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PREFACE

House Joint Resolution 33 of the 1982 General Assembly
directed the Joint legislative Audit and Review Commission to "study
the organization of the executive branch for the purpose of determining
the most efficient and effective structure". While the resolution
itself primarily expressed concern regarding the number and independent
status of executive agencies, debates and discussions surrounding
passage of the resolution indicated that there was also significant
legislative interest in the role and structure of the secretarial
system.

An interim report outlining areas of inquiry, research
approach, and pre1imi nary fi ndi ngs was issued in December of 1982. A
reso: ut ion, House Joi nt Reso 1ut ion 6, was passed duri ng the 1983 Ses­
sion of the General Assembly which extended the study through 1983.

This report on the secretarial structure in Virginia is the
second in a series of four final reports on executive branch structure
issued under HJR 33 and HJR 6. The companion volumes in this series
are entitled An Assessment of Structural Targets in the Executive
Branch of Virginia, An Assessment of the Role of Boards and Commissions
in the Executive Branch of Virginia, and Organization of the Executive
Branch in Virginia: A Summary Report. The summary report presents a
comprehensive summary and analysis of the three parts and highlights
each principal finding and recommendation.

Following a staff report to the Commission on November 4,
1983, the reports were authori zed for pri nt i ng and referred to a sub­
committee for further consideration.

On behalf of the commission staff, I wish to acknowledge the
cooperation and assistance of the Governor's secretaries who provided
information for this report.

/c1yJ.,~
Ray D. Pethtel
Di rector

December 21, 1983



REPORT SUMMARY

The secretarial system was established in statute by the
General Assembly in 1972. The system now consists of six secretaries
and an Assistant Secretary for Financial Policy. Each secretary is
responsible for overseeing the agencies within a functional area of
government. During 1982, the secretaries and direct staff included 26
FTE staff positions. Over 38 additional FTE positions, among them
agency staff and consultants, were also utilized during 1982 to carry
out special studies and projects for the secretaries. The secretarial
system had direct and indirect payroll costs which exceeded $2 million
in 1982 alone.

Over the years the respons i bi 1it i es of the sec reta ri es have
been amplified by statute, and the structure of the secretarial system
has been altered by action of the General Assembly. Each Governor has
also had broad latitude to define the secretarial role and to delegate
responsibilities through executive order. As a result, the role of the
secretaries has evolved from policy coordination to a stronger manage­
ment and policy-making orientation.

J LARC Revi ew

House Joint Resolution 33, passed during the 1982 session of
the General Assembly di rected J LARC to "study the organi zat i on of the
executive branch for the purpose of determining the most efficient and
effective structure". Debates and discuss'i,ons surrounding passage of
the resolution indicated significant legislative interest in the struc­
ture and role of the secretarial system.

The purpose of this review was to assess the extent to which
(1) the responsibilities and activities of the Governor'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. Criteria used to make jUdgements for this review were drawn
from the historical record and the statutory framework established for
the secretarial system.

This report is the second in a series of four final reports
executive branch structure. The companion volumes in this series

entitled An Assessment of Structural Targets in the Executive
of Virginia, An Assessment of the Role of Boards and Commissions
Execut i ve Branch of Vi rgi ni a, and Drgani zat i on of the Executive
in Virginia: A Summary Report.
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Concepts, Roles, and Responsibilities

The secretarial system is consistent with the management
needs and traditions of Virginia government. The secretaries carry out
important coordinative, budgetary, and oversight responsibilities for
their functional areas. Nevertheless, agency heads, or in some in­
stances supervisory boards, are responsible for operating agencies and
administering programs. The potential for problems arises when the
distinction between the responsibilities of such governmental entities
is not clearly delineated or generally understood.

There is no question that the State requires efficient
management of its resources. There is a need, however, to clarify and
balance (1) the constitutional authority of the General Assembly and
Governor, (2) the responsibilities spelled out in statute for agency
directors and boards, and (3) the management responsibilities of the
secretaries.

Staff Recommendation 1: The General Assembly should retain
the secretarial system with its management-coordination orientation.

Staff Recommendation 2: The General Assembly should clarify
the mi ss i on of the secY'etari a 1 system and the authority of the Governor
and secretaries to hold agency heads accountable for fiscal, adminis­
trative, and program performance.

Structure of the Secretarial System

The structure of the secretarial system should be periodi­
cally assessed. Unique circumstances may require reconsideration by
the Legislature of the configuration of functional areas or the orga­
nization within or among secretariats. Four of the six secretarial
areas warrant attention at the present time.

The structure of the Administration and Finance secretariat
has been the least enduring of the secretariats, and organizational
arrangements are not presently in compliance with statute. The Assis­
tant Secretary for Financial Policy acts as a seventh secretary, and
the Department of Planning and Budget does not have a full-time
director. In addition, the assignment of specific functions to the
Governor's Chief of Staff is out of conformance with statute and with
requirements that executive authority be delegated only to confirmed
i ndi vi dua 1s.

Given the unique constitutional and statutory positions of
educational institutions and boards in the Commonwealth, the ~eneral

Assembly appears not to have intended a managerial role for the Secre­
tary of Education. Nevertheless, in practice and through executive
order, the role of the secretary has been brought closer to that of the
other secretaries.



The size of two secretarial areas is also a concern. The
recommended transfer of two agencies from the Transportation secretar­
iat to more appropriate locations would leave a Transportation secre­
tariat with only four agencies. On the other hand, the Commerce and
Resources ~cretariat is very large and encompasses agencies with
divergent orientations.

Staff Recommendation 3: The General Assembly should elimi­
nate the current Administration and Finance secretariat and create a
separate Secretary of Administration and Secretary of Finance.

Staff Recommendation 4: The Governor should appoint a full­
time director for the Department of Plannina and Budget.

Staff Recommendation 5: The Governor should rescind Execu­
tive Order Number 36 that establishes the Governor's Senior Executive
Assistant as Chief of Staff with budgetary, personnel, and planning
authority.

Staff Recommendation 6: The General Assembly should elimi­
nate the position of Secretary of Education and create the position of
Special Assistant for Education in the Governor's Office. For the pre­
sent, executive orders should be brought into conformance with statute.

Staff Recommendation 7: The General Assembly should separate
the emergency and energy divisions of the Office of Emergency and
Energy Services (OEES), and transfer the Energy Division to the secre­
tariat with oversight of conservation activities. The Governor should
transfer the Department of Military Affairs and the emergency response
activities of the OEES to the Public Safety secretariat.

Staff Recommendation 8: The General Assembly should elimi­
nate the Transportation secretariat.

Staff Recommendation 9: The General Assembly should create
a Secretary of Commerce and Transportation.

Staff Recommendation 10: The General Assembly should create
a Secretary of Cultural and Natural Resources.

Staffing the Secretarial System

The staff resources .of the secretarial system encompass both
direct and indirect staff. The direct staff assigned to the secre­
taries have the greatest visibility, and their number has fluctuated
over time. Secretaries also have access to the resources of central
staff agencies and may use supplemental staff from agencies within the
secretari at.

II!
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Determining the appropriate level and type of staff resources
involves more than consideration of numbers of staff and associated
costs. The system's resources should be commensurate with the role and
responsiblities determined to be appropriate for the Governor's high­
level assistants. Moreover, the resources may be provided in a variety
of ways depending upon the purpose, objectivity, and accessibl ity
desired for staff support.

Staff Recommendation 11: Pl ace at 1east on~uty secretary
position in each secretariat and create a central staff agency within
the Administration secretariat.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The secretarial system in Virginia is a result of a perceived
need, expressed in the Governor's Management Study of 1970, to gain
control over a great number of State government entities with divergent
lines of reporting and fragmented responsibilities. The study group
bel ieved that organizational restructuring to reduce the overall size
and complexity of government was a continuing need that could best be
accomp 1i shed when the Governor had a capab 1e execut i ve team to bri ng
into focus the present and future needs for governmental servi ces and
administrative processes.

The secretarial system was formally authorized in statute by
the General Assembly in 1972. It currently consists of six secretaries
and an Assistant Secretary for Financial Pol icy. Each secretary is
primari ly responsible for overseeing the agencies within a functional
area of government. During 1982, the secretarial system was funded to
include 26 HE staff positions assigned directly to the system. Over
38 additional HE positions were also util ized during 1982 by the
secretaries to carry out special studies and projects. The secretarial
system had direct and indirect payroll costs which exceeded $2 million
in 1982 alon.,. Six additional positions are also routinely available
on request to provide programmatic or analytic services to the
secretariats.

Over the years the respons i bi 1it i es of the secretari es have
been amplified by statute, and the structure has been altered by action
of the General Assembly. Each Governor has also had broad latitude to
define the secretarial role and to delegate executive power as he has
deemed appropriate. As exemplified in the executive orders of several
Governors, secretarial responsibilities have evolved from roles primar­
ily concer-ned with pol icy coordination to roles more involved with
management and policy-making.

The basic functioning of the secretarial system has certainly
been consistent with the Commonwealth's movement toward more central­
i zed management processes. Secretari es were created by the Genera 1
Assembly as a means of strengthening the management of the executive
branch and better enabl i ng the Governor to ensure that the laws are
faithfully executed. Nevertheless, the purposes for the system and its
statutory base, structure, responsibilities, alld operations continue to
require periodic assessment.



