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Senator Orner L. Hirst (D., Fairfax County)
has been Chairman of the Joint Legislative Audit
and Review Commission for the last two years.
He has served as a member of the House of
Delegates (1954-1959) and as a member of the
Senate (1964-1979). In December 1978, Senator
Hirst announced his forthcoming retirement from
theGeneralAssembly after 22 years of legislative
service.

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission

The Honorable Members of the Virginia General Assembly
State Capitol
Richmond, Virginia

My Dear Colleagues:
I am pleased to transmit to you this report on the activities of the Joint Legislative Audit and Review

Commission (JLARC) for the five year period from 1974 to 1979. This publication was authorized by the
Commission in order to inform you, interested citizens, and agencies with which we work of our
objectives, our reports, and our accomplishments.

The report is divided into two parts. The first part identifies the nature of legislative oversight and
presents essential information about Commission and staff activities. Of special interest is a discussion
of how oversight serves the legislature. The second part consists of a compendium of JLARC report
summaries which (1) outline the purpose of each oversight project, (2) list key findings and conclusions,
and (3) highlight significant legislative and executive actions taken to improve agency procedures,
programs, and services.

In many ways, I believe our work speaks for itself. The Commission has established a reputation for
timely, objective, and systematic oversight of State programs and agencies. Our staff has, in addition,
developed a highly respected professional competence which has been formally recognized by two
national awards for research excellence - one from the Governmental Research Association in 1975.
and another from the National Conference of State Legislatures in 1979.

In fact, the Virginia General Assembly is acknowledged as an innovative leader among all state
legislatures in the area of legislative oversight. The accomplishments noted as a result of report
utilization clearly show that JLARC has become an important ingredient in the General Assembly's
capability to bring about greater economy, efficiency, and effectiveness in the Commonwealth.

I believe the Commission has achieved many commendable objectives in the past five years. We
have encouraged, indeed initiated, many necessary changes in programs, agencies, and services. We
have contributed to better informed policy and spending decisions. We have stimulated self­
improvement in public agencies. I am pleased to submit this record for your consideration.

On a more personal note, and with the perspective that comes from approaching retirement after
twenty-two years of legislative service, I would like to state that I consider the work of JLARC to be one
of the most meaningful activities in which I have been involved. I am grateful 10 have had a part in it
and I thank each of you for the cooperation you have given rne. Most particu larly, I wish to thank my
fellow rnembers of the Commission for their dedicated efforts in making the legislative process rnore
effective.

Respectfully,

September 10, 1979
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Objectives of Legislative Oversight

An Informed Legislature
Oversight studies help inform citizen legislators about agencies, programs, and activities.

A primary objective for JLARC is to gather, evaluate, and report information and recom­
mendations that can be used in legislative decision-making. Reports may provide information
useful to legislators during deliberation on legislation, during committee hearings, and in
responding to constituent questions or requests for assistance.

Oversight reports are also valuable as a long-term memory of program information that
may be used as reference material by legislators and agency administrators.

Compliance with Legislative Intent
Writing and enacting legislation is the law-making function of the General Assembly. This

establishes legislative intent. The oversight function helps ensure that laws are being carried
out as the legislature intended. In some cases, intent may not have been clearly understood
by program administrators; in other cases, statements of intent may have been ignored In
those instances where legislative intent is not explicit in statute, an oversight study can
assess and report to the General Assembly how an agency has decided to implement its
mission.

Improved Efficiency and Effectiveness
JLARC is required by statutory mandate to make recommendations on ways State

agencies may achieve greater efficiency and effectiveness in their operations. Efficiency is
finding ways to accomplish the same tasks at lesser cost; effectiveness is finding ways to
better accomplish program and agency objectives. Significant changes have been made in
program efficiency and effectiveness in response to oversight reports and recommendations.
The fact that a regular program of legislative oversight exists also stimulates agency self­
evaluation, which may bring about improved operations.

Program and Agency Savings
Program costs savings are frequently the product of legislative oversight studies.

Recommended savings are usually the most visible of all possible outcomes. 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
amount of potential savings depends on the extent to which changes are made. In some
instances, change may result in more spending to achieve greater effectiveness.

In order to illustrate actual and potential savings from oversight studies, several examples
are depicted on the following page. One of the examples lists savings which are classified as
immediate and tangible. Further opportunities for program savings are highlighted in the
individual report summaries



Actual and Potential Cost Savings
Savings, Economies, and Transfers

$4,100,000

$1,200,000

$1,500,000
$1,500,000
$ 302,000

30-219$

JLARC reports often contain recommendations intended to bring tangible savings and program
economies. In addition, funds that have been found lying idle in restricted accounts could be put to
active use if transferred to general purpose accounts. Examples of these savings and actions required
are shown below. A check (,.,..) Indicates the savings occurred.

,.,.. Improve the assignment and use of State cars
Use idle cash held in the Car Pool surplus property account
Collect charges for commuting in State-owned cars

,.,.. Reduce excess retained earnings in Working Capital
Fund accounts

,.,.. Use as an offset to appropriations, excess cash held in
a health revenue account

,.,.. Use actual cost as the basis for charges for State-owned
aircraft operations (each trip)

Sale of Surplus Land
In 1977, a study of land management reported that 9,100

acres of surplus and unused property were owned by the
State. About 5,400 acres were valued at $10.3 million. If
some of the unneeded surplus land were sold, the report
concluded, revenue could be generated for agency needs.
In 1979, the Governor announced he intended to implement
the report's recommendations, and requested an updated
land inventory.

Improved Enrollment Forecasts
Many higher education appropriations are made on the

basis of enroilment forecasts. In 1975, a study of actual
community college enrollments for the 1970-1974 period
concluded that about $9.1 million would not have been
appropriated if forecasts had been more accurate and
timely. According to the State Council of Higher Education,
audited enrollment projections, updated in the Fall of 1979,
will be available for use in deliberations on the 1980-82
appropriations bill.

Health Care Cost Savings
Improved billing and collection of fees charged to patients

able to pay for medical services would bring more revenue
to State health care agencies. A study of local health
departments identified at least $2 million in outpatient fees
had not been billed to patients. Similarly, a review of State
teaching hospital programs found about $3 million in patient
fees had been written off as "bad debts" against State tax
funds, even though the hospital did not have an adequate
collection procedure.
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JLARC
Purpose and Role

The Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission is the
oversight arm of the Virginia General Assembly. It was
established by the legislature in 1973 to review and evaluate
the operations and performance of State agencies, programs,
and functions.

The Commission is composed of seven members of the
House of Delegates appointed by the Speaker, four members
of the Senate appointed by the Privileges and Elections
Committee, and the Auditor of Public Accounts, ex-officio. The
Chairman is elected by a majority of Commission members. A
Director is appointed by the Commission and confi rmed by the
General Assembly for a six-year term. The Director is
responsibie for employing staff and managing staff activities.

