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September 9, 1991

To the Honorable Members

of the Virginia General Assembly
State Capitol

Richmond, Virginia

| |

My Dear Colleagues:

As Chairman of the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission, | am
pleased to transmit to you JLARC's 1991 Report to the General Assembly.
The statutes which created and empowered the Commission alsc required
this biennial report, as a means of updating the full Assembly on JLARC’s
work. Herein you will find an explanation of our role, summaries of our
recent studies, status reports on our previous reports, and previews of
ongoing and future projects.

Even a casual examination of this document should reveal one thing with certainty: we've been
busy! During the past two years, 15 separate study efforts have been completed, and 22 reports
have been distributed to the General Assembly. Six new projects have been initiated, most of
which are already well under way.

t find much to be proud of in the work of the Commission and its staff. We have not shrunk from
the kinds of issues that have significant "human” consequences — issues such as child day care,
workers’ and crime victim’s compensation, homes for adults, Jow-income housing, indigent hospi-
talization, and the funding of educational standards of quality. Neither have we neglected the
fiscal side of our work. Several of our recent studies pertain specifically to Virginia's revenue
shortfall. And in these difficult economic times, I'm happy to report that our studies are continuing
the fine tradition of saving the Commonwealith money while improving services to her citizens.

In looking back, there is one strong note of sadness in the Commission’s work — the passing from
us of Senator John C. Buchanan, who was serving as Chairman at the time of his death. Senator
Buchanan served with the Commission for eleven years, and his absence is acutely felt.

The Commission and its staff continue to receive national recognition for their cutstanding research
accomplishments. In August 1991, the National Conference of State Legislatures gave JLARC its
“Excellence in Research Design and Method" award -- JLARC's fifth award since 1973.

It should be remembered that JLARC’s primary role has been, and will continue to be, providing
timely and objective information for the General Assembly to consider and act upon. Therefore,
every member of the House and Senate can take a full share of credit for the successes which this
report documents. And | speak for the entire Commission when [ thank all members for their
continuing good faith, cooperation, and support in our oversight efforts.

Respectfully Yours,

%;,L@J

Ford C. Quillen
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The Commission

The Joint Legisiative Audit and Review Commission (JLARC) is an
oversight agency for the Virginia General Assembly. It was established in
1973 fo review and evaluate the operations and performance of State
agencies, programs, and functions.

The Commission is composed of nine members of the House of Dele-
gates, of whom at least five also serve on the House Appropriations Com-
mittee, and five members of the Senate, of whom two also serve on the
Senate Finance Committee. Delegates are appointed by the Speaker of
the House, and Senators by the Privileges and Elections Commitiee. 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 mem-
ber.

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 of the Commission and the nature of its studies are speci-
fied in Sections 30-56 through 30-63 of the Code of Virginia. Report
findings and recommendations are to be submitted to the agencies con-
cerned, the Governor, and the General Assembly. These reports are to
address:

Q 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,

0O ways in which agencies may operate mare economically and
efficiently,

J 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 Commis-




sion 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 follow-up studies are required in
cases where the Commission has cited waste, exiravagance, fraud, or
misuse of public funds.

Under authority of Section 2.1-155 of the Code of Virginia, the Com-
mission also serves as the point of legislative focus for financial audit
reports. The specialized accounting and audit resources of the Office of
the Auditor of Public Accounts are availabie 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 inter-
nal service funds to the State general fund. To carry out these responsi-
bilities the Commission reviews, on a continuing basis, internal service
funds for graphics, systems development, telecommunications, central
warehouse, computer services, central garage, building maintenance
services in the Capitol area, and State and federal surplus property.

The Legislative Program Review

and Evaluation Act

In 1978, JLARC embarked on a unigue 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} Administration 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 self-studies, and (3) committee hearings
on JLARC reports. The Act does not require or restrict standing commit-
tee 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 consis-
tent 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 direc-
tion of the Commission or at the request of the General Assembly. Many
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of these speciat reports require elaborate statistical applications 1o assess
policy and program effectiveness.

To date, JLARC has issued 128 reports, which are annotated in the
last section of this publication. Six projects are currently in progress. In
addition, numerous letter reporis 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 project initiation, and the project is
assigned to a staff team. A workplan is then prepared which documents
the research approach o be used.

After the team completes its research, it prepares a report which is
reviewed internaily and subjected to quality assurance standards. Subse-
quently, 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 subcommitiees reviews the repor,
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.

Senator Truban

Senator Walker

How JLARC Functions

Mr. Kucharski, Auditor
of Public Accounts

o Director
-
: Deputy Director :
——————————— - — - Executive Functions
Quality Assurance
TFraining & Recruiting
Planning & Follow-up
Executive Assignmenis
48 o I ] 1
Mr. Leone Research Support | Administrative Support
Staff Director ~ Methodology Business Managemer
Publications & Graphics Office Senvices
Data Processing

Research Division 1 Research Division il

Project Teams Project Teams

In Memoriam
Senator John . Buchanan
{ 19111981

The JLARC staff director is responsible 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

Jt{"‘ﬂ% ﬁ?mbe“%“;;ggo projects and directing teams on a day-to-day basis. The teams are sup-
ice-Lhgirman, - Y . . .
Chaimman. 1990-91 ported by specialisis in research methods, computer applications, and

pubiications setvices.




The JLARC Staff

The varied education, training, and professional experience of the
research staff are important to the Commission. Among the fields repre-
sented by undergraduate and graduate education are business admini-
stration, economics, education, English, 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 simitar types of executive and legislative em-
ployment, 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 commu-
nication, team management, and technical skills.

JLARC is housed on the 11th floor of the 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.

Localities Recently Visited by JLARC Staff

During the past biennium, the studies undertaken by JLARC necessitated various kinds of on-
site research in many parts of the Commonwealth. The list below is a compilation of the localities
actually visited by JLARC staff over the last two years. Not included are numerous other localities

contacted by mail or telephone to answer research questions, participate in surveys, etc.
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An Informed Legisiature: 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 legisiative decisionmaking. Reports provide information that
may be useful to legislators during deliberation on legislation, during com-
mittee hearings, and in responding to constituent questions or requests for
assistance.

Oversight reports are also valuable as a long-ierm 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 of legisiative oversight studies, and are usually the most visible of
all possible outcomes. Savings directly related to JLARC studias total
about $192 million to date. Harder to pinpoint, but just as important, are
the opportunities for savings which may result from the implementation of
recommended efficiencies or adoption of program alternatives. The
amcunt 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 legisiation 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 undersiood 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 repori to
the General Assembiy 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 pro-
gram and agency objectives. Significant changes have been made in
program efficiency and effectiveness in response {0 oversight reports and
recommendations. The fact that a regular program of legislative oversight
exists also stimulates agency self-evaluation, which may bring about
improved operations.




Staff Follow-Up Activities

Staff work on a JLARC project rarely ends with the publication of
the final report. Follow-up activities and briefings to various legislative,
executive, and public entities are often necessary. Further, JLLARC staff
are frequently asked to participate on task forces and committees studying
or implementing report recommendations. Currently, JLARC staff are
participating in the following groups:

1 Homes for Adulis Task Force

Governor's Technical Task Force on Education Funding

ER

SJR 30 Transportation Policy Task Force
SJR 188 Transperiation Trust Fund Allocation Task Force

Vehicle Cost Responsibility Steering Committee

IR O I

Family Day Care Homes Ad Hoc Committee

Recent Savings to the Commonwealth
Resulting from Legislative Oversight

Department of Workers' Compensation:
Fine collections from stricter enforcement of
employers’ and insurers' industrial accident-reporting

responsibilities, and from alternative dispute resolUtion ==-=-- - ---c-mcmmmmmsocimeeemom e $32,000
Capitol Police:

Discontinuance of security services at a Richmond

military installation {(annual SaVINQS) = e e $127,000

Ceonstitutional Officers:

Potential savings from recommedation

regarding State processing of income tax returns heretofore processed

by Commissioners of Revenue (biennial savings) -------- e “mmmmenne §6, 400,000

State Agency Publications:
Executive branch savings reported for
the 1990-92 DIBNNIUM wossasmmom o e ----$13,000,000

Total new savings {since the previcus Report to the General Assembly)---------- $19,559,000




Exemption from the FOI Act

House Bill 1307 enacted by the 1991 General Assembly exempis from the
Freedom of Information Act the investigative notes, correspondence, information
furnished in confidence, and other information provided and produced by JLARC and
the Auditor of Public Accounts.

Virginia and JLARC Get High Marks

An article in the May 1991 issue of Financial World ranked the states in terms
of the skill and efficiency with which they are run. Virginia was ranked 4th best in the
country, and two of the "pluses” mentioned can be attributed to JLARC. The article
praised Virginia for its "excellent legislative audit process," and also mentioned the
proposed "rainy day fund” which grew out of a JLARC study (see page 26).

JLARC Study Receives NCSL Award

The Legislative Program Evaluation Society of the National Conference of
State Legislatures gave JLARC its 1991 award for "Excellence in Research Design
and Method." The award was made for the Commission’s report, Technical Review:
Staffing Standards for the Funding of Sheriffs (see summary beginning on page 17).
The award was announced at the Conference's annual meeting in Orlando, Florida.
This is the Commission's fifth national award.

New Analytical Tool Available for JLARC Research

A new automated system, the Geographic Evaluation and QOversight Sysiem
(GEOS) was recently added to JLARC's computer resources. This new ool is based
on the computerized geographic system used during redistricting, but will be ex-
panded to include data on local fiscal condition, State and federal aid to localities,
funding formulas, and evaiuation of statewide programs such as social services,
health, and transportation. The GEOS will be used by JLARC research teams for
analysis of statewide data on Virginia's local governments and State agencies.
Statewide data bases are now being developed for use with GEOS, and the system
is supporting two current projects -- (1) intergovernmental mandates and services
delivery, and (2) the study of Virginia’s Medicaid program and indigent care.

JLARC Cited as Model for Education Oversight

The spring 1991 issue of Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis included
an article on accountability mechanisms for state education reform. The article
examines several organizational alternatives that could be used to improve state
governance of education. JLARC is cited as an exemplary model for legislative
oversight. The article favorably describes JLARC's status within the legislature and
notes that the keys 1o a successiul JLARC-type approach are strong legislative
leadership, strong legislative support, and strong staff.




Security Staffing
~inthe Capitol Area

Most security services in the Capitol Square area are
provided by the Capitol Police force. However, in the State areas
surrounding the Capitol, security is also provided by the Depart-
ment of General Services (DGS) and by in-house police or security
operations in some agencies. In addition, several agencies have
security contracts with private vendors. All told, agencies spend
about $10 million annually for security services.

At the request of a member of the General Assembly,
subsequently approved by the Commission Chairman, JLARC staff
undertock an assessment of the various means of providing
security in the Capitol area. All Richmond agencies were surveyed
about their security arrangements, satisfaction with services, and
- costs. All Capitol Police and DGS posts were visited and exam-
ined, as were many in-house and contract security posts in State
agencies. Alternative security arrangements were also explored,
including those in other states,

The study revealed that although most agencies needed
security services, the type and level of such services varied widely.
Yet there was no overall State policy guiding agencies in determin-
ing risk or selecting appropriate services. While the services of
private firms were found to be the least expensive, agencies were
generally less satisfied with these services. Security levels were
found to be adequate and the number of Capitol police generally
appropriate. Based on the agency survey and post observations,
however, several improvements to the system were recom-
mended:

J Several study recommendations called for the Capitol
Police to take a more proactive role in communicating to

smemey weibory
U foudby el




agencies the nature of available services, developing
agency-specific security plans, and working with appropri- _ o
I ate agencies to protect antiquities, art, and cultural items, L T \
100 In response, the Division of Capitol Police has recently G "
i distributed to State agencies a booklet describing its
security services. With the assistance of the State Police,
the Capitol Police have also developed emergency contin-
gency plans for the Governor's Mansion. In addition, with
assistance from DGS and the Virginia State Library and
Archives, the Capitol Police have developed procedures for
protecting art and antiquities. These procedures have
been submitted fo the Legislative Support Commission.

R

[ The study recommended that the need for all security
posts be evaluated based on criteria to be developed by
the Legislative Support Commission. Subsequently,
Capitol Police services at the National Guard Armory were
discontinued. Savings of $127,282 per fiscal year have
been accomplished by reducing the force’s employment
tevel by five positions.

1 The study recommended the creation of a task force to
assess general security risks and design model policies.
Such a task force was formed by the Secretary of Adminis-
tration in 1989. It was recently reconstituted with the intent
of developing coordinated policies.

Publi;:ation Practices of
Virginia State Agencies

In 1982, JLLARC reviewed State agency publications and
public relations activities. In 1988, staff were directed to conduct
a follow-up of the publications portion of the earlier study. The
1989 study found conditions generally similar to those existing in
1982: the majority of agency publications appeared to be pro-
duced in an appropriate and reasonable fashion. Exceptions still
existed, however., Many agencies were producing publications
using costly paper and multi-color printing. Overall, it appeared
that the State was spending more money than necessary on
publications.

in addition, the follow-up review found that publication
expenditures and the number of State publications had increased
oo o so o0 sharply over the past several years. Publication expenditures had (1
N - increased at a higher rate than the State operating budget over H—/

the same period — a cause for concern, especially in light of the ||
Staie’s revenue situation.




The review found a lack of agency compliance with State
publication guidelines. Agencies seldom conducted assessments
to analyze the need for their publications. Some agencies were not
utilizing the Office of Graphic Communications as required for
design services. Distribution practices identified in the Code of
Virginia were not being adequately followed, resulting in unneces-
sary costs. And many agencies had no process in place to gather
agency-wide cost information on their own publications.

The study noted
that although the
Division of Purchases
and Supply had in-
creased training oppor-
tunities for agency
procurement
personnnel and clari-
fied and strengthened
its printing guidelines
since the 1982 report,
further improvement
was needed to increase
agency awareness of
these guidelines.
Several recommenda-
fions were also
directed to the Virginia
State Library and
Archives, which has

important oversight

responsibilities
retated to agency
publications. JLLARC made recommendations to better define which
publications should be sent to the statewide depository system and
to clarify agency reporting requirements. The study also encour-
aged greater attention to paper recycling efforts in State govern-
ment.

Comparison of Number and Costs
of State Publications, FY79 to FY89

Printing Costs in Millions of Dollars

FY 1989

FY 1979

One study recommendation cailed on the Governor's Secre-
taries, as part of “Project Streamling” to undertake assessments of
their agencies’ publication needs and practices. Shorily after the
release of the JLARC report, the Governor directed the Secretary
of Administration to conduct such a study. in accordance with the
JLARC recommendation, one goal of the study was to have agen-
cies identify specific and immediate opportunities for publication
savings. The major recommendations of the executive study paral-
lel those of the JLARC review. The savings reported from the
implementation of both studies for the 1990-92 biennium
amounted to over $13 million.

The Secretary of Administration formed severai task forces
under the auspices of “Project Streamline” which address study
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 RecentAgencyand

. need to contain publication costs increases, savings {o the State

concerns. Most recommendations aimed at the Department of

General Services and the Virginia State Library and Archives have |
been implemented, either as part of “Project Streamiine,” or as
independent agency responses. Several agencies whose publica-
tions were reviewed as part of the JLARC study have also taken
independent actions to control costs. For example, the State
Comptrolier’'s office reports a 28% savings on its latest annual
report compared to the previous year.

Currently, agency guidelines are being improved and
disseminated, publication training is being expanded, and over-
sight is being strengthened. As agency-level awareness of the

shouid also increase.

_ Program Reviews:

Review of the
Virginia Department of
Workers’ Compensation

JLARC's 1990 report on the Department of Worket's
Compensation (DWC) completed a three-part series on the inde-
pendent agencies of State government, which was directed by the
1985 Appropriation Act. Previous reports focused on the State
Corporation Commission and on the crime victim’s compensation
program, which is also administered by DWC (see “Status of
Previous JLARC Studies”).

DWC is headed by a three-member industrial Commission.
The department is primarliy responsible for administering and
resolving claims under the Workers’ Compensation Act, which
benefits employers and empioyees by providing compensation for
injured workers without assigning fauit. DWC is also responsible
for adjudicating claims arising under the birth-related neurological
injuries compensation program.

The study concluded that Virginia appears to be in satisfac- | -~

tory condition regarding workers’ compensation rates. Further,
active competition among insurance companies to write policies
indicates that Virginia’s system is healthy. However, humerous
areas were found where changes to statutes or DWC management
practices would strengthen the system.

Many of the report recommendations were implemented,
after review by the Code Commission, through recodification of
Virginia’s Compensation Act. Emphasis was placed upon clarify-
ing the act through precise, user-friendly language. Among the
statutory changes that were based on JLARC recommendations
are the foliowing;




4 The computation of the statewide average weekly wage
was revised to exclude federal employees.

A Code of Virginia language was modified to specify types of
vocational rehabilitation services provided under the act.

[ Limitations ic the Uninsured Employer's Fund balance
were revised to conform the fund to current needs. Fur-
ther, the Attorney General was required to collect from
uninsured employers the amounts paid from this fund to
injured workers .

1 The DWC was authorized to recover expenses incurred
under the Birth-Related Neurological injury Compensation
Act.

1 To reduce confusion about the identification and function
of the agency, the General Assembly changed DWC's
name, effective October 1, 1991, to the Virginia Workers’
Compensation Commission.