FRAMEWORK FOR HIGH-LEVEL ASSISTANCE

Any reView of the secretarial system must recognize the
conceptual framework established in previous studies of executive
direction in the Commonwealth, and the structure and authority granted
by the General Assembly. Although specific proposals have varied, all
major reorganization studies during the 1900's have addressed the need
to concentrate executive authority and strengthen the Governor's capac­
ity to cope with growth in agencies, personnel, and expenditures.
Reservations about vesting too much power in the Governor have been
countered by citing the constitutional provision that prohibits a
Governor from succeeding himself.

The present secretarial system was established based on
recommendations that in addition to the staff support provided to the
Governor by the then existing Commissioner of Administration, a more
direct line management was needed of agencies providing services to the
public. The secretaries were originally authorized by statute to
assume management responsibilities delegated by the Governor. Later,
their responsibil ities were made more specific and were to include
budgetary and coordinative functions.

Reorganization Studies

The first mention of a corps of high-level assistants to the
Governor was made in 1927 when Governor Byrd i ndi cated he woul d ca 11
agency heads together periodically to serve as an informal "cabinet" of
advi sors. Additional structural changes between 1926 and 1928
st rengthened executive direction. The short ba 11 ot was adopted; many
agencies were abolished; and a number of agencies were brought together
in the Governor's Office.

A series of studies in the 1940's offered a range of recom­
mendations to provide management assistance to the Governor (Table 1).
These recommendations included several new positions as well as broad­
ened responsibilities for some existing positions:

• a Commissioner of Finance to relieve the Governor of adminis­
trative detail in the direction and coordination of fiscal
affairs of the State (1940)

.that the secretary of the Commonwealth serve as the assistant
to the Governor for handling details of business management
(1940)

• a cabinet of agency heads to advi se the Governor (1947)

• a COlIDnissioner of
responsibilities
(1966) .

Administration to carry out the Governor's
in budgeting, personnel, and planning



-------------Table 1 -------------

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A MANAGEMENT LEVEL
BETWEEN THE GOVERNOR AND AGENCIES

Study Commission

Committee on Consolidation
and Simplification in State
and Local Government

(1926 )

Executive Proposal
For Administrative
Reorganization

(1940 )

Chamber of Commerce
(1940)

Commission on
Reorganization of
State Government

(1947)

Commission for Economy
in Governmental
Expenditures

(1966 )

Governor's Management
Study

(1970 )

Recommendation

Consolidate 85 agencies into 11
and have the 11 department heads
constitute the Governor's cabinet
for discussion of administrative
matters.

Appoint a Commissioner of Finance to
relieve the Governor of administrative
detail in the direction and coordi­
nation of fiscal affairs of the State.

Appoint the Secretary of the Common­
wealth the assistant to the Governor
for handling details of business
management.

Form a cabinet of the agency heads to
advise the Governor on the activities
of agencies.

Create a Commissioner of Administration
to carry out the Governor's responsi­
bilities in bUdgeting, personnel, and
planning.

Create five "deputy governors," in
addition to the Commissioner af
Administration, who would report
directly to the Governor and oversee
groupings of agencies.

The Governor's Management Study found that during the 1960's
the number of State employees had increased five times faster than the
population and that State expenditures had tripled. The study con­
cluded that the proliferation of executive branch agencies that had
occurred had not been conducive to economy and efficiency, and the high
number of agencies reporting to the Governor placed too many demands on
his time.



To help alleviate some of these conditions, the study group
recommended the creation of five top executive positions, to be titled
deputy governors, who Vlould report directly to the Governor. The
Commissioner of Administration, a position which had been established
in 1966, was to work along with the deputy governors while serving as
the principal coordinating executive. The study group recommended that
the deputy governors serve at the pleasure of the Governor and not be
subject to confirmation of the General Assembly.

Secretarial Structure

In
positions to
government:

1972, the General Assembly established six high-level
assist tile Governor and oversee the following areas of

Administration
Finance
Education

Commerce and Resources
Human Affairs
Transportation and Public Safety

The

The assistants were each titled Secretary. The Commissioner of Admin­
istration was redesignated as the Secretary of Administration. Each
secretarial appointment required confirmation by the General Assembly.

The structure of the secretarial system has been modified by
the General Assembly several times. In 1974, the separate Secretaries
of Administration and Finance were combined into one position. A
separate secretarial position for public safety was created in 1976.
Also in 1976, a special position -- Assistant Secretary for Financial
Policy -- was established to serve as an assistant and advisor to the
Secretary of Administration and Finance. In 1982, the Assistant Secre­
tary was given status similar to the other secretaries through an
understanding with the Governor and with specific legislative concur­
rence regarding salary.

Currently, the secretarial system consists of seven statutory
pos i t ions in the c ha in of command between the Governor and execut i 'Ie
branch agencies (Figure 1). An eighth position -- Chief of Staff -­
was i nt roduced by executive order in June of 1983 ar,d serves ina
position between the secretaries and the Governor.

original enabling legislation created six secretarial
positions in the Governor's Office. Agencies were designated by
statute to fall within each secretarial area. The powers and duties of
the secretaries were not specified, but were left to tile discretion of
the Governor:

Powers and duties. Each Secretary shall
exercise such powers and perform such duties as may
be delegated to him by the Governor to execute the
management functions of the Governor with regard to
those agencies for which the Secretary is responsi­
ble as provided in §Z.1-S1.9.



Figure 1

The Secretarial Structure in Practice

Governor

I
Secretary

of
Administration

and
Finence

I
Assistent

secretary For

I--f-F_,n_o_nc_,o_'_P_O_liC_Y-j

Oep8r1menl of PlannlnQ

and Budgel

_--L_- "- ,I \
I Chief of Steff ,

"---1-----'

I

Secretary
of

EducetiOn

I

Secretery
of

Public
Safety

Source: JlARC

Secretary
of

Commerce
and

Resources

Secretery
of

Human
Resources

Secretary
of

Trensportetion

Unless prohibited by the Constitution, each
Secretary sha 11 be ves ted wi th the powers of the
Governor, if authorized by the Governor, with
respect to those agenci es for whi ch the Secretary
is responsible. All reports to the Governor from.
the head of any such agency shall be made through
the Secretary responsible for such agency.
(§2.1-51.8, Code of Virginia)

In 1976, the authority of the secretaries was made more
explicit in statute based on recommendations made by the Commission on
State Governmental Management.

The powers and duties currently assigned by the Legislature
to the Governor's secretaries are listed in Sections 2.1-51.7 through
51. 30 of the Code. Each secretary is subject to the direction and
supervi s i on of the Governor. Wi th the exception of the Secretary of
Education, a secretary is empowered to resolve conflicts between
assigned agencies, direct the formulation of a comprehensive program
bUdget for his or her office and agencies, and transmit agency reports

-,
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to the Governor. Agencies in five secretariats are directed to exer­
cise their powers and duties in accordance with general policy estab­
lished by the Governor or the appropriate secretary.

In accordance with Section 2.1-39.1 of the Code, the Governor
has also delegated additional responsibilities to the secretaries.

Secretarial Staffing

In the ll-year history of the secretarial system, the level
of staff assistance has varied considerably. The number of funded
positions in the secretarial offices has fluctuated from a low of 15 in
1972 to a high of 72 in 1978.

By 1978 the size of the secretarial staff had grown to 72
because of the addition of positions that had formerly been in the
Division of State Planning and Community Affairs. By 1980, the number
of funded positions had decreased to 46. Twelve of these positions
were in the Office of Administration and Finance. The other secretar­
ies had staff levels of seven, with the exception of the transportation
area, which had six. These staff were assigned research, policy, and
evaluation responsibilities.

By 1983, the number of appropriated positions which were part
of the secretarial system was 26.

JLARC REVIEW

The secretaries were created as a means of strengthening
executive control over the multiple agencies that carry out the busi­
ness of State government. To some extent, they were superimposed on
the existing structure because establishment of high-level policy
direction and coordination was seen as preferable to the piecemeal
consolidation or reorganization of agencies which had occurred in the
past. A major innovation, however, was the clustering of related
agencies under the jurisdiction of each secretary for management pur­
poses, and the emphasis on streamlined and centralized administrative
processes.

The secretarial system should be viewed within the contexts
under which it was established and now functions. The purpose of this
part of the study of the organization of State government is to review
the extent to which (1) the responsibilities and activities of the
secretaries are consistent with the purposes of the system an1 (2) the
structure is useful in effectively managing the State's resources and
administrative processes. The criteria used to make judgements for
this review are drawn from the historical record and statutory frame­
work established for the secretarial system. Where particular problems
wi th the framework or imp 1ementat i on of the system have been noted,
options for legislative alteration are proposed.



The review addresses the following questions:

• To what extent are secretarial activities consistent with
their statutory responsibilities and their role as high-level
e<t=cutives?

• Are the management
ciently defined
secretari es?

responsibil ities of the Governor suffi­
and appropriately delegated to the

• Are the central support functions of administration and
finance appropriately structured and managed to effectively
meet the needs of the Governor, secretaries, and operating
agencies?

• Do the functional groupings of agencies within secretariats
enhance management control and provision of related govern­
mental services?

• Are the resources assigned to the secretaries adequately
identified and commensurate with their responsibilities and
workload?