The Statutory Mandate
The reporting responsibility assigned to the Commission is

specified in §30-58.1, Code of Virginia. Reports of findings and
recommendations made by JLARC are to include:

• Ways in which agencies may operate more
economically and efficiently;

• Ways in which agencies can provide better services
to the State and to the people; and

• Areas in which functions of State agencies are
duplicative, overlapping, or failing to accomplish
legislative objectives or for any other reason shouid
be redefined or redistributed.
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Fulfilling the Mandate

In order to carry out this mandate, several
types of reports are issued, Performance reports
are designed to evaluate the accomplishment of
legislative intent and to assess whether program
expenditures are consistent with appropriations,
Operational reports are made on a continuing
basis of the practices of State agencies in making
efficient and effective use of space, personnel, or
equipment resources, Special reports are made of
State operations and functions at the direction of
the Commission, or at the request of the General
Assembly,

Over the past five years, JLARC has issued 21
formal staff reports, which are summarized in this
publication, and seven letter reports on specific
topics of interest to the Commission, Fourteen
additional projects have been authorized and are
in process,

The Legislative Program Review and
Evaluation Act

In 1978, JLARC embarked on a unique ap­
proach to oversight under the auspices of the
Legislative Program Review and Evaiuation Act.
The Evaluation Act, which resulted from a study
of the nationally popular "Sunset" concept and
other oversight methods, provides for the periodic
review and evaluation of selected topics from
among the seven program functions of State
government. The seven program functions are
Individual and Family Services, Education,
Transportation, Resource and Economic
Development, Administration of Justice, En­
terprises, and General Government

The Evaluation Act has three major thrusts,
First, it establishes a process which involves
legislators from standing committees of the House
and Senate in the process of selecting and
scheduling functions and topics for intensive
scrutiny by JLARG. Second, it sets out a
procedure to ensure that oversight studies
completed by JLARC are coordinated with the
standing committees having subject matter
jurisdiction in the function under review, Third, it
encourages utilization of oversight information by
requiring public hearings on report topics 120
days after reports are transmitted to the Generai
Assembly,

Staff and Research Methods

One characteristic that sets JLARC apart from
other forms of legislative oversight is its research
methodology, The Commission, through its staff,
has the capability to systematicaliy obtain,
analyze, and report original data on program
outcomes and impacts. Legislation also gives the
Commission the aut hority to independently
examine agency processes,

In order to maintain objectivity and to establish
a high level of data credibility, research
techniques adhere clos ely to generally accepted
evaluation research principles, Examples of
original data collection projects, quantitative
research methods, and innovative evaluation
techniques used by the Commission staff include:

• A random survey of 2,690 community
college students, teachers, and counselors
in the 1974 academic year, which
assessed student satisfaction, tested
enrollment class! fications, documented
facuity productivity, and measured
counseling workload.

• A computerized simulation of reim-
bursement formulas used by third-party
payers, including Blue Cross, medicare,
medicaid, and State Welfare offices, which
analyzed the impact of indigent care and
occupancy levels on hospital rates,

• A statistical test applied to descriptive
data for 653 residents of nursing homes,
using analysis of variance, to examine
whether high or low cost of care could be
attributed to different patient charac­
teristics,

• A tonow-up of 23,000 people served by the
State's vocafional rehabilitation program,
to determine th e extent to which
rehabilitants remai ned successfully em­
ployed over a two-year period,

• Regular use of unobtrusive research
methods, such as analysis of aerial
photographs, to examine authorized and
unauthorized const ruction over a ten-year
period at State insti tutions,
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The specialized accounting and financiai audit
resources of the Office of the Auditor of Public
Accounts are also available to the Commission.
Under authority of §2.1-155, Code of Virginia, the
Commission serves as the point of legislative
focus for financial audit reports. The ability of the
legislature to assess agency performance is
enhanced by the combination of program and
fiscal reviews.

The Audit and Review Process
Legislative oversight projects generally follow a

multi-step process. The Commission, or one of its
subcommittees, identifies a topic for review and
authorizes project initiation. Then, a preliminary
scope survey and work plan is prepared which
documents the step-by-step research approach to
be used by the project team. After the team
completes its research, it prepares a report which
is distributed as an exposure draft to appropriate
agencies and individuals for review and comment.
The exposure draft, containing agency comments,
is reported to the Commission.

The Commission authorizes distribution of the
staff report to the Governor, members of the
General Assembly, and other interested parties.
The Commission, or one of its subcommittees,
reviews the report and prepares an "Action
Agenda" which includes key findings and
recommendations from the report that the
Commission itself wishes to endorse. Finally,
copies of the "Action Agenda" are distributed to
legislative committees and other appropriate
officials.

Legislative Follow-Up
During 1978, the Commission adopted a policy

of systematic follow-up on subjects covered by
JLARC reports. Agency heads, members of
governing boards, and representatives of the
Governor's Cabinet are periodically invited to
attend Commission meetings and review actions
that have been taken in response to oversight
projects. Brief follow-up studies are also
authorized when the Commission feels they are
necessary.

1

2

3

4

7

5

6

EXPENDITURES
IN BILLIONS

;I $8

Virginia's Growing Budget

BIENNIUM
ENDING 1960 1962 1964 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978



The Staff

The JLARC staff is headed by a Director who is
responsible for preparing the budget, hiring per­
sonnel, administering the organization, managing
research, and long-range planning.

JLARC is organized administratively into two
research divisions, each headed by a Chief Analyst.
Project teams, commonly ranging in size from two
to five people, are assigned to the divisions for
administrative and research coordination purposes.
A team leader has responsibility for managing the
project and directing team members. The teams
are supported by principal or senior analysts for
quantitative methods, legal research, and
publication services.

The Commission has a full-time staff. The
varied education, training, and professional ex­
periences of the research staff bring into focus
the capability of the Commission for multi­
disciplinary reviews and evaluations. Among the
fields represented by undergraduate and graduate
education are Business Administration,
Economics, Education, Engineering, English, Law,
Philosophy, Planning, Political Science,
Psychology, and Public Administration. Most
members of the research staff have graduate
degrees.

Staff ranks reflect formal education, training, and
experience. The ranks are: Assistant, Associate,
Senior, Principal, and Chief Analyst. Promotions
within rank, and to a higher rank, are based on
merit. Salaries are competitive with those of similar
types of executive and legislative employment, and
each staff member participates in State-supported
benefit programs. Professional development is
encouraged through membership in relevant
associations, on-campus credit instruction in fields
related to the work of the Commission, and through
in-service training programs.

The staff participates in preparing both the
agenda and subject matter briefings for the
Commission, which meets on the second Monday
of each month.

JLARC is housed on the 11th floor of the General
Assembly Building, adjacent to the State Capitol.
Library and computer services are available in the
legislative building and from State service agencies
in the Capitol Square Area.

JLARC Organizational Structure

I ~OINT LEGISLATive AU=fT AND R"VIEW COMMISSION I
I DIRECTOR I

I ASSlSTANT I
Dll"ECTOR

OFFICE OFFiCE SPfC,AL 51
SERVICES MANAGER ASSIGNMENTS

DIV15l0N DIVISION I
CHIEF CHIEF

PROJECT IRESEARCH r-I, LEGAL I PROJECTMETHODS REseARCH
rEAMs TEAMS

IPU~LlCATION I
5ERVIcrs

JLARC

Operating Budget Synopsis

1978-79 1979-80

Salaries. $410,111 $470,500

Expenses of the
Commission . 13,246 15,300

Travel. 19,060 22,200

Office Maintenance,
Equipment, Supplies
& Furnishings. 72,630 51,100

All Other
Expenses 107,387 _110,375

Total. $622,434 $669,475

Additional information on Commission activities
single copies of staff reports, and copies of
legislation referred to in this report are available
on request and without charge, to the extent
supplies permit.

9



Ongoing Studies

SJR 133

Homes
For
Adults
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Under the provisions of the Legislative Program Review and
EvaluationAct of 1978, the General Assembly and its standing
committees provide broad direction to many JLARCevaluation
ellorts. SJR 133, enacted during the 1979 legislative session,
directs JLARC to evaluate during FY 1979-80 programs and
agencies in the Standards of Living subfunction of the In­
dividual and Family Services program function. Reviewellorts
are to be coordinated with the House Committee on Health,
Welfare and Institutions, and the Senate Committee on Social
Services and Rehabilitation.