In addition to the codification changes, a number of admin-

L . istrative, organizational, and inter-agency changes have aiso

been implemented per the study recommendations, among them:

0 The Virginia Employment Commission has established
necessary procedures for verifying the annual calculation
of the statewide average weekly wage, a statistic that is
vital to DWC’s work with claimants.

Qa DWC’s informational handbook for claimants has been
revised to assist claimants in applying for cost-of-living
increases, an important change to ensure equitable treat-
ment.

& Coordination between DWC and the Department of Reha-
bilitative Services has been greatly enhanced in order to
improve vocational rehabilitation of injured workers.

3 Per JLARC recommendations, oversight of employers’ and
insurers’ accident-reporting responsibilities has been
substantially increased. Improved communications,
stricter enforcement of penalties, and a new automated
system have resulted in a marked reduction in the average
period it takes employers 1o file a first accident report. As
a byproduct of better oversight, more than $24,000 in
fines were collected during the first year.

() The adjudication of disputed cases has been substantially
shortened through improved monitoring and more efficient
prehearing procedures. [n addition, a JLARC recommen-
dation that DWC expand its efforts in alternative dispute

“..the procgss of review

and response i a small
agency creates signifi-
cant strain on personnel
and rasources, but the
beneficial results
achieved are very much
worth the effort. Our
Commission has been
stimulated by JLARC
recommendations and,
most importantly, the
results which stem from
JLARC-prompted focus
and analysis have
improved our methods
and helped speed
delivery of services fo
injured workers in the
Commonwealth,

---- Chairman, Industrial
Commigsion of Virginia
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resolution has had the following results, according to a DWC
Commmissioner:

“, .. there has not only been a substantia! increase in
4 prehearing resolution of disputed cases, but also

i narrowing of issues in the event that a disputed case
is referred to the hearing docket. The {atter action
results in shorter hearings.”

O Acting upon study recommendations, the Commissioners
have made substantial internal organizational changes to
improve claims management. improvements have also been
made in personnel orientation, training, manpower planning,
and the documentation of position responsibilities and proce-
dures.

 Program Reviews

L} As suggested in a study recommendation, the 1990 General
Assembly directed the Department of Commerce to assess
the need for State regulation and licensing of vocational
rehabilitation professionals.

The JLARC review was of considerable interest to the Com-
mission on the Coordination of the Delivery of Services to Facilitate
the Self-Sufficiency and Support of Persons with Physical and
Sensory Disabilities in the Commonwealth - also known as the
Beyer Commission. The Commission concurred with a number of
the JLARC recommendations. They agreed, for example, that
DWC’s second injury fund needed further study, and subseguently a
legislative subcommittee was appointed for that purpose.

Review of the Virginia
Community College System

During the 1988 Session higher education was designated ||
as the next functional area of State government to be reviewed
by JLARC under the Evaluation Act (see “JLARC's Purpose and
Role” for an explanation of the Act). The 1989 Session further
specified the studies that shoutd be undertaken, including a
review of the Virginia Community College System (VCCS).

JLARC previously conducted an evaluation of the VCCS
in 1975. That study commended the VCCS for developing a
comprehensive system of community colleges that were acces-
sible throughout the Commonwealth in terms of location, admis-
sions, tuition, and educational programs. However, the study
also found a lack of attention to day-to-day management in both |/
academic and administrative affairs. '

A portion of JLARC’s 1990 study was dedicated to a
follow-up of the earlier study. Significant progress was noted in




nearly all the areas identified in 1975; however, some operational
improvements were still needed. For example, curriculum over-
sight needed strengthening, and system-wide articulation agree-
ments with senior institutions were lacking. The study also
examined issues in mission and planning, organization of the
system, resources, programs, personnel practices, and manage-
ment information sytems.

A maijor finding was thal, over the years, VCCS has cho-
sen to expand ifs programs and services beyond those specified
in statute. Higher education enroliments are expected to grow,
and there are clear signs of increasing stress on VCCS resources.
The study pointed out that the VCCS might find it difficuli to
continue all of its current programs, especially in light of the
State’s fiscal condition. During the 1990s, the colleges will need
o balance growth with limited resources. The State Board for
Community Colleges will be faced with prioritizing program areas
io ensure that adeguate resources are avaiable for the most
important activities.

The VCCS expressed agreement with the findings of the
study and most of its 47 recommendations. Among the actions
reported by the Chancellor of the system in response to JLARC
recommendations are the following:

U Program and operational priorities have been considered
in special meetings of the community coliege presidents
and the Chancelior's staff, and in a series of meetings
between the State Board for Community Colleges and the
tocal college boards. Consensus has been achieved on
strategies to address the immediate budgetary problem,
including how to manage enroliment growth and ways to
fimit the use of part-time faculty.

4 The Advisory Councit of Community College Presidents is
considering a new draft statement of VCCS goals.

1 The current system master plan is to be replaced by a
compreheansive, long-range plan for colleges, campuses
and facilites.

Q To provide greater and more economical access, the
VCCS is continuing to explore alternative strategies for
instructional delivery, especially telecommunications.

U The study recommended discontinuing unproductive
programs in order to better utilize available resources.
Prompted by the severe economic conditions, the VCCS
has cut approximately 40 certificate and diploma programs
to date. Productivity criteria applied during this cutback
were developed by the VCCS with the assistance of the
academic deans and presidents.




Recent Agency and
Program Reviews

U There appears to be progress in faciltating transfers from
Virginia's community colleges to four-year colleges and

universities. The Chancellor of the VCCS and the presi-
dents of the senior institutions agreed that this issue
needed their immediate attention. They created a Joint
Committee on Transfer Students, co-chaired by the Pro-
vost of Virginia Tech and a faculty member from Piedmont
Community College. A series of regional hearings was
held this past spring, with most senior institutions and
community colleges participating. The Committee expects
to release a draft of statewide policies and recommended
practices this fall.

The JLARC report also recommended development of a
State policy on adult pre-collegiate education, specifically focused
on adult lteracy, and a clarification of the VCCS's role in this
area. The Secretary of Education reports that this issue is cur-
rently under study. The State’s adult literacy coordinator has
been asked 1o develop a policy and plan, due early this fall, for
the organization of adult education literacy programs.

Progress has also been reported in other areas: correc-
tion of planning deficiencies at the individual colleges, clarification
of policies regarding student payments to third party providers,
phasing out of fractional credit courses, improvement of data
system security, and clarification of the system office’s role.

State Funding of Regional
Vocational Education Centers
in Virginia

There are 11 regional vocational education centers in
Virginia serving about 5,000 day pupils. These centers are
operated as joint partnerships of two or more local governments,
and involve about one fourth of the 138 local government units
required to provide public education. Concerns about the fund-
ing of these centers led the 1990 General Assembly 1o direct a
JLARC study.

The funding analysis resulted in several findings:

4 Expenditure levels at the centers appeared sufficient to
enable them to provide high quality programs.

1 State funding support for the centers was substantial.
SOQ funding paid an average of 56 percent of regular
day school operations (excluding capital facility costs).




1 The State provided limited funding for principals at the
centers. No funding was provided for assistant principal
and guidance counseling costs, because these positions
are not required at the centers by the State standards.

0 The methed of disbursing funds to the centers {funding
goes through the school divisions) was found to be ineffi-
cient, leading to some delays.

O The general methodology used to determine State funding
for the centers was found to be appropriate and consistent
with the basis used to fund other vocational education
programs in the State.

A policy was presented to retain a portion of a State
supplemental payment fo the centers to fully fund the State share
of principal positions. The General Assembly implemented this
policy option in the 1991 Session.

Constitutional Officers Series

The five elected constitutional officers in Virginia are
Commonwealth’'s attorney, clerk of the circuit court, sheriff, com-
missioner of revenue, and treasurer. Directors of finance are also
recognized and funded by the State as constitutional officers in
five localities. For more than 200 years, constitutional officers
have provided a range of services to the citizens of Virginia.

State funding for constitutional officers has dramatically
increased in recent years, and presently amounts to one half
billion dollars each biennium. Yet the budgeting and reimburse-

ment process used by the Compensation Board has changed little Lo

over the past 50 years.

The 1988 and 1989 Appropriation Acts directed JLARC to
review the funding of constitutional officers. The purpose of the
review was to propose a more systematic and equitable funding
process for the General Assembly to consider. This review
resufted in six separate but interrelated reports: an interim report
on the status of pari-time commeonwealth's attorneys; four techni-
cal reports on statewide staffing standards for sheriffs,
Commonwealth's attorneys, clerks, and financial officers, respec-
tively; and a final report on the funding of all constitutional offic-
ers.

The first phase of the review involved developing staffing
standards using statistical models. These models are based on
actuat staffing levels, and upon measures of workload that have
clear reiationships to the staffing for all constitutional offices in the

17

smainay weiboig: _
bue fouaby juasey




State. Data collection through comprehensive surveys of the
offices was a major study effort. This review was the first such
effort to methodically consider funding for the more than 600
constitutional offices in the Commonwealth. The standards
developed can be used to objectively determine personnel costs.

The final report presents the General Assembly with a
number of different choices for designing a new, systematic
funding approach. Among the most important considerations are
the share of costs to be borne by the State and local govern-
ments, the use of ability {o pay as a factor influencing local
shares, and adoption of a pre-payment system for distributing
State funds. These considerations, along with the information
provided in the JLARC reports, can help the General Assembly
develop a more logical framework for funding the constitutional
officers. It would be the responsibility of the State Compensation
Board to implement the specifics of any new framework adopted
by the General Assembly.

The issues involved in funding the constitutional officers
are complex and controversial. 1t will be necessary for the Gen-
eral Assembly to review the proposed funding process in more
detail with the State Compensation Board, the constitutional
officers, and the local governments. To begin that process of
review, Senate Bill 248 was introduced in the 1990 Session. This
legislation, which provided a blueprint for the proposed funding
process, served as a starting point for the discussion of the
JLARC staff recommendations.

During the 1991 Session, the passage of House Joint
Resolution 394 established the Joint Subcommittee on Constitu-
tional Officer Legislation, a joint subcommittee of the House
Appropriations Commitiee and Senate Finance Committee. This
subcommittee will consider the JLARC staff proposals and will
also work with representatives from the constitutional officer
associations in recommending staffing standards and addressing
other issues raised by the JLARC report. Delegate Ford Quillen,
current Chairman of JLARC, chairs the Subcommittee. Compen-
sation Board staff have already met with legislative staff and
constitutional officer representatives to begin work under HJR
394.

The State Compensation Board reports that it is conduct-
ing its own review of workload and staffing patterns in the consti- |
utional offices. In addition, with the assistance of the Depariment ¢
of Personnel and Training, the Board initiated a statewide salary
survey for empioyees of constitutional officers. Data from that
survey are currently under analysis.

One of the reports from the constitutional officer series, :
Staffing Standards for the Funding of Sheriffs, received the Legis- i'
lative Progam Evaluation Society’s 1991 award for “Excellence in
Research Design and Method.”




Economic Development
in Virginia

Within the Commonwealth, economic development
programs are conducted by a broad array of organizations: 72
State entities and more than 500 non-State organizations. An
estimated $769 million was spent by these organizations on
economic development activities in FY 1989. The Department
of Economic Development (DED} has primary responsibility for
the State’s industrial development and tourism promotion
activities.

House Joint Resolution 262 of the 1989 Session di-
rected JLARC to “review the Commonwealth’s economic devei-
opment policies and the organization, management, operations
and performance” of DED. The resolution specifically directed
JLARC to review the planning, budgeting, staffing, procure-
ment, mission, and policy and program functions of the depart-
ment.

The two-year project resuited in three JLARC publica-
tions. An interim repon, consisting of an overview of study
activities and the proceedings of a workshop on economic
development, was presented to the 1990 Session. Two reports
were presented to the 1991 Session: a review of economic
development policy and programs, with major emphasis on
DED; and a comprehensive catalog — the first of its kind in
Virginia -~ of economic development organizations and pro-
grams throughout the State

JLARC’s review found that overall, the State has been
relatively successful in its economic development activities.
However, since the State has conducted these activities without
a formalized written policy or policy development process,
these efforts have not been fully maximized. Recommenda-
tions from the study focus on improving the State’s acitivies by
establishing a comprehensive written policy and process.

Of the report’s 37 recommendations, 29 were directed
to the Department of Economic Development {DED). The
following are some examples of DED activities in response to
JLARC recommendations:

L1 DED has modified its advertising campaigns to give
more attention to Virginia’s smaller, lesser-known
attractions. The Department is also studying ways to
obtain more valid measurements of the impact of its

N promotional activities. RN T




U The department is modifying its indusirial training program
to ensure that services offered are hased on specific
benetils to the Commonwealth. Unproductive elements of
the program have been discontinued in favor of services
with a more certain “payback.”

I DED has taken some initial steps to strengthen the man-
agement oversight of its network of small business devel-
opment centers.

W The future of the Virginia Small Business Financing
Authority is now linked 1o its development and successful
implementation of new financing initiatives for small
business.

(3 DED has proposed a number of organizational changes in
response to concermns expressed in the JLARC review.
The proposals are currently under review by the Secretary
of Economic Development.

O Per study recommendations and with outside consuita-
tion, DED has developed written procedures to govern all
adminisirative operations.

Several recommendations were directed at the Center for
Innovative Technology (CIT), to improve its technology transfer
program. This pilot program, initiated in 1987, is a public partner-
ship between the CIT and the Virginia Community College Sys-
tem. Directors of economic and technoiogy development, located
at several VCCS campuses, work with businesses to identify
problems where there may be a technological solution, and to
assist these businesses in finding helpful resources.

The CIT has taken several actions which move the pro-
gram in the direction recommended by the JLARC study. A
formal set of objectives has been adopted to clearly define the
services to be rendered. Per a JLARC recommendation, the CIT
reports it has also taken steps to increase its interaction with
community college presidents. New program evaluation guide-
lines have been written, and a formal procedures manual is being
developed. JLARC also recommended that programs be re-
maved from any community colleges not benefiting; one such
program has been eliminated.

When the Commission was briefed on the economic
development study findings, Commission members expressed
concern about the possibility of federal defense cuts and their
impact on the economy of Virginia. A task force organized by the
Secretary of Economic Development released an interim report in
May 1990 on this issue. At the Commission’s request, JLARC
staff examined this repert and the major issues involved. The
findings were published as an appendix io the staff report,




This analysis concluded that additional emphasis ought to
be given to developing profiles of the defense industry in Virginia
and and military personnel stationed in the State. Other recom-
mendations called for linking existing economic development
programs to areas of the State likely to be impacted by cutbacks,
and examining the approaches of other states 1o this problem.

The Director of the Department of Economic Development
reports that the defense cutback issue is receiving considerabie
attention in the executive branch. The Secretary’s inter-agency
work group {with representatives from DED, the Virginia Employ-
ment Commission, the Department of Planning and Budget, and
the Department of Taxation) is monitoring changes in defense
spending, collecting information for modeling the impacits of
defense cuts, and meeting with representatives of other poten-
tially high-impact states.

A final JLARC recommendation was implemented by the
1991 General Assembly to ensure that State-level policy regard-
ing economic development will be clear and explicit in the future.
House Bill 1336 reguires the Secretary of Economic Develop-
ment, and a cabinet-level committee appointed by the Governor,
to develop and implement a comprehensive economic develop-
ment policy during the first year of each new administration.
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Follow-Up Review of
Homes for Adults in Virginia

In 1979, JLARC evaluated the adult home system and identified
numerous problems affecting licensing standards and procedures, the
Auxiliary Grants Program, and the health and safety of residents. The
1990 General Assembly directed JLARC to conduct a foliow-up study
of homes for adults and report the findings to the Commission on
Health Care for All Virginians prior to the 1991 Session.

The follow-up review found that some improvements had been
made o the system to protect the basic health and safety of homes for
adults residents. However, no action had been taken on a number of
previous recommendations. Furthermore, the problem of providing
adequate care and protection had been exacerbated by a sharp in-

crease in the number of residents with serious mental health or medical

needs. In addition, the follow-up found that the administration of State
funding through the Auxitiary Granis Program was no better than it had
been, despite a 272 percent increase in program expenditures.

In the interim between the two studies, the number of homes
grew by almost 50 percent, and the capacity of the system more than
doubled. Homes are now caring for a more diverse population of
mentally and physically impaired aduilts. Some residenis are receiving

medical-type treatment to care for their impairments, whereas ten years i

ago this care would have been available only in nursing homes.

The follow-up concluded that the current regulatory system
does not adequately protect residents of adult homes. The report
noted that system-wide changes are necessary, as the statutory and
regulatory framework does not adequately recognize the role into which
adult homes have evolved: a primary source of long-term care for
disabled adults. The report recommended changes in the following
areas:

1 policy development and a structured placement process to
ensure proper placement of clients in homes, particularly for
residents who receive State auxiliary grants.

Q modifications to the regulatory system to address the differing
levels of care that are currently being provided to a wide range
of residents with differing medical conditions.

1 modifications to specific licensing standards and the enforce-
ment process to better protect home residents.

Q1 changes to ensure the Auxiliary Grants Program is properly
administered and recognizes the varying levels of care needed
by residents.




