp. Provided background information on
the intergovernmental aid system. Reviewed thegrowth and
distribution of federal funds in Virginia.

Homesfor Adults in Virginia, December 1979 (authorized
by Senate Joint Resolution 133 of the 1979 Session) 73pp.
Evaluated theState's homes fortheaged, infirm, and
disabled. Examined the licensure and inspection process of
theStaleDepartment of Welfare and theadministration of
theauxiliary gran! program.

Management and Useof Consultants by State Agencies:
Operational Review, May 1980 (authorized by Section 30·
58.1, Code of Virginia) 73pp. Assessed the need forand the
useof consultants by State agencies. Made recommendations to increase ccrnpefnive bidding andimprove documentation and accountability.

The General Relief Program In Virginia, September 1980
(authorized by Senate JointResolution 133 of the 1979
Session) 66 pp. Examined the accuracy of theeligibility
determination process andassessed key aspects of case
management in theVirginia General Relief Program.
Federal Fundsin Virginia: Special Report, October 1980
(House Document No.6 of the 1981 Session, authorized by
House Joint Resolution 237 of the 1979Session) 122pp.
Focused on federal influence overState andlocal programs
and evaluated the procedures by which federal funds are
sought, utilized, monitored, andcontrolled.
Federal Fundsin Virginia, January 1981 (authorized by
House JointResolution 237 of the 1979Session) 20pp.
Summary study that assessed the impact of federal funds on
State agencies and local governments. Provided information
on the implementation of recommendations from earlier
reports onthissubject.
Methodology for a Vehicle Cost Responsibility Study:
Interim Report, January 1981 (Senate Document No. 12 of
the 1981 Session, authorized bySenate Joint Resolution 50
of the 1980 Session) 65pp. Discussed the methodology to
be used in carrying outJLARC's vehicle cost responsibility
study. Methodology was based on Virginia's highway
programs, construction andmaintenance standards, and
revenue sources.
Organization and Administration of the Department of
Highways and Transportation: Interim Report, January
1981 (Senate Document No. 14 of the 1981 Session, authorizedby Senate Joint Resolution 50of the 1980 Session) 85
pp. Examined staffing, equipment management, contract
administration, construction planning, and fund allocation.
Title XX in Virginia, January 1981 (authorized bySenate
Joint Resolution 133 of the 1979 Session) 103po.
Reviewed the use and administration of Title XX funds in
Virginia, including the types of clients andservices provided,
theadequacy of financial controls forthefunds, the impact of
funding limitations on local welfare agencies, and the
adequacy of social service policy.
Organization and Administration of Social Services in
Virginia, April 1981 (authorized by Senate JointResolution
133of the 1979Session) 126pp. Assessed the effectiveness of the Department of Welfare in providing support and
oversight of welfare programs. Evaluated child care centers
and family day care homes to determine the adequacy of the
licensing process.

1981 Report to the General Assembly, July 1981 (2nd
Biennial Report, authorized by Section 30-58.2, Code of
Virginia), 38 pp. Summarized studies conducted byJlARC
from its inception through 1981. Focused on agency
responses to oversight findings andrecommendations.