The JLARC review will concentrate on programs and ac­
tivities in the Department of Welfare. Among study topics
endorsed by the Commission during 1979 were: (1)
Organization and Administration of Social Services Programs;
(2) General Relief; (3) Title XX; (4) Homes for Adults; and (5)
selected issues, including eligibility determination and
redetermination, fraud and abuse control, management in­
formation systems in social service programs, and licensing
and inspections of social service facilities.

A review of homes for adults will be the first study com­
pleted by JLARC under SJR 133. The State Department of
Welfare is authorized to license adult homes in order to
protect the health, safety, and welfare of residents. How well
the department carries out its regulatory mission is the focus
of the evaluation.

During the course of the study, deplorable conditions were
observed in certain licensed homes, and potential instances of
fraud were identified. A special stall report on these findings
was made to the Commission on August 13, 1979, recom­
mending actions to correct the deficiencies found in the
homes.

In response to the recommendations, the Commissioner of
Welfare began an intensive program of unannounced team
inspections at an estimated 140 licensed homes, focusing on
the adequacy of food service, nutrition, and sanitation.

The final report on homes for adults will be released in late
Fall 1979.



Ongoing Studies

JLARC's review of the Commonwealth's dein­
stltutionalizatlon policy Is being performed in conjunction with
the Legislative Commission on Mental Health and Mental
Retardation. The report will focus on the basic aspect of
deinstitutionallzation - the release of the mentally ill and
mentally retarded to the community from State institutions. A
primary concern is the process for linking clients who require
continuing care with appropriate community services.

Report findings have been communicated to several
legislative subcommittees over the summer. A special report
will be published and distributed to all members of the General
Assembly prior to the 1980 legislative session.

The Extension Division of Virginia Polytechnic Institute and
State University is the Commonwealth's largest investment In
continuing education. In recent years, concern has been
expressed about the proper role and mission of the Extension
Division, which spends most of its $25 million annual ap­
propriation for cooperative extension. Many questions relate
to the appropriateness of the broadened scope and changing
nature of cooperative extension, which has a long history of
service to agriculture and to rural areas.

The JLARC program review of the Extension Division was
requested by a member of the General Assembly and ap­
proved for staffing during October 1978. The report has been
scheduled for completion by Fall 1979.

HJR 237, adopted by the 1979 General Assembly, directs
JLARC to study federal funds coming into the Commonwealth.
The study will focus on the size, distribution, and impact of
federal funds received by the State as well as by localities.
JLARC will also evaluate the federal influence and conditions
which accompany such funds. Although precise amounts are
unknown, it is estimated that Virginia will receive ap­
proximately $4 billion in federal funds during the 1980-82
biennium. An Interim report will be made In December 1979,
and a final report will be made before December 1980.

As a result of the study, Virginia has been asked to co-hest
a national conference on legislative control of federal funr' in
cooperation with the National Conference of .ate
Legislatures. The conference is tentatively scheduled to be
held in Richmond in early December 1979.

Deinstitution­
alization

Cooperative
Extension

Federal Funds
in Virginia
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Ongoing Activities

Working
Capital
Funds

Criminal
Justice
Training
Programs

Guides to
Legislative
Oversight
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Working capital funds are used to finance and account for
central support services provided by one State agency to
another. Section 2.1-196.1 of the Code of Virginia provides
JLARC with the authority to establish new working capital
funds and to discontinue those no longer needed. JLARC can
also authorize the transfer of excessive retained earnings
from such funds to the State General Fund. In light of these
responsibilities, the Commission reviews on a continuing basis
the central warehouse fund, printing and graphics fund,
systems development fund, central telephone fund, and
computer services fund.

SJR 52 of the 1978 General Assembly directed the Virginia
State Crime Commission, in conjunction with JLARC and the
Secretary of Public Safety, to study criminal justice training in
Virginia. The study was requested largely because federal
funding for these programs will be reduced by half, effective
July 1980, with no funds available alter July 1981. The study
focuses on existing training organizations, standards, policies,
and activities. A report will be issued in or before November
1979.

The Legislative Program Review and Evaluation Act
requires a continuing review of legislative oversight by JLARC
on behalf of the General Assembly. During 1980, the Act
provides for a select legislative and executive task-terce to
comment on procedures adopted under the pilot program. In
1984, JLARC will hold a Conference on Legislative Oversight
to consider state-of-the-art developments. The stall has also
begun preparation of guides to various kinds of oversight
projects to ensure high levels of quality control.

Finally, the Commission has agreed to participate in a long­
term multi-state appraisal of oversight development and
utilization being sponsored by the Eagleton Institute of Politics,
Center for State Legislative Research and Service.





Completed Medical Assistance Studies

How Health is Spent
($355 Million 1977)

There is no single source of health care for the
poor. Instead, a multitude of public and private
programs has evolved In piecemeal fashion over
the past 50 years.

Despite sharply rising expenditures for public
health care, many gaps remain in the types of
services available. Total general and special fund
expenditures for indigent health care In the 1976-78
biennium exceeded $700 million.

Medical Assistance Programs in Virginia: An Overview, June 13.
1978. (100pp.)

Medical care for the poor is the third largest and
fastest growing area of expenditure in the biennial
budget. Because of this growth, JLARC undertook a
series of comprehensive studies on medical
assistance programs In Virginia, Subsequently,
these studies were incorporated under the pilot
review provisions of the Evaluation Act JLARC
focused on three types of health care and issued
separate reports on each,

• Outpatient health care-medlcai treatment
given principaliy by locai health departments to
peopie who do not require hospitalization,

• Inpatient health care-medical treatment
given to people required to stay overnight in a
hospital,

e Long term health care-extended treatment in
nursing homes and certain mental health
institutions for patients who need dally
assistance in routine activities such as eating
and dressing,

Two other reports were made in the series, The
first presented an overview of existing health care
programs for the poor, The second evaluated the
State's certificate-of-need program.

The JLARC review constitutes the most thorough
legislative analysis of State medicai assistance
programs ever made, There has been extensive
utilization of the reports by legislative committees,
individual members, the State Department of
Health, and public and private health care providers
in Virginia and elsewhere,

An Overview
The Overview is a unique JLARC report in that it

is essentially descriptive in nature, its purpose was
to serve as a legislative reference tool and to
provide a base of information on which other health
care reports could build. An inventory of 19 different
public programs providing health care to the poor
makes up the majority of the report. Individuai
summaries highlight expenditures, source and level
of funding, services provlceo. and eligibility
requirements. The legisiative basis for each
program is also described.
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Under the Evaluation Act

Outpatient Health Care
In Outpatient Health Care, JLARC reviewed the

extent to which local health departments provide
medical care to indigents, the etfectiveness of State
Department of Health oversight of local health
department management, and the potential for
duplication in public outpatient services.

Among the principal findings were the following:
1. Better cooperation between local health

departments and teaching hospitals was needed to
ensure that continued expansion of outpatient care
does not lead to duplication of services in areas
served by both types of facilities.

2. Local health departments varied considerably
in the outpatient care which they offer to poor
people. Some urban health departments otfer an
extensive range of services while other depart­
ments otfer only limited medical care. Local health
department expenditures for each indigent person
ranged from $11 to over $171.

3. The funding formula which determines State
and local percentage shares of health department
funding was outdated. The formula did not take Into
account newer revenue sources such as sales or
utility taxes, and did not include measures of local
need or tax etfort.

4. Maintenance of patient accounts and
collection of fees at local health departments were
hindered by a lack of uniform records management.
A review of patient accounts for one year alone
suggested that from $2 million to $75 million In
patient fees were not collected.

5. The balance in the local health department
revenue account was at times unnecessarily high.
The high balances resulted from underestimation of
revenues by the Department of Health and the
practice of collecting and retaining revenues for an
entire fiscal year before using them In a succeeding
year.