The approach presented in the JLARC report has received the

support of the Secretary of Health and Human Resources, the Long-
Term Care Council, the Department of Social Services, the Department
of Mental Health, Mental Retardation and Substance Abuse Services,
and the Department of Health. The majority of report recommendations
have been or are being implemented by these entities.

. The Secretary of Health and Human Resources established a

Home for Adults Task Force, with support from the Department
of Social Services (DSS), for the purpose of developing a con-
ceptual framework for creating a tiered system of homes for
adults. A JLARC staff member has been appointed to this task
force.

DSS5 has also provided support to the Long-Term Care Council
in developing a client needs assessment instrument for use in
placing and monitoring auxiliary grant recipients in adult homes.

New and strengthened standards for the training of adult home
administrators and staff have been proposed and are now open
for public comment.

( Staffing guidelines have be revised for licensing specialists to

use in enforcing adult home standards.

Specific standards to guide medical procedures and medication
management in aduit homes have been developed.

Additional standards regarding facility design and equipment are
being promulgated.

Unnanounced licensing inspections of adult homes have begun,
as required by Senate Bill 608.

Intermediate sanctions are being developed to allow DSS more
options in dealing with adult homes which violate laws and
regulations.

Cost reporting requirements for homes for adulis and the rate
setting functions of DSS are being strengthened.

Adult home services that should and should not be covered by
auxiliary grant payments are being identifed, so that the neces-
sary revisions can be made to policies affecting grant recipients.
Perscnal care allowances are also being studied for possible
revision.

The statutes regarding homes for adults have been revised to

reflect many of the actions described above. Many of the changes
: mentioned are being tested through case management pilot projects
" under the auspices of the Long-Term Care Council.




The Lonesome Pine
Regional Library System

One of the larger regional libraries in the State, the Lone-
some Pine Regional Library system {LPRL) serves Wise, Dickenson,
l.ee and Scoit counties and the City of Norton. in the fall of 1989,
three localifies passed resolutions asking the State Librarian to
conduct a study of the system. After checking with the Attorney
CGieneral's office, the State Librarian requested assistance from
JLARC in performing the study. The Commission approved this
special study request in January 1990.

In conducting the study, JLARC staff addressed a full mea-
sure of performance and management issues. Trips to Southwest
Virginia by JLARC and State Library staff provided firsthand informa-
tion on system operations. Surveys of patrons, employees, and
local officials shed further light on the system.

Overall, LPRL appeared to be successfully accomplishing its
mission. Patrons were safisfied with its services, as were most local
officials, library board members, and staff. Fiscal management of
the system was sound. The system appeared to operate relatively
efficiently, and was providing important cultural and educational
services to the region.

Some problems were found. Communication among library
management, trustees, and local officials needed improvement.
Inter-locality rivairies diminished board cooperation. It was also
found that expenditures on videos were eroding book purchases and
usage in most branches. In addition, some managerial and organi-
zationai improvements were needed.

Following the JLARC report, the system came under hew
management, and improvements have since been initiated in most
areas of concern. Immediate steps were taken by the State Library
to provide additional training that is especially geared to non-certifi-
able staff, new library personnel, and staff who serve in small or
rural branch library operations. The State Library has also provided
assistance to LPRL in writing job descriptions, establishing a fair and
equitable pay scale for the system, and establishing a collection
development policy.




Review of the
Funding Formula for the Older
Americans Act

The federat government’s primary means of providing social
services for the elderly is the Older Americans Act. Services are
provided by Virginia's 25 local Area Agencies on Aging. The
Virginia Department for the Aging (VDA) implements the formula for
distributing the federal and matching State funds.

Since 1988 Virginia’s funding formula had been subject to
legal challenge. The 1990 General Assembly directed JLARC to
study the formula and evaluate the appropriateness of potential
factors for inclusion in the formula.

The study concluded that the current formula in use was a
reasonable and acceptable means for distributing Older Americans
Act funds, Each factor appeared to promote equity and was con-
sistent with federal and State faws and guidelines. A cross-state
comparison showed that Virginia's formuta had much in common
with the formulas used in other states. The statistics used in the
formula represented the factors reasonably well, aithough the
report recommended some improvements and refinements. The
weights selected for use in the fomula were primarily the result of
public policy decisions, but appeared to be legitimate choices by
the VDA.

JLARC staff assessed a total of 27 potential factors (for
example, population age 60 and over) for use in the formula. An
example of the refinements recommended by the JLARC staff was
to subtract, when possible, populations of institutionalized older
persons from the population factors used. These populations
include older persons who are institutionalized in nursing homes,
State correctional facilities, and mental health facilities.

The Department for the Aging concurred with the report
findings and utilized them in the development of the FY 1992-94
State Application for Federal Funds.




Budget/Forecasting Studies

JLARC was mandated by the 1990 Appropriation Act to _
“review the Commonwealth’s executive system of financial planning,
execution, and evaluation.” It was during the initial phases of this
study that the Commonwealth began 1o experience an unusually
large revenue shortfall, raising questions about several aspects of
the executive forecasting process. The shortfall worsened during
the summer and fall, and was expected to continue for FY921 and
FY9z.

To address these guestions, the Commission designated
certain issues related to forecasting for priority review: the sound-
ness of the executive revenue forecasting process, the accuracy of
the forecasts, the technical soundness of the forecast models used,
and the effects of major federal and Siate tax reforms on individual
income tax collections. So that the Generai Assembly could utilize
the findings as quickly as possible, staff were directed to report on
these issues prior to the 1991 Session. As a result, the JLARC
review was intensified and staff were shifted from other projects. A
JLARC subcommitiee was appointed to guide the staff in their work.

The JLARC review, entitled Revenue Forecasting in the
Executive Branch: Process and Models, found that historically
Virginia’s forecast accuracy has been similar to that of other states
and the federal government. Although the forecasts for FY90
through FY 92 were unusually far off, the State’s revenue shortiall
did not appear to be the result of an unsound forecasting process.
While certain improvements were recommended, the process met
the majority of criteria for an optimal forecasting process.

The review also showed that the magnitude of the recent
revenue forecast reductions was not the result of unsound or inad-
equately administered statistical models. For the major tax sources
of the General Fund, forecast reductions were mostly attributable to
declines in the economic indicators which drive the forecast models.
However, the study found that over 40 percent of the reductions
could not be aftributed to the economic indicators used in the mod-
els. Rather, they were probably due to the effects of tax policy
changes or judgemental inputs - difficult factors io substantiate.

In addition to some refinements o the forecasting models
and process, the report recommended that the General Assembly
should consider increasing its involvement in the forecasting pro-
cess. Relative to other states, there is currently little formal legista-
tive participation in the development of Virginia's forecast. The
report presenied a variety of options for further study, including the
current role of limited involvement, a joint legislative-executive role,
and an independent legisiative role. These options are currently
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being further studied by the JLARC Subcommittee on the Execu-
tive Budget Process.

A second report, Proposal for a Revenue Stabilization
Fund, grew out of the review of revenue forecasting. A significant
finding from the review was that, simply stated, forecast error is a
normally occurring part of the forecast process. Shorifalls — and
surpluses — are o be expected.

Given the uncertainty of revenue forecasting, the JLARC
subcommittee examined “rainy day” funds as a means of coping
with the shortfalls. Funds in 39 states were examined. The sub-
committee then sought to adopt the best of each and apply it to
Virginia. Several unique concepts were also explored and
adopted. The result was a proposal for a revenue stabilization
fund tailored to Virginia’'s needs. This fund is designed to skim off
above-average revenue growth in prosperous years, and deposit
these monies in a fund where they will draw interest and be avail-

able when forecast error results in a

revenue shortfall. Comparisoen_Of Tsme . o

Senator John C. Buchanan,

the late Chairman of the Commission, State Legi slature sHav e '::_-.

intfroduced Senate Joint Resolution

159 to establish the rainy day fundon | to Study the Bquetﬂocument R

behalf of the JLARC subcommitiee.
The resolution was a proposed consti-
tutional amendment 1o establish the
fund on a permanent basis. An
amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute was reported by the Senate
Finance Committee and approved by
the General Assembly. The amend-
ment altered mandatory deposits and
provided a mechanism for exempting
revenues from tax increases. The

L. - —Average: 16.5 Weeks

other provisions of the fund remain iy ey
the same as described in the staff (Virginia: 8.5 weeks)
report.

Because the proposal is in the form of a constitutional
amendment, it must also be approved by the 1222 General
Assembly. The rainy day fund is JLARC’s first constitution-
changing proposal.

The two reports published during the 1991 Session repre-
sent only part of the full budget process review planned by
JLARC. Three related studies are currently under way: a study
of budget preparation, execution, and evaluation; a final report on
tegislative involvement in revenue forecasting; and a review of
the Department of Taxation (see "Work in Progress”).
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Compensati(;ﬁ of
General Registrars

General registrars are appointed by local electoral boards to
administer voter registration services in Virginia's 136 cities and
counties. There are 109 full-time and 27 part-time general regis-
trars. The 1991 General Assembly directed JLARC 1o review the
methods for compensating general registrars. Specifically, the
JLARC staff was asked to evaluate the compensation program,
factors which should be used to determine compensation, and the
appropriate State share of the compensation costs,

The study showed that salaries for general registrars are
generally adequate based on the salaries paid other positions with
comparable job responsibilities. Also, the population brackets used
for the salary structure generally do differentiate between levels of
workioad. Equity could be enhanced, however, by adding an addi-
tional bracket for localifies at the 500,000 level. Further, the bracket
structure could be simplified by adding a separate population
bracket, ranging from 0 to 9,999, for part-time general registrars.

Fringe benefits for some full-time general registrars could
also be made more equitable by requiring localities to provide the
same fringe benefits to general registrars as they provide for other
local employees, or by making State employee benefits available.
Cost estimates for these options are presented in the report. The
study also found that the existing limit on local salary supplements
appeared reasonable.

The Commonwealth and the localities currently share the
cost of compensating general registrars, but the State provides the
majority share. This is unusal compared to other states, where
compensation of voter registration administrators is typically a local
responsibility. The report evaluates four funding options for the
General Assembly to consider, and provides a cost analysis for each
option.

An additional issue raised by the study is the appropriate role
and status of general registrars. There is a concern that some of the
registrars are performing certain core duties of the electoral boards,
although there is no statutory mandate for such extensive involve-
ment in elections administration. A primary issue is whether general
registrars should be viewed as State employees or local employees.

To address the issues raised by this report, the Commission
suggested that the General Assembly might want to create a sub-
committee, with representatives from the House and Senate Privi-
leges and Elections Committees, ithe House Appropriations Commit-
tee, and the Senate Finance Committee. The subcommitiee would
study the compensation, appropriate role, and status of general
registrars and report its findings to the 1992 General Assembly.




Review of Virginia’s
Parole Process

The 1990 General Assembly directed JLARC fo study
Virginia’s parole review process. This study was undertaken partly
in response to earlier studies that suggested Virginia’s parole rate
was too low, thereby aggravating the State’s prison overcrowding
problem. The study mandate instructed JLLARC to determine the
reasons for the reportedly low parole rate and to suggest desirable
changes to law or policy.

The study included the following activities:

1 an examination of the activities of the Parole Board and the
Department of Corrections (DOC) in administering the
parole process,

QU a review of Virginia’s parote laws and those of ten other
states,

2 an analysis of the efficiency with which the parole process
is implemented,

1 a review of decisionmaking practices of the Parole Board.

The study found that when alternative measures of the
parole rate are used — measures that minimize the impact of
extreme values - Virginia's parole rate is substantially higher than
the national norm. The review noted, however, that because of
considerable variation in the factors that influence parole rates,
conclusions about the adequacy of Virginia's parole system shouid
not be made strictly on cross-state comparisons. Rather, the
effectiveness of the system should be determined based on an
assessment of the impact of parole laws and the actual
decisionmaking and administrative practices of the Parole Board.

In that regard, the review found that the Virginia Parole
Board has made major improvements to its methods for reviewing
and deciding cases. Some problems, however, do remain.
Virginia's parole laws allow many inmates to establish eligibility for
parole much sooner than the Board is ready to release them. This
has produced inefficiencies in the review process. Additionally,
many of the changes made by the Parole Board to expedite the
inmate interview and review process are being hampered by the
tnability of DOC to provide the Board with timely access to impor-
tant inmate files. Finally, due to the absence of policies to system-
atize the Board's discretion in deciding cases, there are inconsis-
fencies in the decisionmaking process,

The report makes specific recommendations to improve the
parole review process, including the following:
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0 changes to the Code of Virginia regarding the use of the
felony term indicator and good conduct allowance credits,

{1 a proposal for Virginia to adopt a time-served standard for
establishing parole eligibility,

U improvements in coordination and information sharing
among the various participants in the parole process,

O refinements fo the current risk-assessment instrument, and
development of structured decision-making guidelines,

d possible transter to certain parole-related functions from the
Department of Corrections to the Parocle Board

The report outlines severai options for the Secretary of
Public Safety to consider for the long-term efficiency of the parole
sysiem. These options include a presumptive parole system and
expansion of the Parole Board. The review also recommended
further study focusing on recidivism and the adequacy of commu-
nity services to support parolees.

The Parole Board has expressed general agreement with
the study findings and recommendations. In many cases, the
Board has already developed initiatives to address the concerns
expressed in JLARC's review.

One issue of particular interest to the Commission was
whether lack of treatment programs in State correctional facilities
has an adverse effect on the early release of eligible inmates. The
study team was directed to do further research on this issue, and
an addendum to the report is in preparation.

Percent of Senience Served at Time of First Paroie Eligibility
According to Number of Prison Commitments

- — : '
30 40 50 60%
Percent of Sentence Served

— |
0 10 20

{Graphic from the JLARC report)




The Reorganization of the
Department of Education

The 1990 General Assembly directed JLARC to study, as part of
its series on elementary and secondary education, the organization and
management of the Department of Education. Subsequently, however,
a maijor reorganization of the department was initiated by the new
Superintendent of Public instruction. Because the Department was to
be reorganized, the focus of JLARC's review was shifted 1o the reorga-
nization plan and process.

The scope of the reorganization is without precedent in Virginia

State government. For example, 64 percent of the agency’s 453 classi- | .:'-j o

fied positions were abolished and 228 new positions created, for which
department employees had io apply and compete in an open recruit-
ment process. Also, in the new organization, management initiated an
effort to shift most of the department's work from performance by
individual assignments o performance by multi-disciplinary project
teams.

Conclusions about how well the new department will function
are premature, since it has only recently begun operating under the
new organization. The JLARC report, however, assessed the formative
stage of the new department, one year afier the effort to recrganize was
initiated. The review found many of the recrganization goals to be
admirable, such as reducing bureaucratic layers and improving service
delivery. However, the quick reorganization timetable, combined with
the enormous scale of change that was attempted, created some
potentially serious management and organizational problems.

The review showed that the current problems were caused by
several factors. The hiring effort appeared excessive in scope, raising
guestions about employee protections under the Personnel Act. In
addition, the reorganization process lacked detailed forethought, plan-
ning, and communication about how the new organization was to
function. The stress of the competitive hiring process, coupled with a
tack of understanding by employees about how the department will
work, appear to have seriously eroded employee morale and confi-
dence in the new organization.




st The new department is still in a process of transition. It will
R take time to rebuild employee morale and fully develop new work
32 1.~ practices. There are continuing concerns, however, about some of
“io ] the proposed operational practices, such as the methods for project
work selection and management (based on an internal “request-for-
proposal” approach), and the scale of team operations.

In a recent appearance before the Commission, the Secre-
tary of Education, while expressing confidence in the new
Superintendent’s approach, pledged to utilize the JLARC report in
making any necessary mid-course corrections. The report should
also prove a useful resource for other State agencies contemplating
reorganization.
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szzs bzenmal Rep@ri to the General Assembiy is deszgﬁed as were pas‘t edznom to present smdy
actwmef f’ ndmgs‘ and agency responses n biief, summary formi. Such overwaws kawever may » fail to-
Communzcate the trie mmpiexzty and full ase of a JLARC study. Tim article, zherefare, pmmde& addttzona!
& perspectwe by focusmg move fully on a Smg[e JLARC study. The studv choseén is a réview: of the regulanon
: Cand provision of child day care in Virginid which was begun shortly afz‘er the 1988 Gen,eral As’,sembfy :
- Sesszon and reporfed to the Commission in the fall of 1989. - The topic and the ﬁnafmgs were of eonsrderable e
:'_ mlerest 16 ihe publzc rhzld advocacy gr oups and duld care pmwders‘ as Well as the General Assemb!y
L th!e the final report e ] L _ _
= provufed_an objectivé basis .. . Tt
- for Legislative and exec- | OFigin of the Review
- tive dction, the Secretaf} of |
'.:': Heal?h and Human Re--
- sources and the Joint
- Subcommittee’ Smdymg
- Early Childhood and Day
- Care Probfems used the

Child day care has been a State and national issue of im-
mense proportions. Over recent years, the large number of women |
entering the workplace who are mothers of young children has
raised concerns about the adequacy and affordability of child care.

: mfomamn i fashzon a Reflecting public concern, both the House and the Senate passed
regulatory pmposa; aa f,p,w - resolutions during the 1988 Session requesting a study of chiid day
- able to adwcac} groups. i care regulation in Virginia. Among the topics specified for review
. fhfg day care mdustry_ aid. were!