Highway and Transportation Programs in Virginia: A
Summary Report, November 1981 (Senate Document No. 6
of the 1982 Session, authorized by Senate JointResolution
50 of the 1980 Session) 57 pp. Summarized the studies
conducted under &JR SO, which focused on theadministration of the OHT, highway and transit need, revenues and
methods of financing, andthefairapportionment of costs
among different vehicle classes. Highlighted the principal
findings and recommendations of each study.
Organization and Administration of the Department of
Highways and Transportation, November 1981 (Senate
Document NO.7 of the 1982Session, authorized by Senate
Joint Resolution 50 of the 1980 Session) 132pp. Evaluated
theefficiency andeffectiveness of DHT's management and
administrative processes, theadequacy of thedepartment's
organizational structure, and selected operational issues.
Highway Construction, Maintenance, and Transit Needs
in Virginia, November 1981 (senate Document No. 8 of the
1982 Session, authorized by Senate JointResolution 50 of
the 1980 Session) 78 pp. Assessed highway oonstruction
needs, includinq construction of newhighways, maintenance
of existing roads, andpublic transportation. Provided funding
options for consideration by theLegislature.
Vehicle Cost Responsibility in Virginia, November 1981
(Senate Document No. 13 of the 1982Session, authorized
bySenate Joint Resolution 50of the 1980 Session) 85 pp.
Presented findings and conclusions of an analysis of
highway tax equity. An empirical investigation of the
relationship between costs for construction and maintenance
and revenues generated by various vehicle classes.
Highway Financing in Virginia, November 1981 (Senate
Document No. 14 of the 1982Session, authorized bySenate
Joint Resolution 50 of the 1980 Session) 103pp. Analyzed
methods of financing highway needs in Virginia by an
examination of the State's highway financing structure and
tax structure. Presented estimates of future revenues to be
generated by taxes andoffered financing alternatives.
Publications and Public Relations of StateAgencies in
Virginia, January 1982(Senate Document No. 23 of the
1982 Session, authorized by Senate JointResolution 166of
the 1981 Session) 115pp. Assessed the value of the
publications of State agencies, andother public relations
efforts. Recommended changes in reporting requirements to
achieve savings.
Occupationaland Professional Regulatory Boardsin
Virginia, January 1982(Senate Document No. 29 of the
1982 Session, authorized by Senate Joint Resolution 50of
the 1980 Session) 163pp. Examined occupational and
professional regulatory boards in Virginia. Provided baseline
data oneach board andareas of special legislative interest.
The CETA Program Administered by Virginia's BalanceOf-State Prime Sponsor, May 1982 (House Document No.
3 of the 1983 Session, authorized by House Joint Resolution
268of the 1981 Session) 128 pp. Assessed theeffectiveness of CETAprograms through a review of adult training
contracts and client follow-up.
Working Capital Funds in Virginia, June 1982(House
Document NO.4 of the 1983Session, authorized bySection
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2.1-196.1, Code of Virginia) 89 pp. Reviewed Virginia's
working capital funds and evaluated selected areas of
management of each of the five funds in existence at that
time: Computer Services, Systems Development,
Telecommunications, Central Warehouse, andGraphic
Communications.
The Occupational and Professional Regulatory System
in Virginia, December 1982 (Senate Document No. 3 of the
1983 Session, authorized bySenate Joint Resolution 50of
the1980 Session) 136 pp. Evaluated Virginia's system for
occupational regulation, inclUding 29 regulatory boards, the
Board and Department of Commerce, and the Commission
and Department of Health Regulatory Boards. Reviewed
administrative rulemaking, enforcement of laws and
regulations, and selected aspects of agency management.
InterimReport: Equityof CurrentProvisionsfor
Allocating Highway Construction Fundsin Virginia,
December 1982(House Document No. 17 of the1983
Session, authorized by the 1982Appropriations Act) 183pp.
Assessed the reasonableness, appropriateness, and equity
of statutory provisions forallocating highway construction
funds among the various highway systems and localities.
(See final report ofJune 1984, which enlarged this study).
Consolidation of Office Space in the Roanoke Area,
December 1982 (Senate Document No.8 of the 1983
Session, authorized by Senate JointResolution 29 of the
1982 Session) 66 pp. Examined thefeasibil'lty, desirab'llity,
and cost effectiveness of consolidating State agency offices
located in theRoanoke area. Special attention devoted toa
leasing proposal from the City of Roanoke.
Staffingand Manpower Planning in the Department of
Highways and Transportation, January 1983 (House
Document No. 18of the 1983 Session, authorized by Items
649.2 and 649.3of theApproprialions Actolthe 1982
Session) 120pp. Reviewed the Department of Highways
and Transportation's manpower plan, the planning process,
and the resulting staffing actions. Identified staffing
economies possible through increased productivity and
administrative improvements.
Consolidation of Office Space in Northern Virginia,
January 1983 (Senate Document No. 15 of the 1983
Session, authorized by Senate JointResolution 29 of the
1982 Session) 64 pp. Examined thefeasbihfy. desirability,
and cost effectiveness of consolidating State agency offices
located in Northern Virginia
InterimReport: Local Mandates and Financial
Resources, January 1983 (House Document No. 40 of the
1983 Session, authorized by House JointResolution 105 of
the 1982 Session) 38 pp. Provided background information
and summarized progress toward the final report (see
December 1983).
InterimReport: Organization of the Executive Branch,
January 1983 (House Document No. 37 of the 1983 Session,
authoriZed by House JointResolution 33 of the 1982
Session) 15pp. Provided background information on the
executive branch, and summarized research activities forthe
series of four final reports (see January 1984).
TheEconomic Potential and Management of Virginia's
Seafood Industry,January 1983 (House Document No. 2 of
the 1982 Session, authorized by House JointResolution 59
of the 1982 Session) 213pp. Analyzed the regulation of the
commercial fishing and seafood industries in Virginia,
assessed their economic potential, and suggested policy
alternatives.