Based on the study findings, JLARC recom­
mended that excess cash held in the health revenue
account be used as an offset to the general fund
appropriation for local health services. The resulting
appropriations otfset, totalling $4.1 million, was an
immediate, one-time savings to the Commonwealth.

Other recommenda1:ions called for a revised
method of determining State support for local health
departments, establish ment of a uniform, reliable
records management procedure, and establish­
ment of a uniform deflni tion of indigence.

Several follow-up actions have been reported
by the department. First, criteria have been
developed to assess the type and quality of
services provided at t he local level. Second, an
intra-departmental task-force is working to
submit a revised fund ing formula to the General
Assembly by 1981. Third, an improved definition
of medical Indigency has been drafted and is
under public review. Finally, accounting
procedures relating to eligibility determination
and to billing and collecting medical service fees
have been changed.

Outpatient Care in Virgin ie. March 13, 1979. (80 pp.)

Certificate-of-Need
The Certiflcate-of-N eed Law Is a requlatory

mechanism for contr ollinq the development of
medical facilities and s-ervices. In 1977, the General
Assembly directed JLARC to examine whether the
law served the public interest. Attention was to be
directed at the need to conform State law with
federal law.

The study highlight€d the law's Importance in
implementing health c are plans and in containing
health care costs. Without certificate-of-need, the
State would lose at least $35 million annually in
federal assistance.

Despite the key regulatory function certificate-of­
need was found to play, the law had not been
completely effective j n fulfilling its intended pur­
pose. Although the growth of new hospital beds had
been curbed and shor taqes of nursing home beds
eliminated, existing beds continued to be approved
for renovation, replacement, and conversion in
overbedded areas of the State.
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In addition, the program needed:
• greater administrative consistency;
• a more stable health planning process for

determining facility and service needs;
• better defined authority to deal with existing

beds;
• a strengthened monitoring system to provide

reliable information on the existing supply of
beds and to discourage unapproved changes
in beds and services; and

• enhanced coordination with other health care
regulatory functions.

Because there were federal requirements for
certificate-of-need, and in view of the functioning of
the health care market, the Commission recom­
mended the State keep and improve the certificate­
of-need program. An "Action Agenda" containing
11 recommendations and six additional con­
siderations was adopted by the Commission and
referred to the health committees of the House and
Senate. A hearing on the report and recom­
mendations is planned for the near future.

Certificate-at-Need in Virginia, August 13, 1979. (140 pp)
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Inpatient Health Care
Inpatient Health Care is primarily concerned with

the programs and services available to the poor in
Virginia hospitals. In addition, the study focuses on
the availability of, and accountability for, public
funds spent in this health care area.

Among the important study findings were the
following:

1. The State has spent substantial sums for
indigent hospital care, but has had little control over
hospital rates or health care costs. In FY 1976,
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federal and State payments for indigent hospital
care (excluding teaching hospitals) totalled $64.9
million. This amounted to about eight percent of
total hospital revenues of $783.4 million.

2. Responsibility for delivery of indigent hospital
care was fragmented among at least nine
programs, the State teaching hospitals, and private
sector hospitals.

3. State teaching hospital expenditures for in­
digent care, approximately $23 million in general
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Hospital Rate Increases

identification of charges through implementation of
an improved Hospital Information System.

In order to help contain costs, the State
Department of Health has stated that it would be
receptive to prospective reimbursement and
charges based on minimum occupancy levels if
they were mandated for all payors. The department
plans to reflect regionalization of services and
alternatives to inpatient care in future health
planning documents. In addition, the department
has taken steps to revise Blue Cross audit forms
for medicaid purposes, and monitor PSRO ac­
tivities.

Inpatient Care in Virginia, January 2, 1979. (124 pp)
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fund expenditures annually, were almost equal to
the State share of medicaid expenditures for in­
patient care. However, oversight of teaching
hospitals has been limited, and each hospital
employed different and uneven procedures for
processing patient accounts.

4. Access to the State-Local Hospitalization
program is not provided evenly throughout the
State. Eligibility standards vary and an increasing
number of localities have opted out of the program.

5. Surplus beds, which existed in each Health
Service Area, contributed to low occupancy rates
and higher costs for all payors. By 1983, the cost of
maintaining a projected 2,100 surplus beds could
be as high as $50 million.

Recommendations focused on the key issue of
cost containment. A primary concern was reduction
of surplus beds statewide. The Department of
Health was requested to evaluate methods for a
reduction in the number of beds licensed, the
decertification of existing beds and services, and
increased conversion of beds to other uses. It was
further recommended that medicaid reim­
bursement be determined prospectively and be
based on an acceptable occupancy rate (80 to 85
percent) when actual occupancy is below that level.

Other administrative problems were also ad­
dressed. For example, it was recommended that
State teaching hospitals be requested to develop
and implement procedures for determining patient
eligibility for State-subsidized indigent care.
Recommendations were also made to improve
hospital cost reporting for medicaid purposes and to
better define the purpose of the State-Local
Hospitalization program.

The Virginia Health Services Cost Review
Commission established by the General Assembly
in 1978 has been working toward developing a
uniform hospital accounting and reporting system
for the State.

The University of Virginia Hospital has reported
that steps have been taken to identify the costs of
and patient eligibility for free care. A manual billing
system for all outpatient clinic services should be in
place by September 1979 and an automated
system is being developed. Eligibility for hospital
service is now determined by a uniform screening
process and fees are assessed when appropriate
based on a written sliding scale.

The Medical COllege of Virginia has made
numerous organizational changes, and anticipates
a reduction in patient receivables and accurate
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Long Term Health Care

Long Term Health Care had two principal OD­
jectives: to evaluate the effectiveness of State
oversight of nursing homes in terms of cost and
quality of care, and to review medicaid reim­
bursement processes.

Among the important study findings were:
1. The licensing standards and inspection

process used in Virginia nursing homes were
generally adequate. However, enforcement of
compliance with the standards was hampered by a
lack of effective sanctions. Some standards needed
to be strengthened, such as those for staffing ratios
and training requirements for nursing aides.

2. Many of the existing medicaid cost controls
were not enforced. Property-related expenses, such
as depreciation and interest costs, were areas of
potential abuse.

3. The payment system used for medicaid in
Virginia encouraged private investment but did little
to control cost increases or promote efficiency.

4. Nursing aides, who provide approximately
three-quarters of the care in nursing homes, were
not adequately trained.

5. Although there was clear legislative intent that
nursing home patients be able to make complaints
known to appropriate State officials, complaints
were not being channeled to the appropriate
authorities.

JLARC and members of health committees in the
House and Senate made 31 specific recom­
mendations to improve nursing home licensing
procedures and medicaid cost controls. Principal
among these were recommendations to: assign

•
complaint resolution responsibility to the Health
Department; amend the Code of Virginia to
strengthen licensing enforcement; withhold
medicaid payments for noncompliance with ac­
counting and auditing requirements; continue
development of an improved rate-setting system for
medicaid reimbursement; and establish uniform
training requirements for all nursing aides.

A joint hearing on the report and its recom­
mendations was held in December 1978 by the
House Committee on Health, Welfare and In­
stitutions and the Senate Committee on Education
and Health. Since the hearing, it has been reported
that action has been taken on 29 recommendations.
Some of the more significant actions include:

• enactment of legislation giving the State
Department of Health lead responsibility for
complaint resolution, and the establishment of
a telephone hotline in the Office on Aging to
process complaints of nursing home residents;

• passage of legislation giving the State
Department of Health intermediate sanctions
to enforce licensure standards. This provision
enables the department to enforce quality
control standards with realistic sanctions short
of closure-a step never taken by the
department because of the potential
displacement of patients; and

• establishment of training programs for nur­
sing aides by the Department of Education (at
the request of the private nursing home in­
dustry in its response to the JLARC report).