- the Géneral Assembly. The
- approach incorported
many of thé-JMRC' o
- récommeﬁdqf_ions_.' - '

(1 the definition and regulation of family day care,

1} the opinions of parents, providers, and associations
regarding licensure,

- the appropriateness of exemptions and exceptions,

4 the funding needed 1o regulate if the number of
exemptions and exceptions were reduced,

d initiatives to improve availability and promote quality care,

\ o . ' 2 the training of child day care providers,

I the type of system that would equalize the impact of
regulation on the various types of care.




“Regulation and Provision

Research Efforts

Early in the study, it became clear that despite strong public
interest, no reliable source of statewide information on day care and
the families who used it was available. Therefore, compiling the
data necessary to assess the issues was a major study efforl. In
one of JLARC's iargest survey efforts, and with the help of Virginia
Commonwealth University's Survey Research Laboratory, a repre-
sentative sample of 1,820 Virginia households were surveyed.
Parents were asked about their day care arrangements, their satis-
faction with care, and about the availability, affordability, and quality
of day care in their area. Among the survey findings were the follow-

ing:

1 About one third (337,000) of all children under 13 in Virginia
were in child care on a regular basis. Thirty-seven percent of
all households used some form of day care. In 72 percent of
the families using day care, both parents worked.

1 Only about three percent of day care providers (caring for
about 20 percent of all children in care) were subject to State
regutation,

1 While 96 percent of responding parents who used child care
were satisfied with the care their children received, 68 per-
cent had had one or more problems { availablity, location,
affordability, quality) when looking for care, and 41 percent
had changed their care arrangements due to these problems.

Q Eleven percent of households not using child care reported
having a family member who was unable to work due 1o child
care problems.

o More than three quarters of the parents sureyed favored
State regulation.

In addition to the survey of households, other JLARC staff
research activities included a public forum, surveys of more than 900
day care providers and associations, site visits to providers, and a
survey of all licensing specialists in the Department of Social Ser-
vices. The survey of providers revealed that three urban areas
{Northern Virginia, Richmond, and Hampton Roads) had 46 percent
of the children under 13 years of age, and 62 percent of the State's
licensed child day care capacity. The surveys and site visits also
provided necessary information on the characteristics of child care
providers .

The massive research effort undertaken during this study
provided, for the first ime, a comprehensive picture of the day care
environment in Virginia. The final report provided a much-needed
factual basis for legislative decisionmaking on several pervasive and
sensitive day care issues.




| Profile of Child Day 0

H T . ] Households with children under 13 658,000
Care in Vi FOINIA  Householos using chid care 244,000

During JLARC's 1989 Study Total number of children under 13 1,018,000 :
Children under 13 in day care 337,000

] child Care Arrangement Used Staie%!‘gtgdur;?eig Care Parents’ Views on Regulation || SEESSE

;-] Child care center _
- {ornursery school  Family day care Unregulated Favor State regulation

Own home Other Regulated” Don't know

*Approximately three percent of the providers are regulated by the State; 97% are not.

R Source: 1989 JLARC/VCU survey of parents, and U.S. Bureau of the Census popuiation estimates.

Study Issues and Findings

Although the survey information was a major element in
JLARC's analysis, the study was much more than an information-
gathering exercise. Basic questions were asked about how day care
should be defined, what the State's goals regarding day care should
be, the direction in which the current regulatory system had evolved,
and optional regulatory frameworks that could be used in Virginia.
These issues in turn fed to other inquiries: differences between the
various types of day care settings, which providers should be regu-
lated by the State. the reasonableness and enforceability of stan-
dards, and the impacts of possible regulatory changes.

The study found that the Siate's role in regulating child day
care was neither ciear nor comprehensive. As the provision of child
day care had expanded and changed over the years, the State's
definitions and requlations had not evolved to accommodate these
changes. Consequently, most child care was not covered by State
regulation, and regulation was inconsistenily applied.

State definitions of child care needed to be expanded to
broaden the scope of regulation. The current statutes excepted
many facilities and individuals from licensure based on the sponsor-
ship of the program. The study noted that if the State's primary goal
for reguiating child day care was the protection of the children in
T care, the reasons for not regulating all day care providers ought to
L\ . | becompellng.

N Over-reliance on licensure, coupled with narrow definitions of
care had made the regulatory system inflexible. At the same time,
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certain standards appeared inappropriate and intrusive for the care
provided by some segmenis of the industry. Finally, there were a
number of additional initiatives that the State could take to promote
the availability, affordability, and quality of child day care.

Recommendations and Responses

The study made 28 recommmendations, some involving mul-
tiple actors. To summarize, it was recommended that Virginia
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
tocate and evaluate the appropriate type of day care for their chil-
dren. Most of the report's specific recommendations were linked
together in an overture to the Secretary of Health and Human Re-
sources. The Secretary was asked to prepare a comprehensive
proposal for improvements o the child day care regulatory system
and submit it to the Joint Subcommittee Studying Early Childhood
and Day Care Programs.

Both the Secretary and the Department of Social Services
supported the study recommendations. The Secretary developed an
implementation plan and presented it to the Joint Subcommittee in
November of 1989, Subsequently, the 1990 Session of the General
Assembly acted on most of the important recommendations. The
activities that were set in motion involved a number of State entities,
many of which will be occupied with study recommendations for
years to come.

Legislative Initiatives
and Other Study Impacts

The General Assembly itself has been leading the way
among State entities in implementing study recommendations and
other improvements to the child care system. During the 1989 and
1990 Sessions along, the General Assembly considered about 35
pieces of day care legisiation. Many of the bills that were passed
called upon executive agencies to take significant actions. Descrip-
tions of some of the more important initiatives follow:

4 One of the most significant legislative initiatives took place
as the JLARC study was in progress. This was the creation
in 1989 of the Virginia Council on Child Day Care and Early
Childhood Programs (CCDC&ECH) as a central body to




coordinale, oversee, and promote at the State lewvel the
development of affordable, accessible, quality child day
care and early childhood programs. In operationalizing its
responsibilities, the Council works closely with other State
agencies, federal programs, locai governments and
community agencies, colleges and universities, private
groups, and public and private employers. The Council
has also had a role in implementing JLARC recormmenda-
tions.

The General Assembly has also continued its Joint Sub-
committee Studying Early Childhood and Day Care Pro-
grams and enhanced the subcommittee's influence. The
1991 Session elevated the group to a commission with
broad oversight authority,

HJR 123 (1990} charged the Child Day-Care Council with
reviewing the JLARGC definition of child day care, develop-
ing regulations that establish a basic level of care, devel-
oping uniform standards for provider training, and expand-
ing the crimes checked in the criminal records clearance
process. The Council is to involve affected parties in the
development of the regulations, which are also to include
a parental involvement component. To this end, the Child
Day-Care Council has been joined by the CCDC&ECP
and the State Board of Social Services in forming a liaison
committee for collaboration on mutual concerns, such as
developing definitions.

House Bill 1035 (1990) charges the Child Day-Care
Council with developing, by July 1, 1992, regulations for
before-school and after-school child care programs,
nursery schools, and child day care camps.

HB 1035 created a new category of family day care
homes called group family day care homes, requiring
licensure for those homes with 6 to 12 children, including
related children.

HB 1035 removed licensure exceptions for preschools,
nursery schools, governmental sponsors of child care, and
hospital-sponsored child care for employees. The legisla-
tion aiso removed exceptions for relatives and school-age
children in determining licensure threshoids for family day
care homes, The bill did not remove the exemption for
religiously sponsored child care centers, but did require
criminal records clearances for staff at exempted centers,
and granted authority to the Commissioner of the Depart-
ment of Social Services to investigate complaints related




to exempted centers and to seek injunctive action when
. children are found to be at-risk.

1 House Bill 1862 (1991) provided for the voluntary registration,
through local agencies such as resource and referral agen-
cies, of small family day care homes (fewer than 6 children).
This legislation also required the State Board of Social Ser-
vices to promulgate regulations for voluntary registration,
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E A including the formats for an application, the criminal records
Z %_ check, and a safety and health evaluation.

%g‘ O During the last three sessions, the General Assembly has
:2"‘_._-.5_'. : granted counties and cities permission, on an individual basis,
g.g 3 to sponsor before- and/or after-school care programs in the
S5l public schools. To date, 19 school districts have been

g o granted this authority.

Jr - Of particular interest to State employees, the 1990 General
“ o ‘ Assembly asked the Joint Subcommittee Studying Early

EIEEE Childhood and Day Care Programs to examine employer-
sponsored care for State employees. Subsequently, the
Commonwealth implemented a pre-tax salary reduction for
chitd care expenses as part of its benefits plan. In addition, a
State employee child care center is operating successfully at
the Department of Transportation.

The passage of major child care legislation by the General
Assembly has begun to have its effects across the Commonwealth.
The statutory and regulatory changes constitute a new system under
which more children and more providers will be covered by State
regulation. Using the demographic statistics obtained by the 1989
family and provider surveys, JLARC staff estimate that about 85,000
additional children (in both family day care homes and day care
centers) should be covered by regulation under the "new" system. ARERURT NI
This would represent an additional 21% of the total children under 13 | =70
in day care at the time of the survey.

Child day care will continue to be the subject of both Execu-
tive and Legislative deliberations for the immediate future. Demon-
stration and model projects under the auspices of the CCDC&ECP
are encouraging expanded and innovative programs for at-risk
children, and developing ptans and services for rural areas of the
State. The Council also has a number of other projects under way,
including such areas as literacy, prevention, child care workers'
salary and benefits, Head Start, provider recognition, parental consul-
tation, referral, and technical assistance to providers.




Status of Previous

JLARC Studies

Funds Held in Trust
by Circuit Courts

Circuit courts order funds to be held in trust if the benefi-
ciary cannot be located, cannot administer the funds, of needs to
be determined following a legal proceeding. The judge may sither
appoint a general receiver or have the clerk of the court administer
the funds for the court.

JLARC’s 1987 study identified the amounts and types of
these funds, assessed fund administration practices, and made
recommendations for improving accountability. A major finding
was that many fund administrators were not complying with stat-
utes requiring them to transfer unclaimed funds to the Divsion of

Commaonwealth to lose potential interest income.

The 1988 General Assembly passed tegislation establish-
ing or clarifying the responsibilities, fees, record-keeping practices,
and bond requirements for clerks and general receivers. The
Auditor of Public Accounts (APA) was directed to begin annual
audits of the trust funds. In addition, the report directed the Su-
preme Court staff to develop and disseminate needed informa-
tional materials for fund administrators. For this purpose, JLARC
staff served on a task force, along with staff from the Department
of Treasury, the APA, the Attorney General’s office, and the
Department of General Service’s Division of Risk Management

The APA has completed the first audit cycle (ending June
30, 1989), and reporis a statewide total of $45.4 million in the trust
fund accounts. The APA issued 37 management letters based on
audits of the 133 clerks and general receivers. Most of the prob-
lems found during the APA’s audit reaffirmed the JLARC staff

~ findings: insufficient surety bond coverage, failure to properly
transfer money to the Division of Unclaimed Property, improper

Unclaimed Property (Deparnment of Treasury), thereby causing the .
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. deduction of fees by general receivers, improper investment of trust
funds, and insufficient record-keeping. The Auditor reporis, however, -
that most records have undergone improvement since the 1988 '
statutory changes and that the 1990 audits, which are now being :
completed, show further improvements. As a result of the implemen-
tation of a recommended uniform fee schedule, many general receiv- |
ers have turned their accounts over to the clerks of court, thereby :
improving accountability.

The Division of Unclaimed Property reports that since the
JLARC study, $4.7 million has been remitted to the Division by the
court clerks and general receivers, and another $1 million has been
identified for remittance. The estimaled interest accruing to the State
from these funds now fotals more than $181,000.

40

Review of Community
Action in Virginia

Since 1981 the federal government has distributed the
community services block grant (CSBG) to the states, which in
turn distribute the grant to individual community action agencies.
A small office in the Virginia Department of Social Services {DSS)
distributes the block grant and oversees the local community
action agencies (CAAs). As the federal CSBG has decreased
over recent years, CAAs have looked to the State for additional
funding. This and other factors prompted the 1987 General
Assembly to have JLARC study community action in Virginia.

A system-wide assessment showed that CAA perfor-
mance is mixed — not all CAAs perform equally well. Extreme
variability was evident in the number of programs offered, as well
as the success with which these programs were conducted.
Accountability was lacking due to insufficient monitoring of the
CAAs, and special attention was needed in the areas of records
maintenance and documentation of eligibility requirements.
Generally, DSS needed to strengthen program and financial
oversight.

in all, the JLARC report made 20 recommendations for
improving fund distribution; bringing procurement practices into
compliance with the Public Procurement Act; tightening financial
reporting requirements for the CAAs; monitoring CAA administra-
tive expenses, program operations, and financial management;

5 ottt improving records management; ensuring appropriate composi- L
\\ tion of, and training for, the community action boards; implement- w//
ing eligibitity requirements; and encouraging cost savings. '

Acting on a recommendation that DSS make systematic
monitoring of CAAs a pricrity, the 1989 General Assembly appro-




priated funds for a new fiscal and program position at DSS. The
General Assembly aiso acted upon a JLARC recommendation that
statewide community action boards conform to membership re-
quirements for local agency boards. Further, the Legisiature
amended the Code of Virginia to make State provisions regarding
membership of public officials on CAA boards paraliel federal
statutes.

DSS reports that it has made substantial progress in imple-
menting most of JLARC’s recommendations:

Q Program and financial report information has been comput-
erized, and is fracked quarterly against submitted CAA
budgets and work programs.

11 A proposed compliance and program review instrument has
been developed, and a monitoring plan has been formu-
lated. The initial monitoring of all CAAs is expected to
begin by the end of this year.

1 Specific manual and automated reporting requirements for
program and non-program appropriations from the State
have been developed. The data base has been automated
and is monitored quarterly.

A computer-based management information system is
being developed to provide for uniform collection and
reporting of client acitivity data across community action
agencies,

0 DSS is establishing a statewide target for administrative
costs to improve oversight of these expenses.

1 Systematic monitoring of CAAs has begun to identify agen-
cies without clear client eligibility requirements, and correc-
tive action plans have been designed and implemented to
eliminate this problem.

0O DSS has written and disseminated policies and procedures
regarding the provision of CAA services to non-Virginia
residents.

The JLARC report recommended that Project Discovery,
one of the statewide community action programs, work with the
Department of Education to design and implement an impartial
funding formula. Project Discovery reports that its board of direc-
tors worked with the Board of Education in developing the new
formula, based on a specified cost per student of $400. For fiscal
year 1991, the Board of Education reviewed and approved the
implementation of the new formula.

in line with a JLARC recommendation regarding the con-

- solidation of CAAs, services to the City of Danville are now being
. provided by the Pittsyivania County CAA.
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Hospitalization Program

The State and local hospitalization program (SLH) was estab-
tished in 1946 to provide hospitalization to indigent and medically indi-
gent persons. The 1986 General Assembly mandated JLARC to study
the formula by which the Department of Social Services distributes SIL.H
funds to local governments.

The formula had been based solely on population. The study
found this formula to be clearly outdated, since population-based alloca-
tion did not reflect actual need for the program, nor account for the ability
of each locality to raise revenues for the required matching funds.

The study evaluated funding alternatives that would ensure equal
access to needed program services. JLARC staff developed a measure
of the minimum demonstrated {evel of demand for the program, using
both paid SLH applications and those applications that had been rejected
for reimbursement because local SLH funds had been depleted. De-
mand in non-participating localities was also estimated.

JLARC staff concluded that a second goal, tax equity, could be
achieved if the proportion of resources required from local governments
to fund hospital-reiated services did not vary greatly across localities.
Therefore, a measure was developed, utilizing local revenue capacity
and income adjustements, for representing and comparing local resource ...
expenditures. This approach would ensure that localities with the great-
est abilities to pay would bear appropriate responsibility for funding the
program, while localities with lesser abilites to pay woutd be provided
with greater State assistance.

The report alsc made a number of other significant recommenda-
tions, including minimum mandatory service requirements, uniform
eligibility criteria, and participation by all cities and counties. Specific
suggestions were also made to encourage better data collection from the
focalities for use in program administration.

During the 1989 Session, through the collaborative efforts of the
two budget commitlees, 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 long-standing problems

associated with the SLH program. Many of the JLARC recommendations

were supported in statute.

During the past year, the SLH program was transferred to the
Department of Medical Assistance Services. Since the transfer, all
eligible localities have been enrolled and are participating. Uniform
statewide eligibility criteria have been established and are used by the
Department of Sociai Services to determine client eligibility for the pro-
gram. A uniform set of services has also been defined, and a system for
collecting data by locality on the number of rejected applications has
been implemented. An indigent health care trust fund and a migrant
health care fund have been established.