II. CONCEPT, ROLES, AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The creation of the secretaries accelerated a trend toward
greater concentration of executive authority. This gave rise to new
expressions of concern about excessive concentration of executive power
and the ambiguous assignment of such power in the Constitution and
statutes. Neverthe less, secreta ri a1 authority has evo 1ved over the
years to become more extensive and specific through both statute and
executive order.

A stronger management role for the secretaries has paralleled
concern about the cost and complexity of government. Secretaries carry
out important coordinative, budgetary, and oversight responsibilities
for functional areas. Agency heads or in some instances supervising
boards, rather than secretaries, are responsible for operating agencies
and administering programs. The potential for problems arises, how­
ever, when the distinction between two governmental entities is not
clearly delineated or generally understood.

There is no question that the State requires efficient
management of its resources. There is a need, however, to clarify and
balance (1) the constitutional authority of the General Assembly and
Governor, (2) the responsibilities spelled out in statute for agency
heads and boards, and (3) the management responsibilities of the secre­
taries.

CONCEPT AND AUTHORITY

Secretaries began with an essentially coordinative. role, and
now have a stronger management orientation. This has evolved over
time, although a certain amount of ambiguity still exists. In part,
this ambiguity is due to questions about the constitutional authority
of the Governor and the General Assembly.

Authority of the Governor and General Assembly

Virginia is generally regarded as having a strong Governor
because the powers of item veto and extensive appointment authority are
constitutionally assigned to the position. Questions have been raised,
however, about the extent to which the Governor can exercise management
prerogatives -- especially in regard to governmental organization and
the accountability of agencies. These questions are particularly
important to an assessment of the secretarial system, because secre­
tarial authority over the operations and programs of agencies is in
large measure delegated by the Governor.

9



The executive powers of the Governor appear in two key provi­
sions of the Constitution. The extent of the authority in these provi­
sions has long been open to debate and interpretation as noted in the
Commentaries on the Virginia Constitution and in the various organiza­
tional studies prepared for the Commission on State Governmental
Management. The Constitution states:

The chief executive power of the Commonwealth shall
be vested in a Governor. (Article V, Section 1)

The Governor shall
faithfully executed.

take care that the laws be
(Article V, Section 7)

10

As explained in the Commentaries, these provisions are often
taken together to give the chief executive vast areas of discretionary
and i nforma1 power. Thi s occurs most frequent 1y ins i tuat ions where
there is no speci fi ca 11y enumerated power. It is further stated,
however, that execut i ve power is dependent, in part, on the other
powers given a Governor by the State Constitution as well as by
statute.

Constitutional Authority. Apparently bo 1steri ng the Gover­
nor's power is the constitutional provision which empowers use of the
armed forces to enforce execution of the laws. And, there is specific
executive authority in the Constitution to appoint and remove offi­
cials, require information, and fill vacancies.

In contrast, the Governor does not have constitutional
authority to create, define or organize agencies within the executive
branch. The General Assembly specifically rejected a proposal to grant
the Governor constitutional authority to reorganize State administra­
tion. The organizational provisions of the Constitution reserve that
power to the Genera 1 Assembly. The Governor has statutory authori ty,
however, to propose a reorganization plan for legislative considera­
tion. The Constitution states in the separation of powers article
that:

... Administrative agencies may be created by the
General Assembly with such powers and duties as the
General· Assembly may prescribe. (Article III,
Section 1)

And in defining the administrative organization of the State
it states:

The functions, powers, and duties of the
administrative departments and divisions and of the
agencies of the Commonwealth within the legislative
and executive branches may be prescri bed by 1aw.
(Article V, Section 9)



Finally, in defining the powers of the General Assembly, the
Constitution cautions that:

The omission in this Constitution of specific
~cants of authority heretofore conferred shall not
be construed to deprive the General Assembly of
such authority, or to indicate a change of pol icy
in reference thereto, unless such purpose plainly
appear. (Article IV, Section 14)

statutory Authority.
Governor has been clarified by
as the Chief BUdget Officer in
1941, the Governor has clear
executive budget, which is an
The Governor also has the power
State government.

To some extent, the authority of the
statute. By virtue of being designated
1918 and the Chief Personnel Officer in
authori ty over the deve 1opment of an
important pol icy and management tool.
to direct the central staff agencies of

It was not until 1976, however, that new statutory authority
was enacted for the Governor to estab1ish po 1i cy for State agenc i es,
provide coordination, and resolve conflicts among agencies:

Except as may be otherwi se provi ded by the
Constitution or law, the Governor shall have the
authority and respons ibil ity for the formul at ion
and administration of the policies of the executive
branch, including resolution of policy and adminis­
trati ve confl i cts between and among agenci es. (§
2.1-41.1, Code of Virginia)

This action of the General Assembly appeared to legitimate policy­
maki ng authority that was already exerci sed informally by Governors.
The Legislature apparently did not believe that such power was inherent
in the "vesting" or "enforcement" clauses of the Constitution. It had
to be specified in statute.

In fact, the Commission on State Governmental Management
argued that unless such authority was made explicit for the Governor,
compliance by agencies with the Governor's policies could not be
enforced. The only recourse was to remove a recalcitrant agency head
and have a successor confirmed by the General Assembly.

As stated in a staff paper of the Commission, it is generally
accepted constitutional and political theory in America that legisla­
tures may vest certain responsibilities and authority directly in
agencies rather than in the chief executive. The paper goes on to
state:

Such functions as are given directly to officials
or agencies can be exercised on their own responsi­
bility. In Virginia, the Governor may take steps to

11



see that responsibility is not ignored, but it is
important to remember that he is not legally
responsible for the functions and is not authorized
to carry them out personally.

Unclear Authority. Although similar reasoning was applied to
the Governor's authority to hold agency heads accountable for their
performance, specific statutory authority was not enacted by the
General Assembly. The Commission on State Governmental Management
raised questions about the extent of a chief executive's power to
ensure that the act ions of subordi nates wou 1d produce the overall
results which the chief executive wanted.

The Commission did not advocate that the Governor be assigned
1ine authority over programs. This was seen as violating governmental
traditions in Virginia and upsetting the balance of legislative and
executive authority.

Instead, the Commi ss i on recommended statutory 1anguage for
each secretary to grant "authority and responsibility to hold the head
of each administrative unit assigned to him accountable for the admin­
istrative, fiscal, and program performance of such administrative
unit." This language was not enacted into law.

Thus, whil e adherence to budgetary and personnel di rect i ves
may be required under the Governor's statutory authority, accountabil­
ity for performance in program areas appears to be more diffuse. The
General Assembly did not choose to make that authority explicit for the
secretaries. The Governor's power is not entirely clear either.

Governors, nevertheless, are traditionally understood to hold
agency heads accountab 1e for thei r overa 11 performance. Furthermore,
this responsibility has been delegated to the secretaries by executive
order during the last three administrations whether it was appropriate
or not.

The Governor has the authority to appoi nt and remove agency
heads, and agencies are required by statute to exercise their respec­
t i ve powers and dut i es in accordance wi th the Governor's pol i c i es.
Agency heads still retai n the authority to make a broad range of pro­
grammatic decisions relative to those policies. Since agency heads are
charged by statute with administering programs and are held accountable
by the General Assembly for results, this may be a reasonable separa­
tion of powers. Nevertheless, who has explicit power to hold agency
heads accountable for their actions is an important management concern
which the General Assembly may wish to address by statute.

Evolution of Secretarial Authority

Since 1972 the management role and responsibilities of the
secretaries have been significantly strengthened through a major statu-



tory revision and successive executive orders. The Governors have made
use of their flexibility in executive orders both to define statutory
provisions and to delegate additional responsibilities of their own to
increase the management orientation of secretarial positions.

To determine the evolution of secretarial responsibilities
and authority, JLARC has reviewed relevant statutes, the executive
orders of four successive administrations, and the studies that
affected the establishment or role of secretaries.

Refining Authority through statute and Executive Order.
Although the Legislature wished to ratify the Governor's choice of
secretary, few responsibilities were initially specified in the Code.
This left a governor discretion to delegate his own powers. However,
the 1imited nature of implementing authority in the 1972 executive
orders led the Commission on State Governmental Management to describe
the original secretaries as serving in an unintended staff capacity to
the Governor.

The secretaries had the following general responsibilities in
1972:

• employ necessary personnel or consultants within
constraints to perform the duties assigned to them.
taries could also request temporary assistance from
personnel sUbject to the agency head's approval.

budget
Secre­
agency

• coordi nate the programs wi thi n each secretari a1 offi ce and
exchange information with other secretarial offices to assure
consistent State government activity.

• review program proposals for legislative action and prepare
pri ori ty recommendations. Programs whi ch shoul d be cons i d­
ered for reduction, combination, or elimination were to be
part of thei r revi ew.

• request, if desired, a copy of agency budget submissions made
directly to the Division of the Budget .

• establish reporting procedures that enable secretaries to
make prompt decisions on behalf of the Governor yet recognize
agency heads' ultimate responsibility to the Governor.

The Commission on State Governmental Management reported that
the secretaries had not provided the management and supervisory assis­
tance contemplated by the Governor's Management Study and made possible
by the legislation:

In far too many instances, the
viewed themselves as a committee
responsibility. These officials

Secretari es have
having collective

should consider

13
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themselves a top management team, but not a commit­
tee or a cabinet. More attention should be devoted
by each Se~retary to his own area of responsibility
resolving disputes, coordinating planning and
operations, evaluating program performance, setting
goals and policies, reviewing budgets, and identi­
fying duplication and ineffectiveness with respect
to the agencies assigned to him.