Long Term Care in Virginia, March 28, 1978. (120 pp.)





Use of State-Owned Cars
During FY 1978. State employees used

passenger vehicles to travel almost 96 million
miles-greater than the distance from the earth to
the sun-at a cost of $13.4 million. Over half of this
travel occurred in employee-owned vehicles at
State expense. The remaining mileage involved
more than 2.600 general purpose passenger
vehicles owned by the State.The operational review
of State-owned cars examined the economy and
effectiveness of vehicle utilization and control.
Among the principal findings were the following:

1. Many pool cars were uncerutulzeo. Between
201 and 327 vehicles assigned tc agencies and
individuals were Identified as uneconomic. Many
car assignments were unjustified on the basis of
operator duties.

2. There was a need for greater control over
employee use of State-owned cars for regular
commuting. Much of the 2.5 million miles of annual
commuting was not job-related.

3. Financial management of the Central Garage
Motor Pool needed to be strengthened. The motor
pool had not effectively used ail sources of available
revenue to finance pool operations, resulting in an

excess cash balance of over $1.5 million. In ad­
dition, depreciation was Incorrectly calculated, a
practice which inflated operating costs.

4. Records of State-owned passenger vehicles
were Incomplete. No one knew how many
passenger vehicles were owned or used by State
agencies.

The Commission recommended development of
more clearly defined policies governing assignment
and use of pool cars; limiting commuting to
essential purposes and charging employees for
suoh use; improved financial management; and
establishment of a oomprehenslve Inventory of
vehicles owned or used by State agencies.

At the direction of the Commission, the jLARC
staff met with the State Car Pool Committee In
August The Car Pool Committee concurred with
many of the findings and recommendations and
ordered several changes in motor pool procedures.
In addition, subcommittees were appointed to
develop a plan to establish commuting charges, and
appropriate assiqnrnent and use criteria. The Car
Pool Committee plans to report Its actions to the
Commission prior to the 1980 session.

Management and Use of State-Owned Motor Vehicles, July 9.
1979, (74 pp.)

Miles

PRIVATELY OWNED
VEH!CLES

Cost of State Employee Travel

M ILUONS OF M !LES

125

100

75

50

STATE~OWNED

VEHiCLES

25

COST PER M !LE

TOTAL C05T
(IN M ILLlON5)

1968

$.07

$7.2

1973
FI5CAL YEAR

$.10

$12.6

1978

$.14

$13,4



The Capital Outlay Process
Growing concern over time and cost overruns on

construction projects, coupled with a need to
examine the planning and budgeting process,
formed the basis for the JLARC review of the capital
outlay process. Capital outlays involve expenditures
for the construction, renovation, and acquisition of
buildings and major items of equipment. The main
objectives of the review were:

• to identify and document the components
and procedures of the capital outlay
process;

• to evaluate agency compliance with legislation
and administrative procedures; and

• to determine the efficiency of the process in
producing projects that are completed within
amounts appropriated and within reasonable
lengths of time.

Virginia's capital outlay process provided for the
construction, renovation, and acquisition of about
$1 billion in projects from 1966 to 1976. During this
time, the process was not systematically developed
and lacked procedural unity. The planning and
budgeting relationships between the operating and
capital budget processes were ambiguous. In
particular, legislative and administrative policies
needed to be developed to explicitly define the role
of the Department of Planning and BUdget in capital
planning and budgeting activities.

The lack of systematic attention to project
monitoring and control resulted in nearly $1 million
of unauthorized agency building activities and
project cost and time overruns. Money had been
spent to construct or alter buildings without the prior
approval of the Governor or General Assembly.
Many projects receiving appropriations during the
1972-74 biennium required additional funding and
were delayed by six months or longer.

To improve the capital outlay process, JLARC
recommended that the State:

• place greater reliance on long-range planning
as a means to systematically identify future
capital project needs;

• conduct an in-depth review of each capital
outlay request for its program need and im­
pact;

• establish appropriate methods to prevent
construction of unauthorized projects;

• seek effective ways to expedite project
completion and reduce cost overruns; and

• develop a clear capital outlay definition,
comprehensive capital outlay instruction
manual, and information collection system.

The capital outlay re port has been used by both
the executive and legislative branches. The
Governor is implemen1ing administrative reforms
which parallel the Commission's recommendations.
Two legislative actions during the 1979 session
related to the capital outlay process. House Bill
1672 cleared the way to consolidate capital budget­
making responsibilities under the Department of
Planning and BUdget, and provisions of the Ap­
propriations Act we re amended to prohibit
agency contracts in perpetuity with architectural
and engineering firms.

The report indicated a need for greater legal and
administrative controls over the selection of ar­
chitects and engineers _A legislative committee, to
which the question of architect selection was
referred, has recently endorsed new selection and
monitoring procedures.

The Ceoitet Outlay Process in Virginia October 10. 19/8 (100
pp)
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The Virginia Supplemental Retirement System

The discovery of fraudulent payments of more
than $100,000 in retirement system funds prompted
a management review of the Virginia Supplemental
Retirement System (VSRS). The study was
requested by the Auditor of Public Accounts to
support a financial audit of VSRS. At the request of
the Governor, a staff member of the Department of
Management Analysis and Systems Development
participated in the review.

The purpose of the management review was to
determine whether the policies and management
practices of VSRS conformed to generally accepted
standards. The review had three objectives: to
critique policies and oversight practices of the
VSRS Board of Trustees; to review VSRS internal
management; and to evaluate services provided to
members of the retirement system. Among the
important findings were the following:

1. Although VSRS was responsible for assets in
excess of $1 billion, financial practices were
Inadequate. Improved financial leadership and
additional staff were required.

2. Financial and membership records were not
in good condition. Some important membership
information was not accurately maintained.

3. VSRS did not have an accurate organizational
plan which detailed the duties of the functional
divisions, internal relationships between depart­
ments, and personnel needs of the agency.

VSRS Retirement Growth Indicators

300%

ASSfTS

RETiRED
MEM8ERS

ACT'VC
MEMBERS

22

4. Training programs presented by VSRS to
agency personnel were not supported by necessary
manuals. As a result, there was misunderstanding
among agency representatives about applicable
policies, reporting requirements, and membership
documentation.

5. Actuarial information was not properly
communicated to the VSRS Board, the VSRS
members, the Governor, and the General
Assembly.

JLARC made recommendations in 13 broad
management categories. Among these were
recommendations to:

• introduce legislation to require an annual audit;
• expand the Board of Trustees to strengthen

financial oversight;
• overhaul the financial reports and control

systems by adding additional staff,
reclassifying the duties of some existing
positions, and improving financial reporting;

• require the preparation of an annual
management plan for Board review and ap­
proval;

• revise the agency training procedures;
• purge and correct membership records; and
• appoint an investment advisory committee.

On December 12, 1978, the chairman of the
VSRS Board of Trustees presented a detailed report
to JLARC on action taken in response to the
management review recommendations. The report
indicated general agreement with most of the
review findings, and outlined planned corrective
steps. Implementation of these corrective steps is
still under way.

Legislation was passed in 1979 to require an
annual audit of VSRS. The Secretary of Ad­
ministration and Finance authorized the em­
ployment of an experienced financial director and
an internal auditor. Other personnel changes
recommended in the review are being im­
plemented. An investment advisory committee was
appointed during Summer 1979 to enhance VSRS
investment advice.

Virginia Supplemental Retirement System. October 10, 1978
(108pp)



Marine Resource Management
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HJR 35, enacted by the 1978 legislature,
requested the House Committee on Chesapeake
and Its Tributaries and the Senate Committee on
Agriculture, Conservation and Natural Resources to
study problems facing the shellfish industry. The
committees will make their report in 1980.