Follow-Up Reporton the Virginia Department of
Highways andTransportation, January 1983 (House
Document No. 34 of the 1983Session, authorized by House
8ill532 of the 1982 Session) 26 pp. Evaluated the progress
of the department in implementing recommendations made
during the 1982 Session to ensure theefficient use of funds
for highway construction andmaintenance.
1983 Report to the General Assembly, September 1983
(3rd Biennial Report, authorized by Section 30-58.2, Code of
Virginia), 38 pp. Summarized studies conducted by the
Commission through 1983. Provided a 10-year overview of
JLARC's work, organized according to therecurring themes,
and spotlighted the importance of sound research
methodology.
The Virginia Division for Children, December 1983 (House
Document No. 14 of the 1984 Session, authorized by House
JointResolution 10of the 1983Session) 98 pp. A "sunset'
study reviewing theoperations of the Division and focusing
on itsadministration, effectiveness, andpossible overlap with
other agencies.
The VirginiaDivision of Yclunteeriam, December 1983
(Senate Document NO.6 of the 1984 Session, authorized by
Senate JointResolution 36 of the 1983 Session) 60 pp. A
"sunset" study reviewing theoperations of theDivision and
focusing on itsadministration, effectiveness, andpossible
overlap with other agencies.
State Mandates on local Govemments and Local
Financial Resources, December 1983(House Document
No. 15 of the 1984 Session, authorized by House Joint
Resolution 105 of the 1982 Session andHouse Joint
Resolution 12 of the 1983Session) 218 pp. Reviewed the
responsibilities of State and local governments for proViding
public services, the State'sprocedures foraiding local
governments, thesources of revenue that were or could be
allocated to thevarious types of local governments, andtheir
adequacy. Included fiscal capacity andstress measures for
all counties and cities.
An Assessment of Structural Targets in the Executive
Branch of Virginia, January 1984 (House Document No. 20
of the 1984 Session, eumonzed by House JointResolution
33 of the 1982 Session andHouse JointResolution 6 of the
1983 Session) 134 pp. Examined theorganization of the
executive branch for the purpose of determining the most
efficient and effective structure. Included specific
recommendations regarding duplicafion, fragmentation, and
inconsistent alignment.
An Assessment of the Secretarial Systemin the
Commonwealth of Virginia, January 1984 (House
Document No. 21 of the 1984 Session, authorized by House
JointResolution 33 of the 1982 Session andHouse Joint
Resolution 6 of the 1983 Session) 76pp. Assessed theextent towhich (1)the responsibilities and activities of theGovernor's secretaries are consistent with thepurposes of the
system and (2) thestructure is useful in effectively managing
the State's resources and administrative processes.
An Assessment of the Roleof Boards and Commissions
in the Executive Branch of Virginia,January 1984 (House
Document No. 22 of the 1984 Session, authorized by House
JointResolution 33 of the 1982 Session andHouseJoint
Resolution 6 of the 1983 Session) 90 pp. Assessed whether
theboards' involvements in agency operations are consisleru
with statute and themanagement needs of theCommonwealth. Also addressed the relationships of boards, agency
directors, and theGovernor's secretaries, and the unique
contributions of board members.
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Organization of the Executive Branch in Virginia: A
Summary Report, January 1984 (House Document 44 of