Budgeting was singled out as a primary function. The Commission saw
the secretaries as a key ingredient in making successful an integrated
system of program bUdgeting.

The Commi ss i on i ndi cated ina June 1975 report that it had
recommended new executive orders to Governor Godwin in order to provide
the secretaries with as much responsibility and authority as could
possibly be delegated under the law as it existed at that time.

In his first set of executive orders, Governor Godwin dele­
gated to the secretaries many of the responsibilities that they con­
tinue to hold today. Statutes enacted in 1976 codified and expanded
upon those responsibilities. The 1976 legislation was a major step
forward in operationalizing the secretarial system. It made clear for
the first time that agencies were required to carry out their activi­
ties in accordance with the pol icies of the Governor and appropriate
secretary. It also specified that secretaries were to be involved in
compiling program budgets for their functional areas and were responsi­
ble for resolving conflicts among agencies. The secretaries were thus
provided with potentially powerful tools for becoming effective mana­
gers of functional areas.

The statutes were reflected in a second set of executive
orders. An important exception was the authority to hold agency heads
accountable. This authority was omitted from statute but retained in
executive order.

An additional responsibility was added in the executive
orders by Governor Dalton and continued by Governor Robb. Secretaries
were authorized to examine the organization of agencies, not just
programs, and recommend cllanges to promote more effective and efficient
operation. Governors have also instituted review and clearance proced­
ures for coordinating the administration's relations with the
Legi s 1ature.

Current Responsibilities in Executive Order. Because Gover­
nors generally resci nd thei r predecessors' executive orders but i ncor­
porate the concepts into the; r own, current sec retari a1 respofos i bil i­
ties reflect changes over time. The broad responsibilities as defined
in statute and in executive orders as of May 1983 are shown in Figure
2.
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When issuing executive orders, gove:rnors generally cite the
enabling statutes for the secretaries. They also cite Section 2.1-39
of the Code of Virginia, which authorizes a governor to delegate power.
Execut i ve orders genera lly mi rror statutory provi s ions wi th additions
and exceptions.

Major exceptions for the Secretary of Education, however,
appear to exceed the accepted usage of executive orders. In this case,
executive orders have been used to give the Secretary of Education
powers and duties similar to those of other secretaries. These are
duties that are explicitly absent from statute. The Secretary, for
examp 1e, does not have statutory authori ty to transmi t agency reports
to the Governor, and statutory language does not require educational
agencies and institutions to exercise their powers and duties in accor­
dance with the pol icies of the Governor and Secretary. Nevertheless,
such requirements are included in the executive orders.

The appropriate delegation of responsibility to the Secretary
of Education is a complicated issue that is further discussed in
Chapter III of this report. However, it appears questionable for
execut i ve orders to be used to make pos it ions equi va 1ent that are
clearly differentiated by the General Assembly.

IMPLEMENTATION OF ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Because the secretarial system is relatively new and is still
continuing to evolve, it has not yet reached its full potential for
exert i ng management control over the executive branch. If present
trends continue, secretaries will continue to make use of improved
management processes and personal initiative to strengthen their roles.
This may have significant benefits for the State in terms of management
efficiency and increased capacity to respond to changing conditions.
However, exercise of such power may also result in collision with the
statutorily assigned responsibilities of agencies, boards, and
commissions.

Potential Overlap-with Agency Heads and Boards

Secretaries generally report that they attempt to fulfill a
high-level management function and to deal with issues rather than the
detailed operations of agencies. It is difficult, however, to draw a
clear line. Complexity is introduced by circumstances that may involve
unique conditions, overlapping responsibilities, or the personal style
of those involved.

Variation in Emphasis. A certain amount of variation in
secretarial emphasis is to be expected. Personal styles and circum­
stances within a secretariat will, of course, differ. Each of the
current secretaries has set a tone or emphasis for his or her
activities:



The Secretary of Public Safety defines his
major responsibilitg as coordinating programs and
exercising his political/substantive judgement in
shaping overall policy initiatives within public
:Odt"ty. Two of his primary concerns are (1) to
review competing demands and make decisions which
maximize limited resources, and (2) to deal with
problems that are broader than the scope of indi­
vidual agencies.

* * *
The Secretary of Commerce and Resources spends

much of her time on issues related to overall
agency coordination and operations review. She is
currently evaluating a proposal to merge over 30
commerce and resource agencies into a smaller
nwnber to enhance coordination and save an esti­
mated $3.5 million. She has become involved in
several agency management questions.

* * *
The Secretary of Human Resources feels that

one of his major responsibilities is to meet with
client and constituency groups, and he estimates
that approximately 20 percent of his time is spent
on these activities. He feels that this is especi­
ally important during periods of budget reductions
and service cutbacks. Even if clients and consti­
tuents cannot get what they want, they need someone
to talk to about their concerns.

Conflict with Agencies. The General Assembly has not made
its intent clear regarding the dividing line between agency and secre­
tarial authority. It may never be possible to provide for e.very cir­
cumstance. However, a responsibility for compiling budgets, for
example, can be implemented along a continuum from providing broad
policy guidance to determining the amounts of individual line items or
the allocation of personnel positions. This lack of clarity can result
in friction between an agency and a secretary when both can cite
statutes to claim competing levels of authority.

A recent problem involved the State Water Control Board.
Secretarial involvement in agency and board activities has raised
questions concerning the division of responsibilities between the
secretary and other ent it i es.

A 1983 Management Analysis and Systems Devel­
opment study of the State Water Control Board found
that the "current Secretary [of Commerce and

17
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Resources) has raised a number ot concerns about
water resource management in Virginia. To the
extent these concenlS are perceived as inconsistent
with the interests of the Board, as skirting the
tradition of Board decision making, and not fully
grounded in Code, the Executive Director and the
staff are unfortunately placed in a position of
confusion and frustration, with split accountabil­
ity and responsibility. This confusion and frus­
tration are resulting in lowered morale and acri­
mony at all levels in the staff." All involved
parties are reportedly now working to clarify the
role of each and work more cooperatively together.

Another example involves implementation of the executive
agreement process. Under this process written agreements were reached
between agency heads and the respective secretaries, and goals and
objectives pertaining to programs and operations were formulated for
the coming biennium. However, the operating status of boards of visi­
tors of higher education institutions was not recognized.

The Code of Virginia, for example, assigns responsibility to
the State Board for Community Colleges for "the establishment, control,
and administration of the Virginia Community College System" (§
23-215). The Board has authority to prepare and administer a plan
providing standards and policies for the establishment, development,
and administration of the community colleges. It also controls and
expends funds and fixes fees and charges.

Contested authority occurred in the following situation:

In formulating the executive agreement for the
Virginia Community College System (VCCS) , the
Secretary of Education worked directly with the
Chancellor of VCCS. The Board, which is responsi­
ble for the control and administration of the
system, felt that it should have been involved in
the process. The Board questions the value of the
agreements in light of its omission from the
process· and has sought advice from the office of
the Attorney General regarding the legality of the
process.

As illustrated in these examples, authority and reporting
relationships can be confused and result in legal difficulties. The
General Assembly should take action in this area by setting out in
statute appropriate parameters for secretarial activity.



Lack of a Clear Mission Statement

At present, Secretaries do not appear to uniformly interpret
their parameters for action. The general mission of the secretaries in
the 1982-84 budget proposa 1sis "to ass i st the Governor in the manage­
ment and direction of State government." The separate mission state­
ments for each secretary in the executive bUdget, however, show a
significant range of interpretations:

" ... to assist the
State government."

Governor in the management of
(Secretary of Human Resources)

" ... to assist the Governor in the management and
direction of a specific functional area." (Secre­
tary of Transportation)

" ... to deve 1op, di rect, and manage programs and
pol icies to achieve broad goals of the functional
area." (Secretary of Commerce and Resources)

To define the secretarial mission as the overall management
of State government is to imply a level of responsibility significantly
different from that of focusing on a single functional area. Moreover,
providing high-level policy and guidance to the agencies in an area is
different from direct management of programs.

Difficulty also arises over the use of the word "cabinet" to
describe the secretaries -- even collectively. The Commission on State
Governmental Management took exception to the concept because it be­
l ieved that the secretaries were to function individually as 1ine
managers of funct i ona 1 areas. Co 11 ect i ve act i on as a cab i net was seen
as reducing the focus on line issues. It has also been pointed out (in
recent legislative discussion) that the enabling statutes for the
secretaries do not constitute them as a cabinet. Moreover, providing
high-level policy and guidance to the agencies in an area is different
from di rect management of programs.

"Cabinet" has several meanings in the classification of
government organizations. It refers formally to a system where the top
operating manager of an agency sits on a formally constituted cabinet
that advises the Governor. It is also a term applicable to an infor­
mally constituted group of advisors whose composition is determined by
the Governor. The group may meet regularly or on an ad hoc basis.