In its recent status-of-action report to JLARC, the Director of the
Department of Medical Assistance Services stated his belief that the
actions taken “have improved (the program’s} operating efficiency and, S PRI \
more importantly, have increased access to care for eligible recipients - B I
across the Commonwealith.” LT

Funding the State and Local
Cooperative Health
Department Program

Aaid jo SNIeIS

The State and local cooperative health department program (CHD)
was created in 1954 to ensure the provision of public health services to all
Virginians. The 1986 General Assembly directed JLARC to study the for-
mula through which the Department of Health distributes CHD funds. The
formula had been based on estimated true value of locally taxable real
property. JLARC had found the formula deficient in 1978, and it had been a
major source of discussion for several years.

JLARC assessed the formula for success in meeting two goals: equal
access to needed program services, and tax equity. An alternative formula,
based on local revenue capacity and income data, was recommended.

The 1988 General Assembly included fanguage in the Appropriations
Act to implement the JLARC recommendations in a manner so that no v
locality would experience a reduction in the dollar amount of State support for 5
the program. The Department of Health was supportive of JLARC’s recom-
mendations, but found that additional State funding would be necessary. By
September of 1988, the department had submitted to the money committees
a plan to revise the formula. About one third of the money needed for total
implementation was available in fiscal year 1990. Additional funding was
sought for FY31, but because of the State’s revenue shortage, the adden-
dum could not be approved. The department anticipates seeking the needed
additional State general funds in the 1992-94 biennial budget if the State’s
fiscal situation improves.

The study also recommended that the Department of Health develop
a systematic, rational system for recognizing local needs for the CHD pro-
gram. Inresponse, the department established a task force to review its
atocation system. The group made recommendations to the State Board of
Health, the Secretary of Health and Human Resources, and the Commission
on Heaith Care for All Virginians, ali of whom supported changing the alloca-
tion system to one based on public health needs within the locality. Again,
funds have not yet become available to implement the new system.

The State Health Commissioner believes that full implentation of the
S S new formula and allocation system will provide a much-improved funding |
\_ . ... approach for the community heaith service program. W,




Development Authority

Concerns about the housing needs of low- and moderate-
income families, the effectiveness of mortgage revenue bonds as
a viable financing method, and the State’s moral obligation to back
VHDA'’s bond indebtedness led the 1984 General Assembly to
direct JLARC to evaluate the programs, operations, and manage-
ment of VMDA, Previous Reports to the General Assembly have
chronicled the evolution of VHDA programs since JLARC’s 1985
study.

The General Assembly has shown an abiding interest in
the work of VHDA, as evidenced by significant legislative activity
during the past six legislative Sessions. Although these initiatives
are too numerous to describe here, follow-up of two major study
recommendations can be briefly summarized

First, the JLARC report recommended that VHDA and the
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)
jointly develop a State housing plan. Such a plan would propose
policies and programs in response to reductions in federal pro-
grams and the continuing housing needs of low- and moderate-
income Virginians,

The two agencies are in fact presently working on just such
a plan. The JLARC study recommendation presaged a federal
requirement, the 1990 National Affordable Housing Act, also
known as the Cranston-Gonzaies Act. The act makes significant
changes in the way federal housing funding dollars and programs
are distributed and developed. According to VHDA's Executive
Director, “HDC and VHDA are working to assure that through
their combined resources and expertise, Virginia will take full
advantage of this new federal initiative.”

Among the goals of the act are helping families become
homeowners, retaining housing units already produced for low-
income families, increasing the supply of housing for persons with -
special needs, and strengthening partnerships in the production of |
affordabie housing for low- and moderate-income families. These
goals are to be achieved through the preparation of a single
planning document that encompasses the State’s housing needs,
with a focus on affordable housing. This planning document is
called the Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS).

The HCD has been designated as the lead agency in the
development of a CHAS for Virginia, and VHDA has been a full
partner in this effort, In it's CHAS, the State will estimate the
housing assistance needs of its very low-income, low-income, and
moderate-income families including homeless individuals and




families. The availability of unassisted and assisted housing
and other resources for addressing those needs wili also be
assessed. From this information, the State will develop a
strategy for meeting the identified needs over the next five
years. A public hearing on the draft CHAS is scheduled to be
held as this Report to the General Assembly goes to press.
Ancther major study recommendation was that VHDA
find ways to better target iis programs to low- and moderate-
income persons. Through a number of policy, administrative,
and legislative initiatives, VHDA appears to be meeting this
goal. VHDA reports that over the last three years, the average
gross income of VHDA’s buyers as a percent of the State’s
median family income has consistently declined. Since late
1989, average mortgagor gross income has declined both in
absolute dollars and as a percentage of the State median. In
the second quarter of FY 1981, the mortgagors’ average gross
income was about 69% of the State’s median, and minority
heads of houshoid accounted for 30% of all VHDA mortgages.
At the end of fiscal year 1990 VHDA had provided, either
through direct loans or administration of federal subsidy pro-
grams, a total of more than 111,000 housing units {including
both homeownership and rental units) for low- and moderate-

income Virginians.

MMahagement and Use of State-

Owned Passenger Vehicles

in 1979, 1984, and 1988 JLARC performed reviews or
comprehensive follow-up studies of Central Garage fieet use and
operations. Persistent problems found included underutilization
of vehicles, improper comimuting practices, the need for improved
garage management, insufficient coltection of information for
vehicle assignment, and the need for an improved rate-setting
methodoiogy.

Many of the continuing problems appeared to result from
confused authority and responsibility for setting and enforcing
fleet policies and regulations. JLARC therefore recommmended
that the Central Garage Car Pool be established as a divison of
the Department of Transportation, and that the Commissioner of

Transportation have exclusive authority for managing fleet opera-

tions. The JLARC studies also made numerous other recommen-
dations, including proposals for increasing user awareness and
accountability, revising vehicle assignment criteria, clarifying and
enforcing commuting regulations, limiting the garage’s cash
balances, revising vehicle replacement criteria, and improving the
collection of vehicle assignment information.

selpms oWvr
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The 1989 General Assembly gave VDOT clear authority to
manage the fieet, and the department reports significant improve-
ments as a result of this change and the subsequent implementa-
tion of other JLARC recommendations. The assignment and
utilization of vehicles are now carried out under tighter and more
strictly enforced regulations. As a direct result, statistics reflect-
ing vehicle utilization have shown a dramatic increase over the
fast three years. The JLARC report showed that for fiscal year
1987, only about 69 percent of fleet vehicles met the minimum
mileage criteria. By FY90, that number had increased to nearly
95 percent, and nearly all of the vehicies achieved at least 75
percent of the mileage criteria.

VDOT also reports that accountability over employees
commuting in State-owned cars has been considerably strength-
ened, and that rate-setting and vehicle replacement criteria
recommended by JLARC are now in place. In addition, a JLARC
recommendation that license plates for State and local public
vehicles be redesigned has now been fully implemented by the
Department of Motor Vehicles.

Other Transportation Issues

QOver the years, JLARC has published more than a dozen
reports concerning highway construction and maintenance and
other operations of the Virginia Department of Transportation.
JLARC staff have continued to follow up on the hundreds of study
recommendations, and VDOT has provided comprehensive
updates. The following are a few highlights from the reported
activities which have occurred since the last Report fo the Gen-
aral Assembly.

In an early study, JLARC advised the VDOT to place

greater emphasis on bridge condition evaluation. The department |

has responded through a continuing series of inspector training
programs. A quality assurance initiative utilizes random follow-up
ratings of bridges to evaluate the original inspections. According
to the department, “the kind of inconsistencies that led to the
1981 JLARC recommendation no longer exist.”

VDOT continues to develop and refine its pavement
management systems for rigid pavements and secondary roads,
although the department states that manpower limitations have
delayed progress in these areas. A new approach using video-
photography has been piloted.

A JLARC study recommended consolidation or elimination
of certain VDOT area headquarters for reasons of economy and
efficiency. VDOT reports that this issue is being addressed as




| part of an internal organization study now under way. The final
Pn report was scheduled to be presented to the Governor in July. T T TN
s The 1989 General Assembly required VDOT to review the |- =0 o i
cost responsibility of the various kinds of vehicles using Virginia’s -~ = L) 47
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the current mix of revenues from these vehicle classes. JLARC
was required to receive the report and to review and comment on
the methods and analysis used by the department. JLARC staff
found the overall study methodology and implementation suffi-
cient to fulfill the study mandate.

One of the principal findings of this study was underpay-
ment of cost responsibility by all vehicle classes except passen-
ger cars, pickups, panel trucks, and motorcycles. No truck
classes are generating revenues sufficient to cover their cost
responsibility. Legislation to increase truck fees was introduced
during the 1991 session, but was not acted upon pending further
. n study. The VDOT study was continued, again subject to JLARC’s

7| review, and is to be reported to the 1992 Session.

Review of
- Information Technology in
Virginia State Government

One of JLARC’s most intensive studies in recent years
was its 1986-87 review of information technology in Virginia State
government, focusing on the Department of Information Technol-
ogy. A joint executive and legislative initiative, the study and the
implementation of its recommendations necessitated the com-
bined efforts of the JLARC staff, the Department of Planning and
Budget, the Secretary of Administration, the House Appropriations |
and Senate Finance Committee staffs, and the Department of
information Technology, as well as a major consultant study. The
1989 Report to the General Assembly provided considerable
detail on research activites conducted for this review, as well as
the findings and recommendations,

: The evaluation showed that although DIT had been suc-

cessiul in operating the State’s mainframe computer — a major

i part of its mission — improvements were necessary in many cther

©1 areas. Internal and external controls over procurement needed to

be strengthened. Additional planning and management efforts

SRR oot were needed to more efficiently and effectively provide State

Noo e ggencies with computer services. DIT needed to expand and o/
_ intensify its telecommunications services. The study strongly
suggested that DIT's computer services rates couid be reduced
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. Status of Previous

JLARC Studies

through better financial management. In the area of staffing and
organization, JLARC conducted a detailed analysis of personnel,
resulting in a number of recommendations aimed at reducing
managerial layers, eliminating unnecessary positions, and reor-
ganizing the department more logically.

Perhaps the most ambitious study proposal was to estab-
lish a State-level oversight board to set goals for information
technology. The responsibilities of this board — the Council on
Information Management (CIM) — would include statewide
strategic planning, standard setting, and procurement. The CiM
wouid consist of seven public members and the Secretaries of
Administration and Finance as ex-cfficio members. Advisory
committees with representatives from agencies, higher education
institutions, and DIT would also be established.

The CIM was created by the 1988 Session of the General
Assembly, and its director and advisory committees were in place
by August. The mission of the CIM is described in the Code of
Virginia: “to promote the coordinated planning, practical acquisi-
tion, effective development, and efficient use of information
technology resources serving the needs of agencies and institu-
tion of higher education in the Commonwealth.” To this end the
CiM develops a comprehensive, statewide, four-year plan, which
is updated annually and submitted to the Governor.

The activities of the CIM are toc numerous to describe
here, but are fully explained in the Council’s annual report.
Sample activities from the Council’s work are illustrated below:

U Council staff have collected baseline inventory informa-
tion, to be used for the planning process, on technology
hardware used throughout State government.

U Lists of priority information technology issues have been
developed in several areas, inciuding education and
database management.

U At the direction of the General Assembly, a study commit-
tee comprised of the heads of the six central service :
agencies and the Directors of CIM, DIT and the Division of
Legislative Automated Systems is preparing a plan to
implement a single, logical database design for central
administrative systems.

d After studying telecommunications directions, the Council
adopted a directions statement and associated strategies
for telecommunications in State government.

0 The Council adoped a series of ten policy statements on
the use of information technology in education.

1 The Council has completed a study of geographic infor-
mation systems. This is the technology that was instru-




mental in successfully completing the complex process of
redistricting during 1991.

Q The first set of agency and higher education information
resource plans have been collected by CIM and are being
analyzed. CIM's director describes these first plan sub-
missions as “very encouraging.”

As detailed in the 1989 Report to the General Assembly,
the Department of information Technology has made substantial

o " progress in responding to JLARC's 65 operational recommenda-
| tions. The following are recent implementation activites:

Q Customer Services: DIT reports that its image as a
service organization to other State agencies has improved
dramatically. A centralized automated database, acces-
sible to all DIT management, now captures significant
activities and problems related to customer agencies. DIT
staff maintain regular contact with customer agency
management. DIT reports this initiative has improved

customer understanding of DIT’s services, as well as DIT's |

awareness of planned agency initiatives, which were
areas of concern noted in the JLARC study.

1 Economies: The Department reports that stronger budget-
ary controls have contained and reduced the agency’s
internal service fund expenditures. While its workoad has
grown substantially, DIT has actually decreased its own

expenditures for computer services. This has been largely e

accomplished through improvements in competitive pro-
curement, another area of concern in the JLARC report.
In addition, DIT has downsized its systems development
section per JLARC recommendations, and is considering
further reductions.

Q Efforts to Heduce Employment Levels: In 1987, DIT had
499 permanent positions, 19 in excess of its maximum
employment level (MEL). This demonstrated that the
merger which created the department in 1985 had not
achieved the economies in staff support which were
expected. After the JLARC report, DIT eliminated the 19
excess positions plus nine other FTEs, reducing the MEL
to 472. Today, DIT's MEL is 455, and the number of
positions actually filled is only 434, These staffing reduc-
tions should result in substantial cost savings.

As DIT's operations become more cost-effective, the
savings are passed on to the State agencies that DIT serves.
DIT's most recent computer service rate reduction (March 1991)
~ represents a cumulative reduction of 73 percent since 1986.
Telecommunications services rates have also been reduced.

SIS oMvI
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" .. JLARC's ogéerva%'ions

From DIT's recent
status-of-action
report: e

A

are founded in sound prin-
ciples of resource manage-
ment and cost controis which
are unaffected by the pas-
sage of time or the many
changes which have occurred
at BIT since the 1987 report.
The Department has inte-
grated the essence of those
recommendations in its
management sirategies, and
we are very pleased with the
roie they have played in
enhancing the effectiveness
and efficiency of Virginia's
management of information
technclogy resources.”




Internal Service Fundsw1th|n the
Department of General Services

JLARC has certain oversight responsibilites 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.

JLARC’s 1987 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 responsbility 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,
bilting procedures, operational efficiency, and user satisfaction. The report
made more that 30 recommmendations ranging from minor procedural
changes to significant administrative initiatives, the implementation of which
was described in the 1989 Report to the General Assembly. The Department |
of General Services reports the following recent activities:

U The JLARC report recommended closer supervision of Central Ware-
house operations, and that the Bureau of Fiscal Services take a more
active role in rate setting and accounting. Effective November 1989,
Central Warehouse operations were transferred from the Bureau of
Procurement to the Bureau of Marketing and Support. This transfer
was made to strengthen service delivery and cost containment, and to
take advantage of the retail strategies available in the Marketing and
Support Bureau. Fiscal Services periodically reviews the
Warehouse's accounting procedures and monitors internal service
fund rates.

3 JLARC recommended the Central Warehouse raise its rates to cover
operational costs and eliminate its cash deficit. Raising the markup to '
11% resuited in eliminating the cash deficit in about one and a half
years. Approval was then granted, effective July 1, 1990, to reduce
the rates to their current level of 9%.

O The review found that the Office of Graphic Communications (OGC)
had numerous outstanding and long-overdue accounts receivable.
OGC has recently added a full-time program support technician with a
responsibility of collecting overdue accounts. The Bureau of Fiscal
Services assists with the collection function, per a JLARC recommen-
dation. DGS reports that OGC is now processing billing information in
a timely manner.

U Custodial and maintenance services in the Capitol area have been
enhanced through improved communications with agencies, better
monitoring, tougher inspections, and more detailed job descriptions for |
custodial staff.




of Quality

One of JLARC’s most intensive, controversial, and high-impact
studies was its examination of State pubiic school funding for the
Standards of Quality (S0Q). The study effort required more than three
years of research and resulted in two reports: Assessing SOQ Costs
(1986) and S0OQ Costs and Distribution (1988). The first report dealit
with the costs of implementing the existing Standards of Quality and the
adequacy of the State’s funding for its share of those costs. The report
recommended a new methodology for estimating SOQ costs, based on
quartified standards where available, and prevailing costs across
school divisions where quantified standards were not available.

The second report examined the distribution of funds to local
school divisions, and the State’s policies for sharing S0Q costs be-
tween the State and the localities. The report concluded that funding
disparities among localities could be reduced by basing the distribution
of a larger proportion of State funds on local ability to pay. These
recommendations were aimed at advancing both pupil equity and tax
equity in education funding across the Commonwealth.

Full accounts of the JLARC study impacts have been presented
in the 1989 Report to the General Assembly, and in an article entitled
“State Funding for Public Schools in Virginia,” authored by Virginia’s
former Secretary of Education, Donald Finley, in the May 1989 Univer-
sity of Virginia News Letter. To summarize, the General Assembly,
acting on recommendations of the Governor and the JLARC studies,
with considerable input from many other State entities involved in
education, accomplished a major restructuring of public schoo! funding
in 1988. Most of the JLARC recommendations were implemented in
this restructuring, and they are a significant part of school funding
today. Dr. Finley noted in his article that the continuation of the policies
initiated by the 1988 General Assembly should equalize about three-
fourths of all public school funding by 1993.

it should be noted, however, that to some degree the issue of
education funding is a moving target. Locaiity funding scenarios
change with pupil populations, geography, and other factors. Funding
disparity is still a significant issue in Virginia, especiaily in the South-
west. The current administration’'s Commission on Educational Dispar-
ity, while accommodating the new funding structure, continues to look
for ways to promote equity. The Governor's Technical Task Force on
Education Funding is currently assessing the issue of funding dispari-
ties among localities, and the JLARC staff is represented on this task
force.
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‘Status of Previou

JLARC Studies

From the status of action
report of the Department of

Workers' Compensation;

“In the year and a half since
presentation of JLARC's
review to the General
Assemnbly, workers' compen-
satior: services and crime
victims’ compensation
services have seen increas-
ing and continuing benefits
from JLARC’s comprehen-
sive review and our affort to
utilize the resulting recom-
mendations.”