Marine Resource Management in Virginia. June 28. 1977. (198
pp.)
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Marine resource management involves a wide
array of programs ranging from oyster fishery
regulations to marine science education. The
primary purpose of the study was to evaluate the
marine resource effort in Virginia, focusing on the
management of program and agency activities.

Important findings of the study were:
1. The Commonwealth's involvement in marine

affairs has been widespread, but no single agency
was authorized to plan and manage the use of
marine resources.

2. The oyster industry has suffered a sharp
decline in production and employment since 1900.
A need existed for a more efficient and effective
oyster fishery management program.

3. The ability of the Marine Resources Com­
mission to respond expeditiously to the changing
conditions of the commercial fisheries was con­
strained by legislated regulations.

4. Marine resource agencies have relied on
outdated administrative practices in implementing
program responsibilities.

5. Lack of coordination among marine science
educational programs and shortcomings in
educational administration needed to be overcome.
The educational affiliative relationship between the
College of William and Mary and the Virginia In­
stitute of Marine Science (VIMS) had not provided
effective oversight or coordinated instructional
planning.

JLARC recommended that appropriate com­
mittees of the General Assembly be urged to review
the effectiveness and efficiency of present oyster
fishery management and administrative practices.
The Commission further urged that the State
Council of Higher Education be requested to carry
out a comprehensive study of the State's marine
science education effort. This study was to take a
close look at the appropriateness and advisability of
VIMS' affiliative relationship with William and Mary.

The State Council of Higher Education completed
its study in 1978 and recommended the merger of
the Virginia Institute of Marine Science with the
College of William and Mary, and the creation of a
graduate marine science education consortium.
Both recommendations were enacted into law by
the 1979 General Assembly.
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Use of State-Owned
Aircraft

This special report examined various aspects of
agency aircraft operations, including ownership,
use, cost, and management. Among the important
study findings were:

1. Of the 22 aircraft owned or operated by State
agencies, three were statutorily authorized. There
were no State guidelines on aircraft acquisition,
use, or record-keeping,

2. In FY 1976, the cost of supporting agency
aircraft was about $560,000. Travel in agency­
owned aircraft over short distances was frequently
more expensive and less timely than alternative
means of transportation.

3. Seven agencies independently administered,
maintained, and operated State aircraft, but only
three had written policies on the use of aircraft.

4. Available evidence indicated that some
State-owned aircraft may not have been justified
in light of agency use and changing program
needs. Some aircraft were used inefficiently,
uneconomically, or for questionable purposes.

5. Agency aircraft operations were decen­
tralized. It was unclear whether the system of
airfleet management was effective or efficient. A
need existed for increased utilization, improved
schedUling, and greater supervision of employee
use of aircraft.

"The greatest problem is not doing evaluations,
but as those who serve in legislative bodies know,
the greatestproblem is using them. "

Allen Schick (Urban Institute)

JLARC recommended the establishment of
general guidelines for agency aircraft use and
recordkeeping. In addition, it suggested a com­
prehensive assessment of State aircraft needs be
made by the Governor. Pending completion of such
actions, the Commission recommended that all
aircraft acquisitions be identified In the Ap­
propriations Act, and that the Act's general
provisions be amended to require the Governor to
establish guidelines for the acquisition, use, and
review of aircraft.
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Several study recommendations were sub­
sequently incorporated into the 1978-80 Ap­
propriations Act. Section 4-9.07 was amended
directing the Governor to prepare general
guidelines regarding aircraft acquisition and use;
and to examine the aircraft needs of agencies and
determine the most efficient and effective method
of organizing and managing the State's aircraft
operations.

Use of State-owned Aircraft, October 24, 1977 (36 pp.)

Management of the
Virginia Institute of
Marine Science

During JLARC's stuoy of marine resource
programs, numerous financial and general
management problems were observed at the
Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS). A
special report was prepared by the Commission and
submitted to the Governor for consideration and
action. This report looked at the Institute's financial
status, temporary loan balance, Institutional
management, and vessel operations. JLARC
concluded that:

1. Financial practices were not sound. The
Institute had a projected $1 million deficit and
temporary loans were not repaid In a timely fashion
as required.

2. The Institute had also acquired an ocean­
going vessel and spent more than $350,000 to
make it seaworthy, despite a restriction on such
general fund expenditures.

The Commission made a series of recom­
mendations to strengthen temporary loan
procedures and financial management. Fur­
thermore, several agencies, including the Auditor of
Public Accounts, the Department of Accounts, the
Budget Office, and the Governor were requested to
take actions.

In July 1979, the Institute was formally merged
with the College of William and Mary.

Special Report- Certain Financial and General Managemen!
Concerns, Virginia Institute of Marine Science, July 26, 1976 (40
PP)



Management of State­
Owned Land

This operational review assessed the extent to
which agencies have complied with legislative
intent in identifying unused surplus land which could
be sold or used by other State agencies. In addition,
the study reviewed the land records management
function of the Division of Engineering and
Buildings. The principal findings of the study were:

1. Many agencies had not complied with
statutory requirements pertaining to the iden­
tification of surplus land. There were 16 agencies
that owned more than 9,100 acres of surplus land
and an additional 5,000 acres of underutilized land.
Based on local tax estimates, 5,400 acres of the
surplus land were worth about $10.3 million.

2. The central land records were not accurate or
comprehensive. Discrepancies between the central
records and agency files ranged from just under ten
acres for a tract of land controlled by the Depart­
ment of Corrections to over 923 acres at the
University of Virginia.

3. Most agencies had not developed plans for
managing substantial and valuable timber
resources on their property.

4. The lack of a specific policy for determining
the value of surplus land hindered the expeditious
sale of unwanted parcels.

TheCommission recommended the development
of uniform criteria for surplus and underutilized
land; improvement of the central land inventory; and
legislation to require the preparation of timber
management plans.

Since the report was issued, legislation has been
enacted which requires the Division of Engineering
and Buildings to establish criteria for determining
whether property under the control of a department,
agency, or institution should be classified as surplus
to current or proposed needs. Legislation was also
enacted requiring State agencies to develop timber
management plans for all tracts of sufficient size
and value to warrant the effort.

In February 1979, the Governor announced a
plan to fully implement the recommendations of the
JLARC report. Pursuant to the plan, the Governor
announced he had asked the Department of
General Services to coordinate a review by each
State agency of the land under its control.

Management of State-Owned Land in Virginia, ADr!! 19, 1977.
(120pp)

Working Capital Funds
Working Capital Funds evaluated the extent to
which the use of such funds by agencies and in­
stitutions of higher education was consistent with
legislative intent and with principles of sound
financial management. Major conclusions of the
study were:

1. Working capital funds can be helpful in
financing and accounting for various types of
support services which are provided by one agency
to other agencies and institutions. However, 13 of
Virginia's 17 working capital funds did not meet
commonly accepted cr iteria for financial entities of
this type.

2. Monies previously advanced to working
capital funds for financi ng "start-up" costs resulted
in a circumvention of the legislative appropriations
process.

3. Cumbersome inter-agency billing processes
impaired the efficiency of working capital funds.
Late payments by customers of some funds
resulted in inadequate cash balances.

4. The four functions for which working capital
funds were a suitable financial mechanism­
central telephone, central warehouse, computer
services, and print ing and graphics-had
numerous operational and administrative
deficiencies.

"We cannot expect to keep on enacting new
programs and chartering new agencies without
eliminating old ones, and I believe that all of us in
government are becoming more and more con­
vincedthat this isso."

Congressman James J. Blanchard(D., Mich.)