the 1984 Session, authonzed by House Joint Resolution 33
of 1982 Session andHouse Joint Resolution 33 of the 1982
Session) 36 pp. A synthesis of the preceding three reports.
Highlighted each principal finding and associated recommendations, and included a statement of the actions taken on

each.
1983Follow-Up Report on the Virginia Department of
Highways and Transportation, January 1984 (Jetter report,
authorized by House Billof the 1982 Session) 25 pp.
Documented the department's progress in implementing
previous Commission recommendations, especially in the
areas of manpower planning and maintenance operations.

Interim Report: Central and Regional Staffing in the
Department of Corrections, May 1984 (House Document

computerized library system, thesharing of royalties witha
university employee, and thetransfer of the system to the
Virginia Tech Foundation for marketinq and distribution.

Final Status Report: Recommendations Related to the
Equity of the Current Provisions ior Allocating Highway
and Transportation Fundsin Virginia, December 1984
(Report to the SJR20 JointSubcommittee from thestaffs of
JLARC and theDepartment of Highways and Transportation) 55 pp. Summarized results of meetings between
JlARC and DHTstaff regarding the highway funding equity
report (see above, June 1984) and proposed legislation.

Special Report: Patent and Copyright Issues in Virginia
StateGovernment, March 1985 (House Document No. 31 of
the 1985 Session, requested by theSpeaker of the House
andauthorized by theCommission) 54 pp. Examined
intellectual property issues related to State agencies and
institutions of higher education.

No. 41, authorized by Item 545.1 of the 1983 Appropriations
Act andamended bythe 1984 session) 275pp. Examined
theutilization and need within thedepartment forexisting
and anticipated central office and regional staff. This was
thefirstin a series of related reports examining corrections.

TheCommunity Diversion Incentive Program of the
Virginia Departmentof Corrections, April 1985 (House
Document 3S of the 1985 Session, authorized by the 1984

Equity of Current Provisions for Allocating Highway and
Transportation Fundsin Virginia, June 1984 (House

Appropriations Act) 174 pp. Reviewed theeffectiveness of
theCOl programs designed to divert offenders from State
prisons and local jails.

Document No. 11 of the 1984 Session, authorized by the
1982 Appropriations Actandexpanded by the 1983 Session)
217pp. Updated the January 1983 interim analysis of
construction allocations, and reviewed county maintenance
spending, urban street payments, and public transportation
assistance.

Special Education in Virginia's Training Centersforthe
Mentally Retarded, November 1984 (Senate Document No.
3 of the 1985 Session, authorized by Senate Joint Resolution
13of the 1983 Session) 130pp. Examined eight issues
concerned with theoperation, funding, and quality of the
educational programs forchildren and youths 'In mental
retardation facilities operated by theDepartment of Mental
Health and Mental Retardation. (First oftworeports).

Virginia's Correctional System: Population Forecasting
and Capacity, April 1985 (House Document 35 of the 1985
Session, authorized by the 1984Appropriations Act) 174pp.
Calculated the capacity of State prisons andfield units.
Reviewed DOC'spopulation forecasting model and
procedures.

Towns InVirginia, July 1985 (House Document No.2 of the
1986 Session, authorized by House JointResolution 105of
/he 1982Session andHJR 1201the 1983Session) 120 pp.
An outgrowth of JLARC's earlier report onState mandates
and local fiscal stress, focused on issues of partcular
concern to towns.