The use of the term "cabinet" is becoming more common in
Virginia. Governor Robb used the term to describe the secretaries in
his State of the Commonwealth speech. The term cabinet appears on the
entrance door to the offices of the present secretaries. The Secretary
of Administration and Finance often refers to one of his roles as the
"Cabinet" Chief of Staff. The term also appeared early in the lifetime
of this system. It was used in the title of an article assessing the
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early operation of the secretarial system, written for the University
of Virginia Newsletter by the first Secretary of Administration, T.
Edward Temple.

A mission statement for the secretaries would address their
individual and collective roles as well as the balance of responsibil­
ity between the secretaries and the agencies. A mission statement
should be incorporated in the Code. If the parameters in the mission
statement are broadly defined, maximum flexibility would be maintained
for the Governor and the secretaries. Defining responsibilities more
precisely could set statutory limits on the level of secretarial activ­
ity and more clearly define the prerogatives of agency heads and
boards.

The General Assembly could also choose to endorse a stronger
manager concept for secretaries and provide specific authority for
secretaries to hold agency heads accountable for administrative,
fiscal, and program performance. Furthermore, the General Assembly
could resolve the "Cabinet" issue by applying the term to the collec­
tive actions of the Governor's advisors regardless of who is or is not
included.

Secretarial Activities

The ability of the secretaries to exert executive direction
is not derived entirely from the powers incorporated in statute or
executive orders. Individual secretaries have shown considerable
initiative in doing their work. In addition, management developments
that have paralleled the evolution of the secretarial system have
considerably enhanced its potential impact. These developments include
computerized budgeting and accounting systems, consolidation of support
services, and a form of management by objective.

Such management processes and tools provide the secretaries
with potentially powerful sources of information and interaction with
the agencies under their jurisdiction. This is reflected in the imple­
mentation of the key responsibil ities of the current secretaries such
as policy direction, agency accountability, budget formulation, and
report transmittal each of which is discussed briefly in the follow­
ing sections.

Policy Direction. The secretary's role in establishing
policy is both direct and indirect. A primary source of direction,
according to one secretary, is the policy papers prepared prior to an
administration's taking office. Actions should be consistent with
those po 1i c i es. Po 1icy is a1so deve loped throughout the bL'dget and
legislative proposal process, through special studies, and as a result
of special assignments.



The Secretary of Public Safety initiated
policy development through analyses of court and
correctional sgstem statistics. A finding that
longer periods of incarceration were largelg re­
s!::'vnsible for higher costs in correctional institu­
tions led to a task force, which is noW proposing
to shorten the waiting time before parole for non­
violent offenders.

* * *
The Secretary of Education was given a lead

role in formulating the Office of civil Rights
(OCR) plan for higher education. This plan estab­
lishes policies and practices to address the
balance of minoritg representation in college
populations on campuses throughout the State.

Establishing Accountability Through Executive Agreements. An
executive agreement process implemented for the first time to cover the
FY 1982-84 biennium serves to establish policy direction for agencies
and fi x accountabi 1i ty for resul ts in programs and overall agency
operations. The documents are formal agreements between agency heads,
thei r respective secretari es, and the Governor. Incorporated in the
agreements are the Governor's top priorities of reducing employment
levels without adversely affecting essential services. Other goals
include achieving efficiencies and economies through consolidation,
reduction, and elimination of low priority activities.

The agreements, negotiated between secretari es and agency
heads, incorporated objectives to be accomplished within the biennium.
Some objectives were specific in terms of savings or levels of activity
anticipated. Others called for organization or program-related
studies.

According to the Secretary of Administration and Finance, the
executive agreements will be used to evaluate the performance of agency
heads. Agenci es report progress to the secretari es through regul ar or
quarterly reports and meetings of various kinds. For example, the
Secretary of Human Resources has established a committee of individuals
from outside State government to evaluate the quarterly reports.

For purposes of evaluating agencies and programs, secretaries
also have access to the reso~rces of the Departments of Planning and
BUdget and Management Analysis and Systems Development. Several such
studies are proposed in the executive agreements. Secretaries have
requested studies of agencies that they believe are having problems.
In one recent instance a critical study was cited in the dismissal of
an agency head.
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Budget Development. Secretaries are heavily involved in the
various phases of the budgeting process. Secretaries, assisted by
analysts from the Department of Pl anni ng and Budget, review and make
recommendat ions on i ni t i a 1 agency proposa 1s. They then meet wi th the
Governor's Budget Steering Group in developing the Governor's Guidance
Package. The process establishes priorities and budget targets for
each secretarial area and agency. Secretaries have some flexibility in
adj ust i ng targeted funds and ina11 ocat i ng pri ori ty funds. Once agency
fiscal proposals are compiled into a functional area budget, the secre­
tary defends it to the Governor's Budget Steering Group and later
represents the Governor's point of view to the General Assembly.

Report Transmittal. Secretari es are responsible for trans­
mitting agency reports to the Governor. They also review and comment
on reports requested by the General Assembly. For example:

Staff in the office of the Secretary of Admin­
istration and Finance monitor the completion of
reports requested of Administration and Finance
agencies by the General Assembly. An "encyclo­
pedia" of key dates for each report is compiled at
the conclusion of the legislative session, and
agency progress until completion is monitored.

* * *
The Secretary of Human Resources has estab­

lished a committee of agency personnel with evalua­
tive experience to monitor the progress of reports
assigned to any hwnan resource agency. In some
instances, he has directed review of the report of
one department by other concerned departments.

MODELS FOR SECRETARIAL ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The secretarial system appears to be consistent with tradi­
tion in Virginia and the proposals of two major study commissions.
Whether or not the basic structure should be retained can also be
considered in contrast with other organizational models that are avail­
able. The section which follows describes several models of executive
leadership in State government.

A Caveat on Organizational Models

The purpose of reorgani zat ion is to create a manageable
structure with roles and responsibilities that are commensurate with
the purposes to be achieved. \4hile increased efficiency is an impor­
tant goal, the multiple purposes of government and the importance of



checks and balances in a democratic system should not be overlooked.
Some confusion in roles and responsibilities may be impossible to
eliminate and may even serve useful purposes.

/" noted in a 1981 publication of the National Governor's
Association:

... The responsibilities assigned to government are
not the single product of one well organized mind.
They are the cumulative debris of legislative
battles, court compromises, interest group demands,
bureaucrat i c tradi t ion, and federa I mandate that
has arrived from different perspectives for differ­
ent reasons, and at different points in time.

An effective management model must be capable of balancing many
factors, and its structure must take into account the needs of the
various actors in State government, including the General Assembly,
Governor, executive branch agencies, and collegial bodies.

Leadership Models

The various organizational models were classified in 1965 by
the Counci I of State Governments. The three general organizational
models are termed Traditional, Secretary-Coordinator and Cabinet
(Figure 3).

Under the Traditional model, independent agencies report to
the Governor. There is no grouping of agencies by function, nor is
there an intermediate management level. The Cabinet model consolidates
agencies as subunits of major departments. Each department is headed
by a secretary who manages the department and serves as an advisor to
the Governor. The Secretary-Coordinator model functionally aligns
independent agencies under a few secretaries. The secretaries serve as
program and policy advisors and assist the Governor in implementing
decisions. They do not, however, have responsibility for agency admin­
istration. Although not incorporating all the agency consolidation
features of the Secretary-Coordinator, Virginia falls within this
general category.

Accordi ng to the Counci I of State Governments, I ess modern­
ized states are generally organized along traditional lines. (Degree
of modernization is based on factors such as literacy rates, income per
capi ta, and proportion of urban popul at ion). More moderni zed states
tend to use versions of the other models and to move in the direction
of instituting further organizational and administrative efficiencies.
Concurrently, states which have embraced an umbrella structure may be
expected to move toward more narrowly focused departments. Moreover,
structural reorganizations can be expected to be promptly succeeded by
studies focused on management practices and capabilities.
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FICJure 3

Organizational Models For State Government
TRADITIONAL

Several Illclepelldell t agencies leportlllq to the Governor

I Governor I

IRehabditatlve I
I

Alcoholic I I HighWay, I I Health I I Tourism I I Industrial I
Services Beverage Maintenance Planning Developn len I

Control

I Taxation I I Forestry I I I IState Police I I Parks I I Other IWelfare
A~lencies

CABINET
Agellcies consolidated as sub-units of 9-16 major departments

I GovernOI I

I Correction I I Public I I Higher I I Education I I I I Highways IProtection Education Labor

I I I Humcln I IAdministratlonl I Commerce IHealtl,
Services

SECRETARY-COORDINA TOR
Independent agencies functionally aligned under 1-8 Secretaries

I Governor I

Secretary of Secretary of Secretary of Secretary of Secretary of Secretary of
Commerce and Administration Human

Resources and Finance Transportation Education Resources Public Safety

I Cornputer I I Planning I I Welf;,re Rehabilitative I
Services I I and Budget I Services

I Taxation I I Personnel I I Health I I Employment I
Tralllln\] Services

I Other I I Other IAgencies Agencies

SOtlrce: COIIIII.:II of St[lte Governilwilts



The emphasis on procedural efficiency has already been initi­
ated in Virginia. Moreover, various proposals for reorganization
continue to stress merging agencies with related missions to create
larger agencies, and to focus agencies on a particular function of
government such as environmental protection or human resource
management.

Organization In Other States

As can be seen from the wide variation in organizational
structures in other states, the three leadership models are generally
not adopted ina pure form. States may be in the process of evo 1vi ng
toward a particular model or may have consciously selected various
components to meet particular circumstances.