The Commission ordered that all inappropriate
working capital funds be terminated and that
alternative financing mechanisms be developed. As
a result, the Comptroller closed 13 inappropriate
funds.

Legislation was drafted and subsequently
enacted into law to restrict working capital fund
advances to the amounts appropriated by law and
to clarify oversight responsibility. The Commission
directed the Comptroller to transfer $1.2 million in
excess retained earnings held by the funds to the
general fund.

Working Capital Funds in Virginia, February 11. 1976. (100 pp.)
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Water Resource Management

The water resource management report
assessed the effectiveness of the Commonwealth's
laws and programs for managing water resources,
Important findings of the evaluation included:

1, Between 1972 and 1976, water resource
planning had focused primarily on controlling water
pollution, with insufficient attention paid to problems
of water supply, Southeastern and Northern Virginia
faced potential water shortages,

2, The State Water Control Board did not act to
resolve disputes among localities over the use of
water supplies,

3, Sanitary regulation of drinking water was not
systematic and did not adequately address the
potential hazards of toxic substances,

4, Water quality in Virginia was found to be
generally good, but water sampling procedures
were not adequate for making a definite
assessment

5, Industrial and municipal wastewater treat­
ment plants appeared to regularly violate conditions
under which they were permitted to discharge
wastewater in the State's waters,

The report concluded that water resource
management should be strengthened by con-

solidating water management responsibilities in a
single agency reporting directly to the Secretary of
Commerce and Resources, Other suggestions
called for the State Water Control Board to take a
more active role in addressing water supply
disputes among localities, to place greater em­
phasis on comprehensive water resource planning,
and to more stringently enforce wastewater permit
conditions,

The 1977 General Assembly created the State
Water Study Commission to look at local water
supply and allocation problems, The water study
commission has focused its attention on water
problems in Northern and Southeastern Virginia
Potential water shortages in Northern Virginia may
be partially alleviated by an agreement signed by
Virginia, the District of Columbia, and Maryland
which guarantees minimum amounts of water to all
users of the Potomac River,

More emphasis has been placed on enforcing
wastewater discharge permit conditions by the
Board, and a number of violators have been taken
to court

Water Resource Management in Virginia. September 15, 1976
(266 PP)
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Vocational Rehabilitation
JLARC's evaluation of the vocational rehabilitation programs managed by the Department of Vocational

'lehabilitation (renamed the Department of Rehabilitative Services) and the Commission ior the Visually Handicapped
souqht to:
, determine the number of Virginians in need of vocational rehabilitation;
• review client eligibility for rehabilitation services;
• assess the adequacy of the services provided clients;
, determine whether clients remain employed and become economically independent once they are

rehabilitated; and
, assess organizational management.

The number of handicapped Virginians eligible for rehabilitation services was found to exceed the department's
ivailable resources. This shortfall in service capacity reinforced the need for effective eligibility controls to ensure
hat the most severely disabled could be served first. Counselors frequently accepted clients who represented the
.asiest cases in order to meet productivity goals set by the department. For example, over half of the department's
.lients In 1973 were in limited handicap categories.

A follow-up of clients placed in wage-paying jobs found that as many as two-thirds remained employed. Of the
:everely disabled with a physical handicap, 55 percent were steadily employed compared to about 60 percent for all
.lients. For all clients who remained employed, the average annual income was $4,600.

The report highlighted two management concerns: agency controls over counselor bu dgets were lax, and regional
lirectors did not have sufficient authority to act on specific regional, financial, and program needs.

Among key recommendations of the Commission were that the department:
develop priority systems to shift emphasis from serving large numbers of minimally disabled clients
towards serving the most severely handicapped;
exercise greater control over counselor expenditures; and
delegate more authority to middle-level managers.
Approximately six months after the release of the report. the department presented th e Commission with a plan of

ction which covered the major Issues and detailed how the department intended to respond to them.
Vocational Rehabilitation in Virginia, November 9, 1976. (190 pp.)

Drug Abuse Control Programs
The JLARC review of drug abuse programs was designed to take a comprehensive view of all types of control

motions ranging from education to law enforcement, adjudication and treatment. Special attention was given to the
rganizatlon and coordination of State level planning activities.
The report highlighted a number of significant concerns Including:
• A comprehensive follow-up of former drug treatment clients found that few remained arrest free and employed.
• Drug education programs had not reduced the level of drug use as originally expected. The factual teaching

approach may have actually contributed to increased experimentation with drugs.
• A number of drug arrests made by local and State law enforcement agencies Involved simple possession of

marijuana. The report concluded that enforcement resources and criminal sanctions directed at controlling drug
abuse should be related to the drug's social cost or potential harm.

• Significant variations were found among courts in conviction rates and sentencing for the same drug offense.
Use of the deferred judgment statute, a law which allows a judge to dismiss a charge for first time drug
possession, was applied Inconsistently.

• The drug abuse and alcohol control effort lacked effective coordination. A complicated structure of State,
regional, and local organizations was involved in substance abuse control with overlapping and conflicting
responsibilities.

In light of such findings, the report concluded that Virginia's drug laws should be applied more uniformly, and
ioditieo where necessary. The report also concluded that an independent drug and alcohol agency was needed to
ffectively coordinate all the Commonwealth's substance abuse efforts.

Information contained in the report has been used extensively by legislative committees and commissions charged
tth studying various aspects of substance abuse control policies and programs. The report was used by the House
nd Senate Subcommittee on Substance Abuse In recommending that a combined alcohol and drug abuse umbrella
~ency be created in the Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation. Subsequently, legislation was passed
nplementing the recommendation of the subcommittee.
Virginia Drug Abuse Control Programs, October 14, 1975. (350 pp.) 27



The Virginia Community College System

A study of the Virginia Community Coliege
System was the first project authorized by the
Commission. The purpose of the report was to
review administrative and educational aspects of
system management after an eight-year period of
intensive building and development. Important
findings included:

1. Two-year colleges with comprehensive
programs were accessible throughout the Com­
monwealth, and there was a high degree of student
satisfaction with the schools.

2. The department needed an operationally
useful master plan and a revised management
information system.

3. Student classifications were not accurate or
complete. Failure to identify educational objectives
for over half of the students in the system detracted
from accurate planning, staffing, and budgeting.

4. In the system's attempt to meet a wide
diversity of student needs, many programs were
offered with insufficient enrollments. The VCCS
could have saved $550,000 over the 1973-74
academic year just by reducing the number of
classes with fewer than 15 students.

5. Limited progress had been made toward
establishing transfer agreements with publicly
supported senior colleges in Virginia. More than half
of ali VCCS courses were not transferable.

6. Inaccuracies in enrollment forecasts had
resulted in appropriation of general funds of about
$9.1 miliion more than justified. Of this, about $4.3
million was returned to the general fund.

7. Recordkeeping by the Special Training
Division of the VCCS was inadequate to support
division objectives or outcomes.

8. Open program admissions (in addition to open
admissions to the school) permitted students to
enter programs without regard to ability, and there
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were no requirements for standardized diagnostic
testing. This policy may have contributed to a high
attrition rate.

The report recommended that the State Council
of Higher Education and the State Board of
Community Colleges take appropriate action to:

• improve enrollment forecasting by institution
and by campus;

• reduce program proliferation through ap­
plication of productivity standards;

• formulate articulation agreements for the
orderly transfer of community college
credits to four-year institutions; and

• eliminate the "unclassified student" category
to improve system planning and budgeting.

In addition, the Auditor of Public Accounts was
directed to conduct a fiscal audit of the Speciai
Training Division. The Division of the Budget and the
Appropriations Committee were requested to
separately identify funds for the VCCS Management
information System.