Sacurity Staffing and Proceduresin Virginia's Prisons,
Special Education in Virginia's Mental Health Facilities,
November 1984 (Senate Document No. 4 of the 1985
Session, authorized by Senate Joint Resolution 13of the
1983 Session) 148 pp. Examined eight issues concerned
with theoperation, funding, and quality ofeducational
programs forchildren and youths inmental health facilities
operated by the Department of Mental Health and Mental
Retardation. (Second of two reports}

Special Report: ADP Contracting at the State Corporation Commission, November 1984 (House Document NO.4
of the 1985 Session, requested by theSpeaker of theHouse
andauthorized bytheCommission) 40 pp. Examined the
SCC's compliance with theCommonwealth's Public
Procurement Act and related issues in contracting for
automated data systems.

Special Report: The Virginia State library's Contract
with The Computer Company, November 1984 (House
Document No.5 of the 1985 Session, requested by the
Speaker of theHouse andauthorized bytheCommission)
34 pp. Examined whether the State libraryfollowed State
procedures in awarding the contract to TCC, and whether
public libraries were satisfied with theservices provided.

Special Report: TheVirginia Tech Library System,
November 1984 (House Document NO.6of the 1985
Session, requested bytheSpeaker of the House and
authorized by theCommission) 34 pp. Examined the
ownership of proprietary rights in thesoftware of a

July 1985 (HouseDocument No.3 of the 1986 Session,
authorized by the 1983 Appropriations Actandamended by
the 1984 Session) 300 pp. Examined staffing practices and
security procedures both at thesystem level and in each of
Virginia's 15 major correctional facilities.

local Fiscal Stress and State Aid, September 1985
(House Document No.4 of the 1986 Session, authorized by
the Commission asa follow-up to the 1983 State Mandates
report) 86 pp. Provides updated information on local fiscal
stress (through FY 1983) andsummarizes 1984 and 1985
legislative actions impacting localities.

1985 Report to the General Assembly, September 1985
(4th Biennial Report, authorized by Section 30-58.2, Gode of
Virginia) 50 pp. Summarized studies conducted by JlARC
since the 1983 biennial report, provided updates onagency
responses to previous studies, and spotliqhted the
legislative Program Review and Evaluation Act.

The Virginia Housing Development Authority, October
1985 (Senate Document No.6 of the 1986 Session,
authorized by Senate JointResolution 7 of the 1984 Session)
110pp. Evaluated programs, operations, and management
of VHOA. Assessed theextent to which theAuthority's
programs have benefited persons of lowand moderate
income.

Special Report: CousteauOceanCenter, January 1986
(Senate Document 13of the 1986 Session, authorized by the

Commission under Sec60n 4-5.07 of theAppropnations Act)
22 pp. A special audit of theCousteau Ocean Center
project. Examined thereasonableness of the project's
planning and design, and the applicability of thePublic
Procurement Act.
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Staffand Facility Utilization bythe Department of Correctional Education, February 1986 (House Document No.
32 of the 1986 Session, authorized by Item 618of the 1985
Appropriations Act) 134 pp. Evaluated theeffectiveness of
DeE'sprograms and theadequacy of staffandfacilities to
carry out these programs.

Fundingthe Standards of Quality. Part1: Assessing
SOQ Costs,February 1986 (Senate Document No. 20 of the
1986 Session, authorized by Senate JointResolution 35 of
the 19825esslon) 112 pp. Firstreport in a series in
response to thefindings of theHouse Joint Resolution 105
Subcommittee. Assessed thecosts of implementing existing
standards. A comparison report will address concerns
related to theequity of distribution of State assistance to the
school divisions.
Proceedings of the Conference on legislative Oversight,
June 1986 (Conference was required under provisions of
Chapter 388of the 1978 Acts01 Assembly) 86pp. Record of