Review of the Division of
Crime Victims’ Compensation

The crime victims’ compensation (CVC) program within the
Department of Workers’ Compensation provides financial assis-
tance to eligible victims of viclent crimes, or their surviving depen-
dents, for disabilities or financial hardships suffered as a result of
their victimization. The 1988 General Assembly directed JLARC
to study methods for improving claim processing and the possible
transfer of the program to the Department of Criminal Justice
Services.

The JLARC study did not recommend relocation of CVC.
However, the report dig make recommendations to improve the
program’s administration, particularly the procésses used 1o
establish, investigate, and approve or deny claims. Written poli-
cies and procesures were found lacking, and appeals procedures
needed clarification. Other recommendations addressed program
funding, organization, management, and staffing.

The Industrial Commission responded quickly to the re-
view, and most JLARC recommendations were initiated or fully
implemented within six months of the study’s release. The follow-
ing agency activities were reported in the agency’s recent follow-
up report to JLARC:

O After consultation between the program’s director and the
Code Commission, Code of Virginia citations concerning
eligibility compliance were clarified by the 1990 General
Assembly. The DWC is now in strict compliance with the
new statutes.

in response to a JLARC recommendation, CVC has devel-
oped an automatic file call-up system, which has enhanced
work flow.

In accordance with JLARC recommendations, written
policies and procedures now describe the handling of
claims, from application to appeal.

4 A principal JLARC recommendation was for CVC to de-
velop administrative procedures to expedite claim deci-
sions. CVC reports that procedures have now been re-
vised so that the average processing time is currently 44
days (a favorable statistic nationally), and claim decisions
are rendered within 24 hours of completion of a claims file.
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Review of the
Administrative Process Act

House Joint Resolution No. 397 of the 1991 session of the
Virginia General Assembly directed the Joint Legislative Audit and
Review Commission to study the Administrative Process Act, and
to make appropriate recommendations for amendments to the Act.
The Administrative Process Act was adopted by the 1975 session
of the General Assembly for the purpose of simplifying and stream-

lining the regulatory review process, as well as to ensure meaning-

ful public participation in the formation and development of regula-
tions by administrative agencies of the Commonwealth.

The mandate for the JLARC study of the Administrative
Process Act raises the following issues:

d the efficiency and effectiveness of the Act,

L} business community concerns about the implementation of
the provisions of the Act by members of boards or commis-
sions and their administrative staffs, and the economic
impact of regulations upon business,

- the meaningfuiness of public participation under the Act.

In an effort to clarify the nature and substance of these
issues, a subcommittee of JLARC set a public hearing on the
Administrative Process Act for September 9, 1991, in Richmond.
Information received during the public hearing will be used by
JLARC staff throughout its review of the Administrative Process
Act. An interim report is due prior to the 1992 Session, and a final
report is 1o be completed before the 1993 Session.

7
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Special Study: Review of Virginia’s e

Executive Budget Process

ltem 13 of 18990 Appropriation Act {amended and reenacted :_3

in the 1991 Session) directed JLARC to “review the Common-
wealth’s executive system of financial planning, execution and
evaluation.” The scope and duration of the review were o be
established by the Commission.

Two JLARC reports — Revenue Forecasting in the Execu-
tive Branch: Process and Models and Proposal for a Revenue
Stabilization Fund in Virginia — were developed for the 1991
session (see “Recent Agency and Program Reviews”). For the
1992 Session, remaining issues directly reiated to the executive
budget process will be examined, specifically budget preparation,

execution, and evaluation. A final report on legisiative involvement jfi

in revenue forecasting will also be presented. JLARC staff will
report findings and recommendations in the fall of 1991.

Review of the Organization,
Management, and Operations
of the Department of Taxation

item 13 of the 1991 Appropriation Act directed JLARC
to review the organization, management, and operations of the
Virginia Department of Taxation. This study is part of the
JLARC series on the executive budget process in Virginia.

The Virginia Department of Taxation is a large agency
with more than 900 full-time staff. The department is statutorily
responsible for administering 25 taxes and for providing assis-
tance to State agencies and ocal governments on nine addi-
tional taxes.

This review will focus on four basic issues concerning
the Department of Taxation. The functions performed by the
Department will be examined to determine if they are required
by statute or authorized by legislation. The department's
organization and management will be reviewed to determine if
the department effectively and efficiently performs these
functions. The dollar amount of non-compliance with Virginia
tax laws will be estimated. Finally, the collections efforts of the
department will be specifically examined to determine if the
department fully maximizes its collections activities.




Medicaid Program

Senate Joint Resolution (SJR) 180 directs JLARC to study
the Virginia Medicaid program and the indigent care appropriations |
to the State teaching hospitals. JLARC is directed to complete
work prior to the 1993 Session of the General Assembly and to
“provide interim reports to the Commission on Health Care for All
Virginians and to the 1992 Session of the General Assembly.”

The General Assembly authorized the establishment of
Virginia's Medicaid program in 1966. Medicaid makes health care
services available to qualifying citizens who do not have the finan-
cial resources to obtain them. The federal government and the
State share the costs of the Medicaid program. Each pays 50
percent of the program’s costs.

Virginia's Medicaid program is administered by the Depart-
ment of Medical Assistance Services (DMAS). In FY 1990, the
program served 365,748 recipients at a total cost of about $909
million. Appropriations for the program in FY 1981 and FY 1992
total about $1.3 and $1.4 billion, respectively. DMAS currently
contracts with a private computer company as its fiscal agent for
automated claims processing.

The study will cover a wide range of issues involving the
Medicaid program. Specific areas of focus will include examining "
federal requirements and optional programs, evaluating reimburse- ..
ment rates and methods, reviewing the budget and forecasting :
methods, examining utilization review procedures, and exploring
the costs and savings of alternative methods for administering the
program., including a “risk sharing agreement” with a private con-
tractor.

Issues involving the funding of indigent care will also be
examined. These include: (1) examining the relationship of the
Medicaid program with other State programs to promote optimal
utilization of the program and (2) reviewing the eligibility, services,
and reimbursement for indigent care at the Medical College of
Virginia Hospitals, the University of Virginia Medical Center, and
the Medical College of Hampton Roads. JLARC staff will report

interim findings and recommendations in the fall of 1891 with a final e

report in the fall of 1992.
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Intergovernmental Mandates
and Service Delivery

JLARC staff are conducting a study of intergovernmental man-
dates and service delivery based on three major legislative directives,
HJR 156 and SJR 45 of the 1990 Session requested that JLARC con-
duct a follow-up study of the 1983 JLARC report State Mandates on
Local Governments and Local Financial Resources. The follow-up study
will identify State and federai mandates imposed on local governments;
examine the extent to which mandates impose a burden on local govern-
ments; determine the adequacy of State assistance to localities; and
evaluate the adequacy of local financial resources to fund required
public services. In addition, a 1991 amendment o the 1990-82 Appro-
priation Act directed JLARC to examine current and alternative methods
for identifying the full cost of State mandates on localities.

SJR 235 of the 1991 Session further requested that JLARC
examine the assignment of services to State and local governments.

The study is to assess how responsibility for services is assigned; iden-
tify services which could be better provided by another level of govern-
ment; and assess the assignment of funding responsibilities for these

services.

The study is well under way, and surveying localities about State
mandates has been a major research effort. This survey was one of
JLARC's most complex and comprehensive information-gathering ef-
forts, and was developed with input from the Virginia Municipal League,
the Virginia Association of Counties, and local government officials. The
mandates portion of the study must be reported to the 1992 Session.
The service delivery portion will be reported prior to the 1993 Session.

Review of Department of

Transportation Studies

SJR 238 of the 1991 General Assembly continues the Vehicle
Cost Responsibility Study by the Virginia Department of Transportation,
including an analysis of pavement deterioration. JLARC staff will con-
tinue to monitor study methodology.

SJR 188 reqguested that the Virginia Department of Transporta-

tion study the statutory formulas for distributing the highway trust fund. It

also requested JLARC *to provide technical assistance through its
review and to comment on the methods and analysis to be used by the
Department.” The study will be a follow-up to JLARC’s 1882 study of
allocating highway construction funds. The Depariment is to present its
interim and final reports to JLARC.




Higher Education Seriesw

SJR 18 of the 1988 Sessicn designated Higher Education
as the next functional area of State government {o be reviewed
under the Program Review and Evaluation Act. SJR 135 of the
1989 Session identified four areas within higher education to be
reviewed:

3 the Virginia Community College System,

Q1 relfationships between secondary schools and
institutions of higher education,

O capital outlay, land, and maintenance,
11 the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia.

The community college report was released in September
of 1990 (see "Recent Agency and Program Reviews”). Further
work in the higher education area will commence upon the avail-
ability of JLARC staff.

Monitoring of Internal Service
Funds, and Rate Reviews

internal service funds are monitored on a continuing basis.

The Commission reviews the status of fund accounts, and evaluates
reguests to change the nature and scope of the 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 monitored by JLARC:

(1) The Central Warehouse (Department of General Services),
which stores and distributes i State agencies, local govemn-
ments, and school divisions various goods such as canned
foods, paints, paper products, and cleaning supplies;

(2) The Office of Graphic Communications (Department of
General Services), which provides graphic design, layout,
photography, and typesetting services to State agencies;

(3) The Bureau of Facilities Management (Department of Gen-
eral Services), which provides general building maintenance
services to the General Assembly, the Department of Trans-
portation, and the State Corporation Commission. In addi-

tion, the Commission approved for implementation beginning
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July 1, 1881, a plan whereby all other State agencies
occupying space in buildings controlled, maintained, and
operated by the Depariment of General Services are
assessed a rental charge to pay for services provided by
the Bureau of Facilities Management.

(4) The State Surplus Property Division (Department of
General Services), which manages and disposes of sur-
plus property for State agencies and institutions;

(5) The Federal Surplus Property Division {Department of
General Services), which procures and disposes of Fed-
eral Surplus property;

(8) The Computer Services Division (Department of Informa-
tion Technology), which provides data processing services
to State agencies;

{7) The Systems Development Section (Department of Infor-
mation Technology), which provides automated systems
design, development, and maintenance services 1o State
agencies;

(8) The Telecommunications Division (Department of Informa-
tion Technology), which provides telephone and data
transmission services to State agencies;

(9) The Centrai Garage (Department of Transportation), which
operates the State’s car pool, and manages the fleet of
passenger vehicles.

On a ongoing basis, the Commission considers and approves rate
changes requested by the internal service fund managers.




JLARC Reports
An Annotated l:bhography

Program Evaluation: The Virginia Community College System, March
1975 {authorized by Section 30 -58.1, Code of Virginia} 151 pp. Evaluated
Virginia's Community College System, and identified administrative and
educational issues requiring aftention by VCCS, the Council on Higher
Education, and the Legisiature.

Program Evaluation: Virginia Drug Abuse Control Programs, October
1975 (authorized by Section 30-58.1, Code of Virginia) 201 pp. Evaluated
education, law enforcement, adjudication, treatment, and other controi func-
tions of the State's drug abuse programs.

Operational Review: Working Capitat Funds in Virginia, February 1976
{authorized by Section 2.1-196.1, Code of Virginia) 70 pp. Assessed the use
and management of working capital funds by State agencies and institutions.

Special Report: Certain Financial and General Management Concerns,
Virginia Institule of Marine Science, July 1876 {authorized by Section 30-
58,1, Code of Virginia) 15 pp. A review of VIMS, focusing on financial and
managemant problems.

Program Evaluation: Water Resource Management in Virginia, Saptem-
ber 1976 (autharized by Section 30-58.1, Code of Virginia) 178 pp. Evaluated
State Jaws and management programs designed to provide protection
against flooding, ensure adequate water supplies, and conirol pofiution of
Virginia's waler resources.

Program Evaluation: Yocational Behabilitation, November 1978 (autho-
rized by Section 30-58.1, Code of Virginia) 130 pp. Evaluated the vocationat
rehabilifation programs managed by the Depariment of Yocational Rehabii-
tation and the Commission for the Visually Handicappad.

Operational Review: Management of State-Owned Land in Virginia,
Aprif 1977 (authorized by Section 80-58.1, Code of Virginia) 64 pp. Assessed
the processes for management and disposition of land owned by State
agencies and institutions.

Program Evaluation: Marine Resource Management Programs in Vir-
ginta, Jung 1977 (authorized by Section 30-58.7, Cods of Virginia), 80 pp.
Evaluated State programs for managing marine resources and the adminis-
trative sfficiency of agencies in implementing these programs.

Sunset, Zero-Base Budgeting, Evaluation, September 1877 (authorized
by House Joint Resolution 178} 84 pp. Transcribed text of a two-day
conference sponsored by JLARC on the concepts of Sunset, Zero-Base
Budgeting, and Legisiaiive Program Evaluation.

Special Report: Use of State-Owned Aircraft, Cctober 1977 (authorized
by Section 30-58.1, Code of Virginia), 23 pp. Assessed the cost, utilization.
and management of State-owned aircraft. Recommended a needs assess-
ment and the implementation of aporopriate policies and guidefings.

Zero-Base Budgeting?, December 1977 (authorized by House Joint Reso-
fution 178) 52 pp. Text of prepared remarks and taped testimony from a
budget forum heid in August 1977 on Zero-Base Budgeting and its potential
relevance for use in Virginia.

The Sunset Phenomenon, December 1977 {authorized by House Joint
Resolution 178}, 89 pp. Third and final report of the HJR 178 study. Contains
legislation recommended to the General Assembly.

lL.ong Term Care in Virginia, March 1978 {authorized by Section 30-58.1,
Code of Virginia) 110 pp. Assessed the cost and quality of nursing home care
and Medicaid funding. First in a series of reports on medical assistance
programs.

Medical Assistance Programs in Virginia: An Qverview, June 1978
fauthorized by the 1978 Legislative Program Review and Evaluation Act) 95
pp. Adescriptive report which focused on the individual programs that make
up the medical assisiance system in Virginia. Second in a series of reporis
on maedical assistance programs.

Virginia Supptemental Retirement System Management Review, Ocio-
ber 1978 {authorized by Section 30-60, Code of Virginia) 96 pp. Provided a
management review of the VSRS 1o complement a financial audit of the
system conducted by the State Auditor of Public Accounts.

Operationat Review: The Capital Outlay Process in Virginia, Ccfober
1878 (authorized by Section 30-58.1, Code of Virginia) 94 pp. Reviewedthe
planning, budgeting, and implementing procedures of the capital outlay
process inthe State. Focused onauthorized construction, and also reported
on unalthorized construction activity.

Special Study: Camp Pendleton, November 1978 (House Document No.
3 of the 1979 Session, authorized by House Joint Resolution 14 of the 1978
session), 58 pp. Examined the utilization of Camp Pendieton, the needs of
the Virginia Nationat Guard for training facilities, and the needs of adjacent
communities for public-purpose land.

Inpatient Care in Virginia, January 1978 {authorized by Section 30-58.1,
Code of Virginia} 118 pp. Reviewed State programs that provide hospilal
care 10 the indigent. Third in a series of reports on medical assistance
programs.

Quipatient Care in Virginia, March 1978 {authorized by Section 30-58.1,
Code of Virgivia} 73 pp. Reviewed ouipatient health care programs provided
to the poor by Jocal health departments. Fourth in a series of reports on
medical assistance programs.

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

Certificate-of-Need in Virginia, August 1978 (authorized by Section 32-
211.17, Code of Virginia) 105 pp. Examined the operation of the Medical
Care Fagilities, Certificate of Public Need Law to determine # it has served the
public interest.

1979 Reporl to the General Assembly, August 1979 (authorized by Section
30-58.2, Code of Virginia) 32 pp. Provided general information about the
Commission and summarized studies conducted from 1974 through 1979

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University Extension Division,
September 1878 fauthorized by Section 30-58.1, Code of Virginia) 118 pp.
Reviewad the operation and administration of the VPI&SU Extension Divi-
sior, focusing on program expansion, duglication of effort, and organization
and staffing.

Deinstitutionalization and Community Services - Special Report, Sep-
fember 1979 (authorized by Section 30-58.1, Code of Virginia) 84 pp.
Assessed release procedures at State institutions for the mentally il and
mentally retarded and the linking of discharged clients with appropriate
services. One partt of a comprehensive review of the State's mental health
care programs.

Special Study: Federat Funds - Inferim Report, December 1979 (House
Documeni No. 16 of the 1880 Session, authorized by House Joint Rescilution
237 of the 1873 Session) 42 pp. Provided background information on the
intergovernmental aid system. Reviewed the growth and distribution of
federat funds in Virginia.

Homes for Adults in Virginia, December 1979 {authorized by Senate Joint
Resolution 133 of the 1973 Session} 73 pp. Evaluated the State's homes for
the aged, infirm, and disabled. Examined the ficensure and inspection
process of the State Depariment of Weltare and the administration of the
auxiliary grant program.