The Department of Community Colieges and the
State Council of Higher Education have reported to
JLARC several times on steps taken to improve
system management. Over 40 unproductive
programs were discontinued. Revised procedures
were established for enrollment projections, and
guidelines for operation of the Special Training
Division were developed and submitted to the
Board for approval. A study of articulation problems
between two-year and four-year institutions was
initiated by the Council on Higher Education. The
Department of Community Colleges developed a
definitive student classification system.

In 1977, the State Council of Higher Education
changed institutional budget guidelines to require
that appropriations be based on course credit hours
rather than on student classifications.

The Virginia Community College System, March 17. 1975. (346
pp.)





Studies on Legislative Oversight

In 1977, the General Assembly requested that JLARC make a comprehensive study of a nationally
popular approach to legislative oversight, Sunset legislation. The Commission was assisted in its study
by a 12-member task force called for by HJR 178, the study directive.

Working together, the 19 legisiators and four private citizens held a series of meetings and three
study forums on legislative oversight. Participants included members and staff of the U. S. Congress
and state iegislatures, administrators, and representatives of various public and private organizations.
The proceedings of each forum were published and widely distributed. One publication, Sunset, Zero­
Base Budgeting, Evaluation, was selected for nationwide distribution by the National Conference of
State Legislatures.

The Sunset study committee found that Virginia had a well-developed legislative oversight process
and concluded that new oversight concepts should be built on existing strengths.

These reports, and the conclusions and recommendations of the Sunset study committee, provided
the basis for the development and eventual adoption of the Legislative Program Review and Evaluation
Act of 1978.

Sunset, Zero-Base Budgeting, Evaluation
Sunset, Zero-Base Budgeting, Evaluation was the first report in the series on legislative oversight. The

report consists of transcripts of a two-day conference held in May 1977. Conference participants were
Congressman James J. Blanchard (D., Mich.), Edward E. Lane (Virginia House of Delegates), Dr. Allen
Schick (Urban Institute), Bruce Adams (Common Cause), Dr. Benjamin Shimberg, (Educationai Testing
Service), Graeme Taylor (Management Anaiysis Center), Bruce Spitz (Minnesota iegislative staff
director), Linda Adams (Connecticut legislative staff director), and Ray D. Pethtel (JLARCstaff director).

The proceedings demonstrate that Sunset, Zero-Base Budgeting, and evaluation are tools of
legislative oversight which, used properly, have the potential to enhance each other. Successful im­
plementation of Sunset, ZBB, and evaluation, however, depends on a legislature's commitment to using
the information that these processes generate.

Sunset, Zero-Base Budgeting, Evaluation-Proceedings of a Conference on Legis/ative Oversight, May 5 6, 1977. (88 pp,)

Zero-Base Budgeting?
The second report in the series contains transcripts of testimony received at a Zero-Base Budgeting

forum heid in August 1977. Forum participants were S. Kenneth Howard (Wisconsin State Budget
Director), Thomas L. Bertone (New Jersey Office of Fiscal Affairs), Andrew B. Fogarty (Director, House
Appropriations Committee of Virginia), and Maurice B. Rowe (currently Virginia Secretary of Commerce
and Resources).

Although program budgeting does not organize fiscal data in a manner which requires funding options
below existing levels, it does provide such data in a manner which permits clear choices between
existing and increased funding levels. Forum participants generaliy agreed that Virginia's new program
budget system needed time to be fully implemented and tested before a further modification, such as
ZBB, was attempted.

Zero-Sese 8udgeling-----Proceedings of a Forum on Legislative Oversight. August 23. 1977. (56 pp.)
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The Sunset
Phenomenon

The Sunset Phenomenon concluded the series
and contains the final oversight report. The article
"Directions for Legislative Oversight in Virginia­
The Sunset Phenomenon," contains the findings
and recommendations of JLARC and the advisory
task force. The transc ripts include the following
articles: "Colorado's Sunset Experience" by
Colorado State Senator William J. Comer; "The
Implementation of the Colorado Sunset Law" by
Tim Knaus of LEGIS 50; "Coping and Cooperating
with the Colorado Sunset Law" by Colorado ad­
ministrator Robert E. Brooks; "The Federal
Response to the Sunset Phenomenon" by
Congressional staffer Alvin From; and "A Survey of
Sunset Legislation" by Kirk Jonas of JLARC.

The Sunset Phenomenon reported that Sunset is
a popular concept of legislative self-discipline which
forces evaluation of the base of government. It
shifts attention from the promulgation of new
programs to the review of existing ones. Sunset has
an "action-forcing mechanism" that schedules the
automatic termination of agencies or programs
which are not explicitly reauthorized. It is widely
accepted that few actual terminations would take
place. In fact, at the time of the study, no major
program or agency in any state had been ter­
minated under a Sunset law. However, the purpose
of Sunset is primarily the evaluations it forces, not
terminations.

The study committee urged that the General
Assembly not enact standard Sunset legislation
which mandates program or agency termination. In
light of the strong processes already working in
Virginia, the committee offered instead a
discretionary oversight proposal to build on
Virginia's existing legislative evaluation activities.
The committee proposed the Legislative Program
Review and Evaluation Act. The Evaluation Act was
adopted by the 1978 Session of the Virginia General
Assembly and signed into law by the Governor,
effective July 1, 1978. Studies under this Act,
described elsewhere in this report, are under way.

The Sunset Phenomenon-Papers of a Forum on Legis/ative
Oversight. July 25, 1977 (96 pp.)
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Special Study on Camp Pendleton
A special study of Camp Pendleton, the State

Military Reservation at Virginia Beach, was
requested by HJR 14 of the 1978 session, A 12­
member advisory task force was called for by the
resolution to assist JLARC, The study evaluated the
current uses of Camp Pendleton, the needs of the
Virginia National Guard for training space and
facilities, and the needs of area communities for
public purpose land It further evaluated the degree
to which Camp Pendleton could be used for public
purposes.

1. Camp Pendleton is used primarily by the
Virginia Army National Guard for military training.
Although the Guard benefits from this use, 1,200
feet of beachfront and large adjacent land areas
make Camp Pendleton an attractive recreational
site. Almost half of the Camp's 874 acres is under
long-term lease to the City of Virginia Beach. Much
of the property is used for recreational purposes.

2. Although Virginia Beach has abundant and
high quality beaches, only one-fifth of the City's 37.5
miles of beachfront property is open and accessible
to the pubiic.

3. Constraints to the development of Camp
Pendleton as a recreational area include:

• current usage and estimated replacement cost
of necessary military facilities ($1 0-15 million):

• conflict with federal ownership and use of
property adjacent to Camp Pendleton; and

• legal encumbrances involving property, leases,
and facilities.

JLARC and the advisory task force concluded
and recommended that Camp Pendleton continue
to serve as the State Military Reservation. It further
recommended that the Department of Military
Affairs encourage public utilization of the property
under suggested guidelines. Additionally, the study
committee proposed that a Joint Resolution be
introduced urging the Governor and Virginia
Congressional delegation to secure the return of
727 acres of Seashore State Park, which the federai
government condemned and took during World War
II.

During the 1979 session, the Department of
Military Affairs proposed a plan under which the
Camp's beach parcel could be used for recreational
purposes for most of the summer. This proposal
was accepted by the City of Virginia Beach and a
three-year agreement was signed. An appropriation
of $100,000 was made to make improvements to
the Camp beach area which would permit greater
public usage. SJR 136 urging the return of the 727
acres at Fort Story to Seashore State Park was
adopted. Copies of the resolution were forwarded to
members of Virginia's Congressional delegation
and the Governor. Suggested usage quidelines
have been written by the Department of Military
Affairs.

Special StUdy: Camp Pendleton, November 27, 1978- (72 pp.)

Training at Camp Pendleton
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