conference examining the accomplishments of the
legislative Program Review and Evaluation Actand
oversight issues in general.
Staffing in Virginia's Adult Prisons and Field Units,
August 1986 (House Document No.2 of the 1987Session,
authorized by the 1983·85 AppropriaDons Acts) 166pp. A
report in a series on corrections issues, assessed
nonsecurity staffing in the 15 major institutions, and both
nonsecurity and security staffing in the 26 field units.
Deinstitutionalization and ComlTlJnity Services, October
1986(Report produced under themandate of Senate Joint
Resolution 42 of the 1984 Session, which created the
Commission on Deinstitutionafization and directed JLARC
staffto provide technical assistance) 92 pp. Examined client
management, community services, housing services,
accountability, andthe continuum of care in general.
Followed upon JLARC's 1979 study of thisarea.
TheCapitalOutlay Planning Process and Prison Design
in the Department of Corrections,December 1986(House
Document No. 12 of the 1987Session, authorized by the
1983~86 Appropriations Act) 78pp. A report in a series of
corrections issues, evaluated the effectiveness of DOC's
capital outlay planning process, prison designs, and
maintenance programs.
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Organization and Management Review of the State
Corporation Commission, December 1986(House
Document No. 15of the 1987Session, authorized by Item 11
of the1985Appropriations Act) 112pp. Examined the
SCC's organization and general management, financial manapement personnel andstaffing practices, and compliance
with legislative intent
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Proceedings of the

Conference
on Legislative
Oversight

local Jail Capacity and Population Forecast, December
1986(House Document No. 16of the 1987Session,
authorized by the 1983-86 Appropria60ns Acts) 96 pp. A
report in a series on correctional issues. Examines local and
State inmate population forecasts, andalternatives for
dealing with growing prison andjail populations. Assessed
thecapacity of local jails.
Correctional Issues in Virginia: Final Summary Report,
December 1986 (House Document No. 18, authorized by the
1983-86 Appropriations Acts) 48pp. Ninth andfinal report in
theseries, focused on theabig picture" in corrections, and
synthesized the findings from previous studies.
SpecialReport: Collection of Southeastern Americana
at the Universityof Virginia's Alderman library, May
1987 (Performed underthegeneral powers and duties of the
Commission as laidout in Section 30-58. 1 of the Codeof
Virginia) 41 pp. Reviewed the procurement and management of a special collection of books at thelibrary, in
response to allegations thatfunds had been inappropriately
spent.
An Assessment of Eligibility for State PolleeOfficers
Retirement SystemBenefits,June 1987(House Document
NO.2 of the 1988 Session, authorized by Item 13of the1986
Appropriations Act)96 pp. Reviewed SPORS and identified
thecriteria implicit in its establishment as a separate system.
On thebasis of these criteria, compared other State-compensated law enforcement groups to the Stale Police.
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Review of InformationTechnologyin Virginia State
Government, August 1987(Performed under JLARC's
authority to monitor internal service funds, as specified in
Section 2.1-196 of the Code of Virginia, andauthorized by
theCommission) 400pp. A jointexecutive and legislative
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nnesve. Assessed thesuccess of theconsolidation of
formerly fragmented services into theDepartment of
Information Technology and reviewed management of the
department. Proposed improvements within both DIT and

the useragendes.
1987 Report 10 the General Assembly, September 1987
(5th Biennial Report, authorized bySection 30"58.2, Code of
Virginia) 48 pp, Summarized studies conducted byJLARC
since the 1985 biennial report, provided updates on agency
responses to previous studies, and spotlighted the recently
competed corrections study series.

Funding the State and Local Cooperative Health
Department Program, December 1987(Senate Document
16of the 1988Session, authorized by Senate Joint
Resolution 87of the 1986 Session) Reviewed theCHD
funding formula, examined methods forcalculating local
shares of program costs, and identified methods for
distributing State andlocal responsibility for program funding.

Funding the State and local Hospitalization Program,
December 1987 (Senate Document No. 17of the 1988
Session, authorized by Senate Joint Resolution 87of the
1986 Session) 74 pp. Reviewed theformulas used to
distribute funds fortheState and local hospitalization
program. Identified program costs, methods forcalculating
local shares of the costs, and methods fordistributing State
and local responsibility forprogram funding.