Accordi ng to data compi 1ed by the Counci 1 of State Govern­
ments, many states have reorganized in recent years. To gain a better
understanding of the actual organizational structures, JLARC contacted
nine states with different characteristics -- Kentucky, Wisconsin, West
Virginia, Georgia, Florida, North Carolina, Maryland, Oklahoma, and
California. The information is useful to show the diversity involved.

Most of these states have some means of functionally coordi­
nating agencies, but have dissimilar agency configurations and arrange­
ments for providii1g high-level assistance to the Governor. Georgia,
for example, has 27 independent agencies that report directly to the
Governor through an Executive Secretary who is empowered to reso 1ve
confl i cts. I n West Vi rgi ni a and Wi scons in, agency heads cons t itute an
i nforma 1 cabi net at meetings ca 11 ed by the Governor.

Maryland has a strong cabinet system. Between 1969 and 1970,
approximately 200 units of Maryland's executive branch were merged into
11 principal departments. Each department is headed by a secretary
appoi nted by the Governor and approved by the state Senate. (Not
included within secretarial departments are the areas of education,
higher education, and the agencies headed by the Attorney General,
Comptroller, and Treasurer). The secretaries are responsible for
i nterna 1 department management and serve with the Secretary of State
and the Lieutenant Governor on the Governor's Executive Council. Also
sitting on the Council are the Commissioner for Higher Education and
the State Superintendent of Schools. The duties of the Council are
established in statute.

In Florida, six popularly elected agency heads are indepen­
dent of the Governor's authority. They form a constitutionally estab­
lished cabinet. The Governor and the cabinet are responsible for
supervising five agencies. Eleven other agencies report directly to
the Governor, and three function independently. Agencies are not
functionally grouped.



The system in Kentucky is similar to Virginia's. Eight
secretaries, who do not head agencies, are statutorily assigned to
serve as "major assistants to the Governor'" and to "consider policies
and procedures" initiated by the Governor. Agencies with related
functions are grouped under the respective jurisdictions of the Secre­
tari es of Justi ce, Environment and Natura·1 Resources, Publ ic Protecti on
and Regulation, Corrections, Commerce, Finance and Administration,
Transportation, and Human Resources.

Options To Consider

A fairly broad continuum of responsibility can be established
at State option, within any structural model. For example, responsi­
bilities assigned to executives within the Secretary-Coordinator model
may be placed anywhere along a continuum from advisory to management­
oriented responsibilities. If a specific model were adopted for
Virginia it would take one of the following forms .

• If Virginia Adopted a Traditional Model

This option would be a departure from the current secretarial
system. Instead of secretaries with some degree of line authority over
functional areas, the Governor would be served by executive staff
serving primarily as policy advisors. The staff would represent the
Governor and have responsibilities such as developing new program and
policy initiatives and dealing with selected issues.

Each agency would report directly to the Governor.
staff assistants could be assigned to work within functional
reduce the Governor's span of control to a manageable size,
solidation of agencies would probably be considered.

However,
areas. To
some con-
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Implementing this model would require repeal of the sections
of the Code that establish the secretarial positions and assign powers
and duties .

• If Virginia Adopted A Traditional Model With A Strong
Administrator

This model is similar to the organization that predated the
secretarial system. Line agencies would report directly to the Gover­
nor. The Governor would be assisted by a single high-level executive
assistant with cOGrdinative and management responsibilities. The
assistant would supervise the central staff agencies such as r fanning
and bUdget, personnel, general services, and accounts.



Functional areas would not be directly supervised by a high­
level executive. The central agencies would continue to serve a staff
function to the Governor and provide support to the line agencies.
BUdgets would be developed by individual agencies and centrally
compil ed.

Implementing this model would require repeal of the sections
in the Code that establish and assign powers and duties to the Secre­
taries. It would also require establishing the position of Executive
Assistant in the Code.

_If Virginia Adopted A Cabinet Model

In this case, secretaries would become operating directors of
consolidated agencies and serve in a collegial role as advisors to the
Governor. This model would likely reduce the number of agencies in
State government. It would just as likely increase the number of
secretaries.

Implementing this option would require major reorganization
of State agencies and redefinition in statute of the powers and duties
assigned to each agency. Statutes to create and define the secretarial
structure would also be needed.

_If Virginia Retained the Secretary-Coordinator Model and
Emphasized the Coordinator Role

A clear mission statement for this model would define coordi­
nation and set limits on the extent of management authority delegated
to a secretary. Secretaries in Virginia would probably no longer be
responsible for holding agency heads accountable or for resolving
conflicts. They would continue to playa mediator or problem-solving
role.

Implementing this model would require reV1Slons in both
statutes and executive orders. Agencies would continue to be grouped
in functional areas. They would report to the Governor through their
respective secretaries.

_If Virginia Retained the Secretary-Coordinator Model but
Emphasized the Manager Role

A clear mission statement would define the management respon­
sibilities of the Governor and the secretaries. Secretaries would not
be responsible for operating agencies. They could be clearly estab­
1i shed as 1i ne managers of funct i ona 1 areas. In thi s capacity they
would be held accountable for program and administrative performance
within their areas.
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Implementing this model in Virginia might require additional
statutory authority for the Governor to hold agency heads accountable
and specify related responsibilities in the secretarial statutes.



III. STRUCTURE OF THE SECRETARIAL SYSTEM

The secretarial system is generally consistent with the
management orientation of State government, although other models for
executive direction may be considered. If the current system is
retained, its structure should be periodically assessed. Unique cir­
cumstances may requi re recons i de rat i on by the Legi s 1ature of the con­
figuration of functional areas or the organization within or among
secretariats. Several areas appear to warrant attention at the present
time. These areas include the organization of the administration and
finance secretariat, the unqiue status of the Secretary of Education,
the workloads and orientations of the transportation and commerce and
resources secretariats, and the relationship of the Governor's chief of
staff to the operations of the secretarial system.

Assessment of Secretarial Areas

The scope of the secretariats and the operating appropria­
tions of the assigned agencies vary considerably (Table 2). Agencies
are assigned to a particular secretariat by statute, but the Governor
is authorized to assign additional agencies by executive order. Gener­
ally, the number of agencies and the volume of spending are partial
indicators of workload in terms of the need for regular face-to-face
contact between agency heads and secretaries.

The current number of secretariats appears to be consistent
with the number of positions that can reasonably be expected to report
to a chief executive. In fact, management 1iterature indicates that
the number could be expanded. Savings in salary and support costs and
efficiencies in communication and direction would result from.a smaller
number of positions assuming workload can be effectively
di stri buted.

Although various studies have differed in their conclusions
about the number and configuration of secretariats, the rationale for
decision-making appears to be similar. Key criteria include: (1)
agencies in a functional area should serve reasonably related purposes;
(2) agenices must require the supervision of a secretary; (3) the
secretary should have a reasonable span of control and workload; and
(4) the Governor requires independent coordination and advice regarding
the governmental function. A common theme that runs through discus­
sions and debate about the secretarial system adds another criteria.
That is, (5) structural arrangements ought to be intended to be endur­
ing, not simply convenient, expedient, or based solely on the abilities
of the incumbent.
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Tab 1e 2

SECRETARIAL AREA COMPARISONS
(June, 1983)

Independent Collegial FY 84
Secretary Agencies Employees* Bodies Appropriations**

Administration
and Finance 16 2,734 14 $ 223.1

Commerce and
Resources 19 3,088 96 $ 124.0

Education 23 39,992 74 $2,664.9

Human Resources 14 19,759 37 $1,576.1

Public Safety 7 12,074 9 $ 580.2

Transportation 6 12,777 10 $1,048.9

*Funded Employment Level.

**In mi 11 ions.

Source: JLARC Inventory and Appropriations Act.

Based on these previous criteria a number of changes can be
made to current secretarial configurations. This section outlines
several alternatives which have been proposed, but it does not presume
to include all the options that are available to the Legislature. A
staff agenda of recommended actions is contained in the conclusion to
this report.

ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE SECRETARIAT

The Administration and Finance Secretariat is generally
viewed as the most powerful of the six statutorilY established secre­
tariats. It encompasses central planning, budget, personnel, and
procurement functions that are cri t i ca1 to achi evi ng management effi­
ciency in the Commonwealth. Due, however, to frequent alterations, the
structure has been the least enduring among the secretariats. At
present, organi zat i ona1 a rrangements are not in comp1i ance wi th
statute. The Assistant Secretary for Financial Policy actual1j func­
tions as a seventh secretary, and the budget office does not have a
full time di rector. I t appears, therefol'e, that both statutory provi­
sions and the current organizational structure require reconsideration.



Rationale for the Current Structure

Primary objectives for organizing this secretariat have
differed at various points in time. Apparent objectives were to pro­
vide a fOCol point for staff support to the Governor, consistently
align administrative and fiscal agencies, achieve a focus for policy
ana lys is, and increase the Governor's access to the budget offi ceo
Current structural problems stem, in part, from the difficulties asso­
ciated with meeting multiple goals within a single secretariat.