Management and Use of Consuliants by State Agencies: Operational
Review, May 1980 {authorized by Section 30-58.1, Code of Virginia) 73 pp.
Assessed the need for and the use of consultants by Stale agencies. Made
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recommendations to increase competitive bidding and improve documenta-
tion and acoountability.

The General Relief Program in Virginia, September 1980 {authorized by
Senate Joint Resolution 133 of the 1979 Session) 66 pp. Examined the
accuracy of the eligibiity determination process and assessed key aspecis
of case management in the Virginia General Refief Program.

Federal Funds in Virginia: Special Report, Oclober 1980 (House Docu-
ment No. 6 of the 1581 Session, authorized by House Joint Resolution 237
of the 1979 Session) 122 pp. Focused on federal influence over State and
iocal programs and evaluated the procedures by which federal funds are
sought, utilized, monitored, and controlled.

Federal Funds in Virginia, Janvary 1981 (authorized by House Joint
Resolution 237 of the 1973 Session) 20 pp. Summary study that assessed
the impact of federal funds on Stale agencies and local govemnments.
Provided information on the implementation of recommendations from
earlier reparts on this subject.

Meathodology for a Vehicle Cost Responsibility Study: Interim Repor,
January 1981 {Senate Document No. 12 of the 1981 Session, authorized by
Senate Joint Resolution 50 of the 19580 Session) 65 pp. Discussed the
methedology 1o be used in carrying out JLARC's vehicle cost responsitiiity
study. Methodology was based on Virginia's highway programs. construc-
tion and maintenance standards, and revenue sources.

Organization and Administration of the Department of Highways and
Transportation: Interim Report, January 1987 (Senate Document No. 14
of the 1981 Sassion, author-ized by Senate Joint Resolution 50 of the 1980
Session) 85 pp. Examined staffing. equipment management, confract
administration, construction planning, and fund allocation.

Title XX in Virginia, January 1981 (authorized by Senate Joint Resolution

133 of the 1979 Session) 103 pp. Reviewed the use and administration of
Title XX fundsin Virginda, including the types of clients and services provided,
the adequacy of financial controls for the funds. the impact of funding
fimitations on local welfare agencies, and the adeguacy of social service
policy.

Organization and Administration of Social Services in Virginia, April
1881 fauthorized by Senate Joint Resolution 133 of the 1879 Session} 126
pp. Assessed the effectiveness of the Departiment of Welfare in providing
suppert and oversightof weltare programs. Evaluated childcare centersand
family day care homes to determing the adequacy of the licensing process.

1981 Repori to the General Assembly, July 1987 (2nd Biennial Report,
authorizedby Section 30-58.2, Gode of Virginia), 38 pp. Summarized studies
conducted by JLARC from its inception through 198t Focused on agency
responses to oversight findings and recommendations.

Highway and Transportation Programs in Virginia: A Sumemary Report,
November 1981 {Senate Document No. 6 of the 1982 Session, authorized
by Senate Joint Resoiution 50 of the 1980 Session) 57 pp. Summarized the
studies conducted under SJR 50, which focused on the administration of the
DHT, highway andtransit need, revenues and methods of financing, and the
fair apportionment of costs among different vehicle classes. Highlighted the
principat findings and recommendations of each study.

Organization and Administration of the Department of Highways and
Transportation, November 1987 (Senate Docurment No. 7 of the 1982
Session, authorized by Senate Joint Resolution 50 of the 1980 Session) 132
pp. Evaluated the efficiency and effectiveness of DHT's management and
administrative processes, the adsquacy of the department's organizational
struclure, and selected operational issues.

Highway Construction, Maintenance, and Transit Needs in Virginia,
November 1881 {Senate Document No. 8 of the 1982 Sassion, authorized
by Senale Joint Resolution 50 of the 1580 Session} 78 pp.  Assessed
highway construction needs, Including construction of new highways,
maintenance of existing roads, and public transportation. Provided funding
options for consideration by the Legistature.

Vehicle Cost Responsibility in Virginia, November 1981 (Senate Docu-
ment No. 13 of the 1982 Session, authorized by Senate Joint Resolition 50
of the 1980 Session) 85 pp. Presented findings and conclusions of an
analysis of highway tax equity. Anempirical investigation of the relationship
between costsfor construction and maintenance and revenues generated by
various vehicle classes.

Highway Financing in Virginia, November 1981 (Senate Document No. 14
of the 1982 Session, authorized by Senale Joint Resolution 50 of the 1880
Ssssion} 103 pp. Analyzed methads of financing highway needs in Virginia
by an examination of the State’s nighway financing structure and tax
structure. Presented estimates of future revenues 1o be generated by taxes
and offered financing altematives,

Publications and Public Relations of State Agencies in Virginia, January
1982 (Senate Document No. 23 of the 1982 Session, awthorized by Senale
Joint Resolution 166 of the 1981 Session) 115 pp. Assessedthe vaiue of the
publications of State agencies, and other public refations efforts. Recom-
mended changes in reporiing requirements to achieve savings.

Oceupational and Professional Regulatory Boards in Virginia, January
1982 (Senafe Document No. 29 of the 1982 Session, authorized by Senale
Joint Resolution 50 of the 1980 Session} 163 pp. Examined occupationaland
professional reguiatory boards in Virginia. Provided baselfine data on each
board and areas of special legislative interest.

The CETA Program Administered by Virginia's Balance-Of-State Prime
Sponsor, May 1882 fHouse Docurnent No. 3 of the 1983 Session, autho-
rized by House Joint Resolution 268 of the 1981 Session) 128 pp. Assessed
the efiectiveness of CETA programs through a review of adult iraining
contracts and client follow-up.

Working Capita Funds in Vieginia, June 1982 {House Document No. 4 of
the 1983 Session, authorized by Sectior: 2.1-196.1, Cade of Virginia) 89 pp.
Reviewed Virginia’s working capital funds and evaluated selecled areas of
management of each of the five funds in existence al that time: Computer
Services, Systems Development, Telecommunications, Central Warehouse,
and Graphic Communications.

The Occupational and Professional Regulatory System In Virgiaia,
December 1582 (Senate Docurmnent No. 3ofthe 1983 Session, authorized by
Senate Joint Resofution 50 of the 1960 Session) 136 pp. Evaluated Yirginia's
system for occupational regulation, including 29 reguiatory boards, the
Board and Department of Commerce, and the Commission and Depariment
of Health Regulatory Boards. Reviewed administrative rulemaking, enforce-
ment of laws and regulations, and selected aspects of agency management.

Interim Report: Equity of Current Provisions for Allocating Highway
Construetion Funds in Virginia, Decernber 1882 {House DocumentNe. 17
of the 1983 Session, authorized by the 1982 Appropriations Act) 183 pp.
Assessed the reasonableness, appropriateness, and equily of statidory
provisions for allocating highway construction funds among the various
highway sysiems and localities. (See final report of June 1984, which
aniarged this study).

Consolidation of Office Space In the Roanoke Area, December 1982
{Senale Document No. 8 of the 1983 Session, authorized by Senate Joint
Resolution 29 of the 1982 Session) 66 pp. Examined the feasibility,
desirabifity, and cost effectiveness of consolidating Slate agency offices
located inthe Roanoke area. Special attention devotedto aleasing proposal
from the City of Roanoke.

Staffing and Manpower Planning in the Department of Highways and
Transportation, January 1983 {House Document No. 18 of the 1983
Session, authorized by lfems 648.2 and 649.3 of the Appropriations Actof ihe
1982 Session) 120 pp.  Reviewed the Depariment of Highways and
Transportation's manpower plan, the planning process, and the resuiting
staffing actions. Identified staffing economies possible through increased
productivity and administrative improvements.

Consolidation of Office Space in Northern Virginia, January 1963 (Sen-
ate Document Ne. 15 of the 1983 Session, authorized by Senate Joint
Resolution 29 of the 1982 Session) 64 pp. Examined the feasibility,
desirability, and cost effectiveness of consolidating State agency offices
located in Northemn Vieginia.

Interim Report: Local Mandates and Financial Resources, January 1983
{Houise Document No. 40 of the 1983 Session, authorized by House Joint
Resolution 105 of the 1982 Session) 38 pp. Provided background informa-
tion and summarized progress toward the final repert (see December 1983},

Interim Report: Organization of the Executive Branch, January 1983
{House Document No. 37 of the 1983 Session, authorized by House Join
Resolution 33 of the 1982 Session} 15 pp. Provided background information
on the executive branch, and summarized research activities for the series
of four final reports {see January 1984).



The Economic Potential and Management of Virginia's Seafood Indus-
try, January 1983 (House Docurnent No. 2 of the 1982 Session, authorized
by House Joint Resolution 58 of the 1982 Session) 213 pp. Analyzed the
reguiation of the commercial fishing and seafood industries i Virginia,
assessed their economic potential, and suggested policy alternatives,

Foliow-Up Report on the Virginia Department of Highways and Trans-
portation, January 1983 (House Document No. 34 of the 1983 Session,
atthorized by House Bill 532 of the 1982 Session} 26 pp. Evaluated the
progress of the depariment in implementing recommendations made during
the 1882 Sessionto ensure the efficient use of funds for highway construction
and maintenance.

1683 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 2 10-year
overview of JLARC's work, organized according to the recurring themes, and
spotlighted the importance of sound research methodology.

The Virginla Division for Children, December 1983 (House Document No.

14 of the 1984 Session, authorized by House Joint Resolution 10 of the 1983
Session} 88 pp. A “sunset” study reviewing the operations of the Division and
focusing on ils administration, effectivenass, and possible overtap with other
agencies.

The Virginia Division of Volunteerism, December 1983 (Senate Docu-
ment No. 6 of the 1884 Session, authorized by Senate Joint Resolution 36 of
the 1983 Sessien} 60 pp. A “sunset’ study reviewing the operations of the
Division and focusing on its administration, eflectiveness, and possibie
overlap with other agencies.

State Mandates on Local Governments and Local Financial Resources,
December 1983 (House Doctiment No. 15 of the 1984 Session, authorized
by House Joint Resolution 105 of the 1982 Session and House Joint
Aesolution 12 of the 1983 Session} 218 pp. Reviewed the responsibilities
of State and local govemments for providing public services, the State's
proceduras for aiding local governments, the sources of revenue that were
of could be allocated 10 the various types of local governments, and their
adeguacy. Included fiscal capacity and stress measures for alt counties and
ciligs.

An Assessment of Structural Targets in the Executive Branch of
Virginia, January 1954 (House Document No, 20 of the 1984 Session,
authorized by House Joint Resolution 33 of the 1982 Session and House
Joint Resolution 6 of the 1583 Session} 134 pp. Examined the organization
of the executive branch for the purpose of determining the most efficient and
effective structure. Included specific recommendations regarding duplica-
tion, fragmentation, and inconsistent alignmert.

An Assessment of the Secretarial System in the Commeonwealth of
Virginia, January 1984 {House Document Ne. 21 of the 1984 Session,
autherized by House Joint Resolution 33 of the 1982 Session and House
Joint Resciution 6 of the 1983 Session} 76 pp. Assessedthe ex-tentto which
(1) the responsibilities and activities of the Gov-emnor's secretaries are
consistent with the purposes of the system and (2} the structure is useful in
effectively managing the State’s resources and administrative processes.

An Assessment of the Role of Boards and Commissions in the Execu-
tive Branch of Virginia, January 1884 (House Document No. 22 of the 1984
Session, authorized by House Joint Resolution 33 of the 1982 Session and
House Joint Resolution 6 of the 1983 Session) 90 pp. Assessed whether the
boards' involvements in agency operations are consistent with statute and
the management needs of the Commaonwealth. Alsc addressed the relation-
ships of boards, agency directors, and the Governor's secretaries, and the
unigue contributions of board members.

Organization of the Executive Branch in Virginia: A Summary Report,
January 1984 (House Document 44 of the 1984 Session, authorized by
House Joint Resolution 33 of 1982 Session and House Joint Resclution 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 sach.

1983 Follow-Up Report on the Virginia Department of Highways and
Transportation, January 1984 (lefter repont, authorized by House Bifl of the
1862 Sassfon) 25 pp. Documented the department’s progress inimplement-
ing previous Commission recommendations, especially in the areas of
manpower planning and maintenance operations.
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interim Report: Central and Regional Stafiing in the Department of
Corrections, May 1984 (House Docurnent No, 41, authorized by Hem 545.1
of the 1883 Appropriations Act and amended by the 1984 session} 275 pp.
Examined the ulilization and need within the depariment for existing and
anticipated centrat office and regional staff. This was the firstin a series of
related reports examining corrections.

Equity of Current Provisions for Allocating Highway and Transporta-
tion Funds in Virginia, June 1884 (House Document No. 11 of the 1684
Session, authorized by the 1982 Approprigtions Act and expanded by the
1983 Session} 217 pp. Updated the January 1983 interim analysis of
construction aliocations, and reviewed countymaintenance spending, urban
sireat payments, and public transporiation assistance.

Special Education in Virginia's Training Centers for the Mentally Re-
tarded, November 1984 (Senate Document No. 3 of the 1985 Session,
authorized by Senate Joint Resolution 13 of the 1983 Session) 130 pp.
Examined eight issues concerned with the operation, funding, and quality of
the educalional programs for children and youths In mental retardation
facilities operated by the Department of Mental Heaith and Mental Retarda-
fign. {First of two repods).

Special Educationin Virginia’s Mental Health Facilities, November 1984
(Senate Document No. 4 of the 1985 Session, authorized by Senate Joint
Rasolution 13 of the 1963 Session) 148 pp.  Examined eight issues
concermned with the operation, funding, and quality of educational programs
for children and youths in mentat heaith facilities operated by the Depariment
of Mental Health and Mental Retardation. (Second of two reports.)

Special Report: ADP Contracting at the State Corporation Commis-
ston, November 1984 (House Document No. 4 of the 1985 Session,
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requested by the Speaker of the House and authorized by the Commission)
40 pp. Examined the SCC's compliance with the Commonwealth's Public
Procurement Act and related issues in contracting for automated data
systems.

Special Repori: The Virginia State Library’s Contract with The Com-
puter Company, November 1984 (House Document No. 5 of the 1985
Sessfon, requested by the Speaker of the House and authorized by the
Commission) 34 pp.  Examined whether the State Library followed State
procedures in awarding the contract to TCC, and whether public fibraries
were satisfied with the services provided.

Special Report: The Virginia Tech Library System, November 1984
{House Document No. 6 of the 1985 Session. requestad bythe Speaksrof the
House and authorized by the Commission} 34 pp. Exarined the ownership
of proprietary rights in the software of a computerized Hbrary system. the
sharing of royalties with & university employes, andihe transfer of the system
to the Virginia Tech Foundation for marketing and distribution.

Final Status Report: Recommendations Relaled to the Equity of the
Current Provisions for Allocating Highway and Transportation Fundsin
Virginia, Decermnber 1984 (Reportiothe SJR 20 Joint Subcormmittee fromthe
staffs of JLARC and the Depariment of Highways and Transportation} 55 pp.
Summarized results of meetings between JLARC and DHT staff regarding
the highway funding equity report (see above, June 1984} and proposed
legistation.

Special Report: Patent and Copyright Issues in Virginia State Govern-
ment, March 1985 {House Document No. 31 of the 1985 Session, requested
by the Speaker of the House and autharized by the Commission) 54 pp.
Examined intellectual property issues related fo State agencies and institu-
tions of higher education.

The Community Diversion Incentive Program of the Virginia Depart-
ment of Corrections, April 1985 (House Document 35 of the 1985 Session,
authorized by the 1984 Appropriations Act) 174 pp. Reviewead the effective-
ness of the COI programs designed o divert offenders from State prisons and
local jatls.

Virginia's Correctional System: Population Forecasting and Capacity,
April 1985 (House Documant 35 of the 1985 Session, autharized by the 1984
Appropriations Act} 174 pp. Calculated the capacity of State prisons and field
units. Reviewed DOC’s population forecasting modet and procedures.

Towns in Virginia, July 1965 {House Document No. 2 of the 1986 Session,
authorized by House Joint Resolution 105 of the 1982 Session and HJR 12
ofthe 1983 Session) 120 pp. Anoutgrowth of JLARC's earlierreporton State
mandates and local fiscal stress, focused on issues of particular concemn o
towns.

Security Stafiing and Proceduresin Virginia's Prisons, July 1985 (House
Document No. 3 of the 1986 Session, authorized by the 1883 Appropriations
Act and amended by the 1984 Session) 300 pp. Examined staffing practices
and security procedures both at the system level and in each of Virginia's 15
major correctional facilities.

Local Fiscal Stress and State Aid, September 1385 {House Document No.
4 of the 1386 Ssssion, authorized by the Commission as a follow-up to the
1983 State Mandales report) 88 pp. Provides updated information on local
fiscal stress {through FY 1983) and summarizes 1984 and 1985 legislative
actions impacting localities.

1985 Report to the General Assembly, Seplembar 1985 (4th Biennial
Report, authorized by Section 30-58.2, Code of Virginia} 50 pp. Surmmarized
studies conducted by JLARC since the 1883 biennial report. provided
updates on agency responses to previcus studies, and spotlighted the
Legislative Program Review and Evaluation Act.