Internal Service FundsWithin the Department of General
Services, December 1987 (Senate Document No. 18ofthe
1988 Session, conducted as part ofJLARC's oversight reo
sponsibilities forinternal service funds as defined in Section
2.1-196.1 of the Code of Virginia) 110 pp. Reviewed both
financial and operational aspects of the five funds within
DGS: Central Warehouse, Office of Graphic Communications, State Surplus Property, Federal Surplus Property, and
Maintenance and Repair Projects. Assessed rates and
charges, fund balances, billing procedures, operational
efficiency, and user satisfaction.

FundsHeld inTrust byCircuit Courts, December 1987
(Senate Document 19of the 1988 Session, authorized by
Senate Joint Resolution 147of the 1987 Session) 96 pp.
Examined funds held in trust by general receivers and clerks
of thecourt, determined thetotal amount of monies held in
trust, assessed current practices of administering thefunds,
and made recommendations to modify andimprove the
system.
Follow-up Review of the Virginia Department of
Transportation, January 1988 (Senate Document Nol23 of
the 1988 Session, conducted in response to Senate Joint
Resolution 7of the 1986 Special Session) 36 pp. Assessed
the Department's response to previous JLARC study
recommendations. An appendix to thestudy contains the
Department's own status report.

Funding the Standards of Ouelity- PartII: SOQ Costs
and Distribution, January 1988 (Senate Document 25of the

1988 Session, authorized bySenate JointResolution 35 of
the 1982 Session) 104 pp. Second report in a series on
elementary andsecondary education in Virginia. Whereas
the first study (February 1986) reviewed methods for
calculating the costs of the SOQ, this study broadened the
review to include distribution issues. Methods forcalculatinq
SOQ costs wererevised, and distribution options were
explored.

Management and Useof State-Owned Passenger
Vehicles, August1988 (House Document No.2 ofthe 1989
Session, conducted under authon·ty of Section 2.1-196.1 of
the Code of Virginia, which directs JLARC tomonitor internal
service funds) 104 pp. Reviewed progress made in
implementing therecommendations of JlARC's 1979 study
of the Central Garage, andexamined newissues related to
the Garage's 1984 designation as an intema service fund.

Technical Report: TheStateSalary Survey Method~
ology, October1988 (House Document NO.5 of the 1989
Session, authorized by Item 13of the 1988 Appropriations
Act) 106pp. Reviewed methods used to compile and
evaluate data reported in theState annual salary survey,
examined methods used to determine theannual salary
structure adjustment for State employees, andmade recommendations for improving these methods.

Review ofthe Division of Crime Victlms' Compensation,
December 1988(House Document No. 17of the 1989
Session, authorized by House Joint Resolution 184 of the
1988 Session) 106pp. Reviewed theCrime Victims'
Compensation program within the Department of Workers'
Compensation, focusing on improving the administration of
the cve Act, pal1icularly theprocessing of crime victims'
claims.

Review of Community Action in Virginia, January 1989
(House Document No. 43 of the 1989 Session, authorized by
Item 469of the 1987Appropriations Act) 134 pp. A
performance audit andreview of the programs andactivities
ofCommunity Action Agencies. Made recommendations to
improve oversight by theDepartment of Social Services and
accountability in individual community action aqencies.
ProgressReport: Regulation of Child Day Carein
Virginia, January 1989 (House Document No. 46of the 1989
Session, reqUired bySenate Joint Resolution 41 andHouse
JointResolution 116of the 1988 Session) 9 pp. Provided
background information onthenature of child daycare in
VirgInia. Summarized the main issues and research
activities that would be reported on in the full study, to be
completed beforethe 1990 Session.

Interim Report: Status of Patt-Tlrre Commonwealth's
Attorneys, January 1989 (House Document 49 of the 1989
Session, suthotized by Item 13of the 1988 Appropriations
Act and Senate JointResolution 55 of the 1988 Session)
32 pp. First report in a series onworkload standards and
staffing forconstitutional officers in Virginia. Addressed the
issue of part-time Commonwealth's attorney status.
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