Significant developments in meeting the need of Governo~s for
high-level staff assistance were the creation of secretary positions
and the merger of planning and budget activities into a single depart­
ment. Prior to the secretarial system, a single Commissioner of Admin­
istration coordinated the seven agencies responsible for budgeting,
personnel, planning, engineering, and data processing. In 1970, the
Governor's management study conc 1uded that the burden of the Commi s­
sioner had become almost intolerable because of the need to interface
with the multitude of executive department and agencies.

When program area secretaries were created, the responsibili­
ties of the Commissioner were assumed by a Secretary of Administration.
The secreta ry was respons i b1e for the same seven agenci es, inc 1udi ng
budget. A separate Secretary of Finance was responsible for other
fiscal agencies, including the Departments of Taxation, Treasury,
Accounts, and the Virginia Supplemental Retirement System. This
arrangement was later viewed as inadequate because agencies responsible
for maintaining the fiscal condition of the Commonwealth were split
between two secretariats.

Between 1974 and 1976, recommendations of the Commission on
State Governmental Management resulted in a merger of the Administra­
tion and Finance Secretariats. The newly created Secretary of Adminis­
tration and Finance became the principal coordinating executive for the
Governor. This position was reinforced by changes in statutes to
des i gnate the Secretary, rather than the respective agency heads, as
Deputy Personnel and Deputy Budget Officer under the Governor.

To provide the Secretary with staff support in the area of
fiscal policy analysis, a position of Assistant Secretary for Financial
Policy was created. The Assistant Secretary was not to serve as a line
manager but to provide advice on such matters as revenue and economic
forecasting, and bonding policies and procedures. The Commission made
its recommendations based on the following premises:

(1) the Departments of Accounts, Taxation, and Treasury were
important financial activities that warranted direct
access to the Secretary,

(2) operat i ona 1 prob 1ems of the agenci es were adequately
handled by the agency heads, and
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3.2

(3) there should be an organizational distinction betl-Ieen
the operation of the finance agencies by the agency
heads and the formulation of financial policy by the
Secretary.

A further structural modification was the merger of the
separate agencies responsible for planning and budget into one depart­
ment. Nationwide, planning and budgeting functions are viewed by
governors as critical to achieving the goals of their administrations.
Various organizational arrangements are adopted to give governors
direct access to one or both functions or to assign these functions
elsewhere in the chain of command.

In Virginia, the Department of Planning and Budget is placed
by statute to report within the Administration and Finance Secretariat.
It was merged to support a program budgeting process with planning,
bUdgeting, and evaluative components. In addition to implementing
program budgeting, it provides staff support to program secretaries and
line agencies.

Current Practices

In practice, the current organi zat i on of the Secretari at
differs considerably from the structure defined in statute. The
finance and administration components function relatively autonomously.
The Assistant Secretary, who also serves as the operating head of the
Department of Planning and Budget, reports directly to the Governor.
The salary for this position, which was specifically reviewed and
authorized by the General Assembly, is equivalent to that of the other
secretaries. The day to day responsibility for overseeing several
other financial agencies has also been delegated by the Secretary of
Administration and Finance to the Assistant Secretary.

Structural changes such as these can serve to enhance the
direct relationship between the Governor and the budget function. In
some states, the p1anni ng and bUdget functions, whether in one or
separate agencies, are located as staff agencies reporting directly to
the Governor. The rudiments for a similar relationship have been
established by vesting responsibility for policy development and
directorship of the Department of Planning and Budget in one
i ndi vi dua 1.

Another departure from statute and from authorized practice
is the appointment of the Governor's Senior Executive Assistant as
chairperson of a Budget Steering Group. The Group assumes many of the
budgetary functions assigned by statute to the Secretary of Adm'nistra­
t i on and Fi nance and in pract i ce to the Ass i stant Secretary. It is
involved in every decision-making phase of the budget process. (A
discussion of this position occurs later.)



There are some advantages to all of these arrangements from a
management perspective. However, regardless of how well intended the
purpose, present arrangements simply contradict existing statutes and
create confusion because they are not enduring. The General Assembly
should insi.t on compliance with existing statutes, revise the statutes
to legitimize present arrangements, or give future governors the speci­
fic authority to assign roles as they wish in this secretariat.

Management of Department of Planning and Budget

Concerns must also be raised about the viabil ity of one
individual holding the role of both Director of the Department of
Planning and Budget (DPB) and Assistant Secretary for Financial Policy.
The dual role raises questions about the compatibility of policy and
operations responsibilities and the need of DPB for a full-time
director. The role also has the potential to affect the accessibility
of DPB to support the other secretaries and line agencies.

Incompatible Roles. The Commi ss i on on State Governmenta 1
Management clearly saw the need for separation between operation of the
finance agencies and formulation of financial policy. This still
appears to be a valid concept. The Assistant Secretary must necessar­
ily be oriented toward issues related to financial policy. The
Director of DPB should have as a primary orientation the efficient and
effective operation of the Department. Moreover, the recent establish­
ment of another authoritative layer regarding bUdget policy indicates
that current arrangements do not fully meet the expectati ons of the
Governor.

An agency entrusted with the critical functions of the
Department of Planning and Budget needs the attention of a full-time
director. DPB is a large and complex State agency that requires strong
and focused leadership. Intensive support and control by top manage­
ment are important components in implementing reorganization and over­
coming management problems.

DPB has recently undergone a management review by the Depart­
ment of Management Ana lys i s and Systems Deve 1opment (MASD) at the
request of DPB's Director and the Secretary of Administration and
Finance. MASD recommended reorganization to address management prob­
lems found in each of the areas identified as concerns by the Director.
The purposes of the review were to improve the abil ity of the staff to
be highly responsive to the. Governor, secretaries, and Legislature;
sustain a high level of flexibility among management units; and improve
staff accountabil ity for carrying out diverse responsibil ities and
implementing program budgeting.

Previous management studies and the MASD report enV1Slon DPB
as providing the secretaries with support in carrying out their respon­
sibil it i es for overseei ng agencies and compil i ng program budgets for
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thei r funct i ona1 areas. It appears that most secretari es do work
closely with DPB analysts. However, in some instances, secretaries
indicate that it is difficult to obtain timely information in a viable
form. In addition, among secretaries and agencies there is a perceived
contradiction in the budget control and support roles of DPB.

A perception also exists that a key program resource is under
the direct control of a secretary and an agency with a fiscal rather
than a program orientation. Centralized in this department are virtu­
ally all of the planning, information gathering, and programmatic
analysis capacities of the central agencies. In practice, the secre­
tarial program interests may be subordinated.

Options for the Secretarial Area. It is clear that thi s
secretariat is of critical importance to the operations of State
government and that there are significant differences between its
current practices and statutory requirements. The fact that the estab­
lished structure has not endured may indicate, on the one hand, that it
does not work. On the other hand, the structure may not have had an
opportunity to work.

Three options which seem logical have been advanced for this
secretarial area. The Legislature could:

(1) requi re the secretari at to conform to statute. Thi s
would provide for a high level of coordination between
the line and staff functions of central agencies. It
would focus attention on financial policy development.
It would clearly concentrate authority and influence in
a single secretary.

(2) appoint a Budget Secretary who would head the Department
of Planning and Budget and report directly to the Gover­
nor. This system would give the Governor direct access
and control over the budget development process. How­
ever, it would single out the budget from all other
administrative and financial activities, which would
continue to be overseen by the Secretary of Administra­
tion and Finance.

This option would provide somewhat more independent
sources of advice for the Governor. It would also
maintain one supervisor for the operations of all other
central agencies and provide coordination for their
interrelated activities and policies.

(3) Establish a separate Secretary of Administratio" and a
Secretary of Finance. This option would create an
administrative secretariat to oversee and coordinate
existing activities such as personnel, data processing,
and purchasing. The Secretary of Administration should



also be responsible for all program support services.
Financial agencies, including the Department of Planning
and BUdget (with newly assigned revenue estimating
responsibilities) would come under the Secretary of
Finance.

EDUCATION SECRETARIAT

The role assigned to the education secretariat is the least
supportable of all the substantive areas. When all secretaries occu­
pied essentially staff positions, the status of the education secretary
was compatible with the others. However, important distinctions were
made in the powers and duties of this secretariat when secretarial
management responsibilities were made more explicit in statute in 1976.
The General Assembly appears not to have intended a managerial role for
this position, given the unique constitutional and statutory position
of educat i ona1 i nst i tut ions and boards in the Commonwealth. Neverthe­
less, in practice and through executive order, the role of the Secre­
tary of Education has been brought closer to that of other secretaries.

Statutory Distinctions

The statutory powers and duties of the Secretary of Education
i ndi cate an advi sory ro 1e wi thout di rect authori ty over educati ona1
ent iti es. Un 1i ke other secretari es, the Secl'etary of Education does
not have authority to develop a comprehensive program budget. Instead,
there is authorization to develop alternative proposals. The Secretary
is a1so not respC'ns i b1e for transmi tt i ng agency reports to the Gover­
nor. In fact, many educational entities have their direct access to
the Governor and General Assembly assured in statute.

A critical distinction is the omission of statutory language,
provided for all other secretaries, that requires agencies to operate
in accordance with the policies of the Governor and the Secretary. The
Secretary of Education must negotiate rather than exert line authority
over entities that have responsibilities assigned by the Constitution
and/or defined explicitly by the General Assembly. Boards of visitors
of higher education institutions, for example, are not listed in the
Code of Virginia as under the jurisdiction of the Secretary.