The Virginia Housing Development Authorily, Ocicher 1985 (Senate
Document No. 6 of the 1986 Session, authorized by Senate Joint Resolution
7 of the 1984 Session} 110 pp. Evaluated programs, operations, and
management of VHDA.  Assessed the extent to which the Authority's
programs have benefited persons of low and moderate income.

Special Report: Cousteau Qcean Center, January 1986 (Senate Docy-
ment 13 of the 1988 Sessian, autharized by the Commission under Section
4-5.07 of the Appropriations Act} 22 pp. A special audit of the Cousleau
Qcean Center project.  Examined the reasonableness of the project's
planning and design, and the applicabifity of the Public Procurement Act.

Staff and Facility Utilization by the Department of Correctional Educa-
tion, February 1986 (House Document No. 32 of the 1966 Session, autho-
rized by ltem 618 of the 1885 Appropriations Act) 134 pp. Evaluated the
sffectiveness of DCE's programs and the adequacy of staff and {facilities to
carry out these programs.

Funding the Standards of Quality - Part 1: Assessing SOQ Costs,
February 1986 {Senate Document No. 20 of the 1986 Session, authorized by
Senafe Joint Resolution 35 of the 1982 Session) 112 pp. First report in 2
series in response 1o the findings of the House Joint Resolution 105
Subcommittes. Assessed the costs of implementing existing standards, A
comparison report will address concerns related to the equity of distribution
of Stale assistance 1o the school divisions.

Proceedings of the Conference on Legislative Oversight, June 1986
{Conference was required under provisions of Chapter 388 of the 1978 Acts
of Assembly) 86 pp. Record of conference examining the accomplishments
of the Legislative Program Review and Evaluation Act and oversight issues
i general,

Staffing in Virginia’s Adult Prisons and Field Units, August 1986 (House
Document No. 2 of the 1987 Session, authorized by the 1983-85 Appropria-
tfons Acts) 166 pp. A report in a series on corrections issues, assessed
nonsecurity staffing in the 15 major instiutions, and both nonsecurity and
security staffing in the 26 field units.

Deinstitutionalization and Community Services, October 1986 (Report
produced under the mandate of Senate Joint Resolution 42 of the 1984
Session, which created the Commission on Deinstifutionalization and df-
rected JLARC staff to provide technical assistance} 82 pp. Examined client
management, community services, housing services, accountability, andthe
continuum of care in general. Followed up on JLARC's 1979 study of this
arga.

The Capitat Quttay Planning Process and Prison Design in the Depart-
ment of Corrections, December 1986 (House Document No. 12 of the 1987
Session, authorized by the 1983-86 Appropriations Act) 78 pp. Arepartina
series of correclions issues, evaluated the effectiveness of DOC's capital
outlay planning process, prison designs. and maintenance programs.

Organization and Management Review of the State Corporation Com-
mission, December 1986 (House Document No. 15 of the 1987 Session,
authorized by ltem 11 of the 1985 Appropriations Act) 112 pp. Examinedthe
SCC's organization and general management, financial management, per
sonnel and staffing practices, and compliance with legisiative intent.

Local Jail Capacity and Population Forecast, December 1956 (House
Document No. 16 of the 1887 Session, authorized by the 1983-86 Appropria-
fions Acis) 96 pp. Areportina series on correctional issues. Examinesiocal
and State inmate population forecasts, and altematives for dealing with
growing prison and fafl populations. Assessed the capacity of local jails.

Correctional Issues in Virginia: Final Summary Report, December 1986
{House Document No. 18, authorized by the 1983-86 Appropriations Acts) 48
oo, Ninth and final report in the series, focused on the “big picture” in
corrections, and synthesized the findings from previous studies.

Special Report: Collection of Southeastern Americana atthe University
of Virginia’s Atderman Library, May 1957 {Performed under the genaral
powers and duties of the Commission as faid ouf in Section 30-58.1 of the
Code of Virginia) 41 pp. Reviewed ihe procurement and management of a
special collection of books at the library, in response to allegations that funds
had been inappropriately spent.

An Assessment of Eligibility for State Police Officers Retirement Sys-
tem Benefits, June 1887 (House Document No. 2 of the 1888 Session,
authorized by Mem 13 of the 1986 Approprialions Ac) 56 pp. Reviewed
SPORS and identified the criteria implicit in its establishment as a separate
system. On the basis of these criteria, compared other State-compensated
law enforcement groups io the State Police.

Review of Information Technology in Virginia State Government, Augusi
1987 {Performed under JLARC's avithority ko monitor internal service funds,
a8 specified in Section 2.1-196 of the Code of Virginia, and authorized by the
Commission) 400 pp. A joint executive and legislative initiative. Assessed
the success of the consolidation of formerly fragmenied services into the
Department of Information Technology and reviewed management of the
department. Proposed improvements within both DIT and the user agencies.



1987 Report to the General Assembly, September 1987 (5th Biennial
Report, authorized by Section 30-58.2, Code of Virginia) 48 pp. Summarized
studies conducted by JLARG since the 1983 biennial repor, provided
updates on agency responses 10 previous siudies, and spotlighted the
recently completed corrections study series.

Funding the Siate and Local Cooperative Heaith Department Program,
December 1987 (Senate Docurnent 16 of the 1988 Session, autharized by
Senate Joint Resolution 87 of the 1986 Session} Reviewedthe CHD funding
formula, examined methods for cafculating local shares of program costs,
and identified methods for distdbuting State and local responsibifity for
program funding.

Funding the State and Local Hospitalization Program, December 1987
(Senate Document No. 17 of the 1988 Session, authorized by Senate Joint
Resclution 87 of the 1986 Session} 74 pp. Reviewed the formulas used 1o
distribute funds for the State and focal hospitalization program.  dentified
program cosls, methods for calculating focal shares of the costs, and
methods for distributing State and local responsibiity for program funding.

Internal Service Funds Within the Department of General Services,
December 1987 {Senate Document No. 18 of the 1988 Session, conducted
as part of JLARC's oversight responsibilities for infernal service funds as
defined in Section 2.1-196,1 of the Code of Virginia) 110 pp. Reviewed both
financial and operational aspecis of the five funds within DGS: Central
Warehouse, Office of Graphic Communications, Stale Surplus Property,
Federal Surplus Property, and Maintenance and Repalr Projects. Assessed
rates and charges, fund balances, billing procedures, operational efficiency,
and user safisfaction.

Funds Held in Trust by Gircuit Courts, December 1987 (Senate Document
19 of the 1988 Session, authorized by Senale Joint Resolution 147 of the
1987 Session) 86 pp. Examined funds held in trust by general receivers and
clerks of the court, determined the total amount of monies held i trust,
assessed currentpractices of administering the funds, and made recammen-
dations 1o modify and improve the system.

Foltow-up Review of the Virginia Department of Transportation, Jamnary
1888 (Senate Document Noi 23 of the 1988 Session, conducted in response
to Senate Joint Resolution 7 of the 1985 Special Session} 36 pp. Assessed
the Department’s response to previous JLARC study recommendations. An
appendix 1o the study contains the Department's own stalus report.

Funding the Standards of Quality - Partil: S0Q Costs and Distribution,
January 1988 (Senate Document 25 of the 1988 Session, authorized by
Senate Joinf Resolution 35 of the 1982 Session} 104 pp. Second reportin
aseries on elementary and sec-

this study broadened the review 1o include distribution issues. Methods for
calcufating SOQ costs were revised, and distribution options were explored.

Management and Use of State-Owned Passenger Vehicles, August 1988
{House Document No. 2 of the 1989 Session, conducted under authority of
Section 2.1-198.1 of the Code of Virginia, which directs JLARC to monitor
internal service funds) 104 pp. Reviewed progress made inimplementing the
recommendations of JLARC's 1979 study of the Cendral Garage, and exam-
ined new issues relaled to the Garage’s 1984 designalion as an intemal
service fund.

Technical Repart: The State Salary Survey Method-ology, Ocfober 1988
fHouse Document No. 5 of the 1989 Session, authorized by lfem 13 of the
1988 Appropriations Act) 106 pp. Reviewsd methods used to compile and
evaluate data reported in the State annual salary survey, examined methods
used to determine the annual salary structure adjusiment for State employ-
ees, and made recommendations for improving these methods.

Review of the Division of Crime Victims’ Compensation, December 7988
{House Document No. 17 of the 1989 Session, authorized by House Joint
Resolution 184 of the 1988 Session) 106 pp. Reviewed the Crime Victims'
Compensation program within the Department of Workers' Compensation,
focusing on improving the administration of the CVC Act, particularly the
processing of crime vickims’ claims.

Review of Communily Action in Virginia, January 1989 (House Document
No. 43 ofthe 1989 Session, authorized by item 469 of the 1987 Appropriations
Act] 134 pp. A perdormance audit and review of the programs and activities
of Community Action Agencies. Made recommendations to improve over-
sight by the Department of Social Services and accountabifity in individual
community action agencies.

Progress Report: Regulation of Child Day Gare in Virginia, Janvary 1989
{House Document No. 46 of the 1889 Session, required by Senate Joint
Resolution 41 and House Joint Resolution 116 of the 1968 Session) 9 pp,
Provided background information on the nature of child day care in Virginia.
Summarized the main issues and research activities that would be reported
on in the full study, 1o be compleled betore the 1990 Session.

Interim Report: Status of Part-Time Commonwealth's Attorneys, Janu-
ary 1889 (House Documant 49 of the 1989 Session, authotized by ftem 13 of
the 1988 Appropriations Act and Senaie Joint Resolution 55 of the 1958
Session) 32 pp. Firstreportina serfes on workload standards and staffing for
constitutionat officers in Virginia. Addressed the issue of part-dime
Commonweaiih's attormey status.

1689 Report to the General Assembly, September
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agency responses 1o previcus studies, and spotlighted the recently com-
pleted review of information technology.

Regqutation and Proviston of Child Day Care in Vieginia, Seplember 1989
{House Document 3 of the 1990 Session, authorized by Senate Joint
Resahution 41 and House Joint Resolution 116 of the 1388 Session} 172 pp.
Reviews State regulation of child day care as well as methods for improving
the avaitability and quality of child care in Virginia.

Security Staffing in the Capitol Area, November 1988 {House Document 17
of the 1390 Session, requested by the Speaker of the House and approved
by the Commissionj 121 pp. Examined altematives o mest the securily
needs of agencies in the Capitol area, including a study of the effeciiveness
of the Capitol Police.

Iterim Report: Economic Develppment in Virginia, January 1990.{au-
thorized by House Joint Resolution 262 of the 1959 Session) 82 pp. One of
three interrelated reperts, this special publication consists ot invited papers by
national authorities on sconomic development who made presentations 1o a
JLARC workshop, plus an overview of the study activities leading fo the other
repors in the series.

Review of the Virginia Department of Workers’ Compensation, February
1890 {House Document 68 of the 1990 Session, authorized by ltem 11 of the
1985 Appropriations Act} 147 pp. Performance audii and review of the
agency, including claims management and organizational concemns. Final
report in a series on independent agencies of State government.

Technical Report: Statewide Staffing Standards for the Funding of
Sherifts, February 1990 (House Document 66 of the T8990 Session, autho-
rized by ltem 13 of the 1988 and 1989 Approptiations Acts} 71 pp. Second
report in a series on workload standards and staffing for constitutional officers
in Virginia.

Technicat Report: Statewide Stafting Standards for the Funding of
Commonwealth's Attorneys, March 1990 {(House Document 70 of the 1990
Session, authorized by fterm 13 of the 1988 and 1983 Appropriations Acls) 71
pp. Third report in a series on workload standards and staffing for constitu-
tional officers in Virginia.

Technical Report: Statewide Staffing Standards for the Funding of
Clerks of Gourd, March 1980 (House Document 71 of the 1990 Session,
atithorized by flem 13 of the 1588 and 1989 Appropriations Actst 71 pp.
Fourth report in a serdes on workload standards and staffing for constitutional
officers in Virginia.

Technical Report: Statewide Staffing Slandards for the Funding of
Commonwealth’s Attorneys, April 1990 (House Document 75 of the 1980
Session, authorized by ftem 13 of the 1988 and 1369 Apprapriations Acts) 71
pp. Fifth report in a series on worklcad standards and staffing for constitu-
fional officers in Virginia.

Funding of Constitutiona: Officers, May 7990 (House Document 81 of ihe
1990 Session, authorized by ffem 13 of the 1988 and 1989 Appropriations
Acts} 71 pp. Final report in a series, buliding on the previous studies of
workload standards and staffing for constititional officers in Virginia. Pro-
poses a more eqbitable and systemalic funding process.

Special Report: The Lonesome Pine Regional Library System, Sepfem-
ber 1890 (Study approved by the Commission after a request from the State
Librarian) 110 pp. Addressed performance and management issues in the
system, including communication problems, expenditure priorities, and per-
sonnel management.

Review of the Virginia Community College System, September 1990
{Senate Document 4 of the 1991 Session, authorized by Senate Joint
Rasolution 135 of the 1983 Session} 133 pp. Foliowed up on JLARC's 1978
review of the VCCS, focusing on operational concems and setting priorities
for the future.

Review of the Funding Formuta for the Older Americans Act, November
1990 {House Dacument 9 of the 19971 Session, authorized by House Joint
Resolution 130 of the 1990 Session) 65 pp. Assessed the appropriateness
of the current funding formula and examined atternative factors for use inthe
formula.

Follow-Up Review of Homes for Adulls in Virginia. November 1950
{Senate Document 8 of the 1931 Session, aithorized by ltem 545 of the 1990
Appropriations Act} 89 pp. Follows up on the 1979 JLARC study of the
regudation of homes for adults and funding provided residents through the
Auxiliary Grants Program. Becommends system-level improvements.

Publication Practices of Vieginia State Agencies, November 1990 {Sen-
ate Document 8 of the 1931 Session, direcled by the Commission under
Section 30-58.2 of the Cede of Virginia} 60 pp. Follows up onthe publications
portion of a 1982 JLARC study of publications and public relations. Recom-
maends ways to reduce publications expenditures.

Review of Economic Development in Virginta, Janvary 1997 (House
DBocument 39 of the 1991 Session, authorized by House Joint Resolution 262
of the 1989 Session} 133 pp. Reviews Virginia's economic development
pelicies and the organization, operations, management, and performance of
the Department fof Economic Development.

State Funding of the Regional Vocational Education Centers in Virginia,
January 1991 (House Document 45 of the 1991 Session, authorized by
Hause Joint Resolution 100 of the 1990 Session) 41 pp. Analyzes the funding
ofthe regional vocational centers, including disbursement methods, expediture
levels, and the proportion of the State commiiment.

Interim Report: State and Federal Mandates on Local Governments and
Their Fiscal Impact, January 1991 (Senate Document 23 of the 13897
Session, authorized by Senate Joint Resolution 45 and House Joint Resolu-
fion 156 of the 1980 Session} 6 pp. Outlines major research activies to be
conducted and summarizes the past JLARC studies refated to mandates

Revenue Forecasting In the Executive Branch: Process and Models,
January 1937 {Senate Document 25 of the 1981 Session, auihorized by the
1890 Appropriations Act} 53 pp. First report in a series on the executive
budiget process. Focuses on revenue forecasting issues, including accuracy,
the effecis of tax poficy changes and judgemental inputs, and legisiative
involvernent in the forecasting process.

Proposal for a Revenue Stabilization Fund in Virginia, January 1991
{Senate Document 24 of the 1991 Session, authorized by the 1990 Appro-
ptiations Act) 53 pp. Second report in a series on the exsculive budget
process. Examines “rainy day” funds as a means of coping with revenue
shortialls. Proposes a revenue stabilization fund with characteristios tailored
to the Commonwealth.

Catalog of Virginia's Economic Development Organizations and Pro-
qrams, February 1991 {Authorized by House Joint Besolufion 262 of the
1989 Session) 127 pp. Companion document o Review of Econpmic
Development in Virginia. Compilation of information on the hundreds of State
and non-State entities invelved in economic development.

Review of Virginias Parole Process, July 1997 (Senate Document 4 of the
1892 Session, authorized by Senate Joint Resolution 26 of the 1990 Ses-
sion), 98 pp. Examines Virginia's parole rates and the activities of the the
Parole Board and the Department of Corrections in administering the parole
eview process.

Compensation of General Registrars, August 1991 (Senate Document 5
of the 1992 Session, authorized by Senate Joint Besolufton 167 of the 1991
Session) 55 pp. Examines the compensation program for General Regis-
trars, specific factors which should be used to determine compensation, and
the appropriate State share of these costs.



The Reorganization of the Department of Education, Sepfember 1931
{Senate Document 6 of the 1992 Session, authorized by Senate Joint
Resoiution 57 of the 1990 Session), 90 pp. Assesses the reorganization of
the department, including goals, planning, hiring effort, effect on morale, and
proposed service delivery mechanisms,

1991 Reportt to the General Assembly, September 1991 (7th Biennial
Report, authorized by Saction 30-58.2, Code of Virginia) 66 pp. Summarizes
studies conducted by JLARC since the 1989 biennial reporl, provides
updates on agency responses 1o previous studies, and spotiights JLARC's
child day care study and its results.
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