Unique Status of Educational Entities

The statutory distinctions are further supported by the
unique status of boards within the secretariat. All 23 boards are
supervi sory, whi ch makes each the governi ng entity of its respective
institution or agency. The Board of Education and its powers are
constitutionally established, as is the position of the Superintendent



36

of Public Instruction. (The Governor, however, appoints the Superin-
tendent). The Board is ultimately accountable to the General Assembly.

The responsibilities of the Board of Education and the Super­
intendent of Public Instruction are specified in Article VIII of the
Constitution. Section 5 of that Article states that "subject to the
ultimate authority of the General Assembly, the Board has primary
responsibil ity and authority for effectuating the educational 'pol icy
set out in the Constitution, and it has such other powers and duties as
may be prescribed by law."

The authority of governing bodies of other educational insti­
tutions is also referenced in Article VIII. Section 9 states that the
General AssemblY may provide for establishment of other institutions
and provi de by 1aw for thei r governance and the status and powers of
their boards of visitors or other governing bodies. Statutes for the
boards of higher education state that they are subject to the control
of the General Assembly.

Discrete Budget Responsibilities

The discrete and somewhat fragmented assignment of budget and
policy responsibilities also makes education an anomalous secretariat.
The Governor is authorized to prepare a program budget. The Secretary
of Education is authorized to prepare alternative budgets. The insti­
tut ions and the Depa rtment of Pl anni ng and Budget prepare program
budgets, and the State Council of Higher Education sets guidelines and
formulas, and reviews and comments on budgets to the Governor and
General Assembly.

The coordinative, programmatic, and budgeting responsibili­
ties assigned to the Secretary are in many instances duplicative of
those assigned to the State Council of Higher Education. It is not
clear, therefore, exactly where executive responsibility for policy and
budgetary decisions resides as far as the General Assembly is con­
cerned. Budget development for the i nst i tut ions of hi gher education
shows conflicting areas of responsibility and obviously limits the
management role of the Secretary of Education.

The institutions also have direct access to the Governor and
Legislature. It is clearly stated in the Code that "nothing herein
sha 11 prevent any i nst i tut i on from appeari ng through its representa­
tives or otherwise before the Governor and his advisory committee on
the budget, the General Assembly or any committee thereof at any time."

Management Orientation of Executive Orders

The distinctions in statute and the unique aspects of educa­
tion governance in the Commonwealth appear to indicate that the Secre­
tary of Education is expected to serve in a policy development and



advisory role. However, by executive order the management orientation
of the secretarial position has been increased and made similar to that
of other secretaries.

flu~rds of visitors have been brought under the jurisdiction
of the Secretary. Language authorizing policy direction is the same as
for all secretaries. And, the Secretary of Education is provided with
the authority to hold agency heads accountable for program, fiscal, and
administrative performance, and also to transmit reports.

It appears questionable for executive orders to be used to
make positions equivalent that are differentiated by the General Assem­
bly. Moreover, because the General Assembly may vest particular
respons i bil it i es and authori ty di rect ly in agenc i es or boards rather
than the chi ef execut ive, the Governor's management authori ty over
education may be viewed as ambiguous.

Considerations for the Education Secretariat

The Commission on State Governmental Management did not
recommend that the Secretary of Education exercise the same responsi­
bility as the other secretaries. The reason was the traditional reluc­
tance in Vi rgi ni a to central i ze power wi th respect to educat i ona1
matters for fear of "indoctrination" and other abuses. The traditional
view also prevailed in the 1970's when the Commission on Higher Educa­
tion rejected the concept of a super board or single administrative
entity for higher education. Instead, the State Council of Higher
Education was given extensive coordinative and oversight functions.

Because of these circumstances and the strong tradition of
autonomy for education in Virginia, the Secretary's powers in statute
are constrained. The Secretary's workload is also seen as unnecessar­
ily high because of the many governmental units in the education area
and the need to negotiate (since he or she can not require
cooperation).

The primary need in the education area for gubernatorial
assistance appears in matters of policy. The Secretary has been highly
involved in equal opportunity planning, in facilitating coordination
among educational providers, and in trying to obtain the cooperation of
the private sector in support of high technology education. Meeting
the challenges posed by recent national studies on the quality of
education will also require high-level policy thought and attention.

Two considerations have been raised for this area:

(1) The secretariat could be maintained as a focal point for
guidance by the Governor. However, the executive orders
regarding the secretarial role should be amended to
reflect more limited authority assigned by statute.
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2) El i mi nate the secretari at and create the pos it i on of
Special Assistant to the Governor for Education as a
"policy advisor" position in the Office of the Governor.
In this case, the head of the State Council of Higher
Education and the Superintendent of Public Instruction
would carry out their current coordinative and budgetary
responsibilities with regard to their respective educa­
tional areas. Broad policy development and coordination
among 1eve1s of education and with other pub1i c and
private entities would be carried out by the Special
Ass i stant.

TRANSPORTATION SECRETARIAT

Two circumstances warrant a close look at the transportation
area: several agencies have purposes that are closely related to the
public safety and commerce secretarial areas, and the major agency of
the secretariat through its governing board, the Highway and Transpor­
tation Commission, has statutory authority to perform many of the
Secretary's intended functions.

The six agencies under this secretariat include:

• Department of Aviation

• Department of Hi ghways
and Transportation

• Division of Motor Vehicles

• State Offi ce of Emergency
and Energy Services

• Vi rgi ni a Port Authori ty

• Department of Military
Affai rs

Two agencies have functions that are more closely related to
public safety than to transportation. The Department of Military
Affairs is responsible for maintaining and equipping a military force
to protect the citizenry and property in case of natural disaster or
civil disturbance. The Office of Emergency and Energy Services is
responsible for preparing and coordinating the responses of local,
State, and federa 1 agenci es duri ng an emergency such as a fl ood or
nuclear disaster. It must work closely with the Department of Military
Affairs and the State Police in many instances. (The energy conserva­
tion role of the agency is unrelated to public safety or transporta­
tion. It involves technical assistance to consumers and local govern­
ments.) Both of these agencies were originally assigned to the com­
bined transportation and public safety secretariat. When the General
Assembly split the areas, they were aligned under the Transf'~rtation

Secretary.
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Management. The Commission believed that all elements of transporta­
tion should be integrated and that transportation should be viewed as a
separate function rather than as a means to an economic end. This
assumption is open to debate. But, even conceding the transportation
linkage for '~:,e Port Authority, there is an equally strong link between
economic development and the regulation, planning, and maintenance of
transportation systems as a whole. Moreover, an important function of
the Port Authority is market development and improving the State's
competitive position with ports in other states.

The three remai ni ng agenci es have transportation functions,
but three agencies may not collectively require supervision of a sepa­
rate secretary. The Department of Aviation is a small agency that can
be regarded as havi ng ali nk wi th economi c deve 1opment. The Di vi s i on
of Motor Vehicles carries out a mixture of transportationrelated and
regulatory functions.

If any or all of the other agencies were to be realigned, the
need for a separate Secretary of Transportation would be called into
question. The Department of Highways and Transportation is managed by
a CO/omission which has extensive powers in planning, policy develop­
ment, and oversight that duplicate those of the Secretary. The Commis­
sion on State Governmental Management originally envisioned creation of
a less comprehensive and powerful highway department (separate depart­
ments would have been created to handle urban highway matters and
public transit) when the secretariat was created. At that. time, how­
ever, the proposed realignment of agencies and responsibilities was not
adopted even though a Secretary of Transportation was established.

At least three alternative arrangements are apparent in
addition to the status quo:

(1) The secretariat could be eliminated and the agencies,
wi th the exception of the Port Authori ty, relocated in
the public safety secretariat. This arrangement would
provi de for general overs i ght of t.he agenci es at the
secretarial level, but the total number of agencies
involved would not be excessive. The Port Authority
coul d be reass i gned to the commerce area. The merged
Secretariat, however, would contain agencies with dis­
similar missions.

(2) The secretariat could be eliminated and a new secre­
tari at of commerce and t ransportat i on created. (Thi s
option assumes that commerce and resources would also be
split into two secretariats as discussed under that
secretariat, and that the Department of Military Affairs
and the State Office of Emergency Services would still
be moved to the public safety secretariat). Energy
would move to the Secretariat composed of conservation
agencies and activities.
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This arrangement would take advantage of the strong
1ink between commerce and t ransportat i on. However, a
combination that would add transportation to the exist­
ing commerce and resources secretariat is not advisable.
It woul d be an unmanageable workload and i nvo 1ve too
many competing and differing interests.

3) The secretariat coul.d be eliminated and a position of
policy advisor for transportation could be established
in the Governor's Office. This would maintain a focus
for developing policy initiatives and coordinating with
other secretariats. As in other options, the agencies
would be reassigned to other secretariats.

COMMERCE AND RESOURCES SECRETARIAT

Consideration should be given to restructuring and dividing
this secretariat. Concerns relate to the span of control of the Secre­
tary, the diverse missions of the agencies, and the need to balance the
sometimes competing goals of resource conservation and economic devel­
opment. The enabling legislation 'For the secretariat also does not
conform with other secretarial provisions in the Code of virginia.

The original enabling legislation for the secretaries placed
all of them in the Governor's Office. When the statutes were revised
in 1976 to create separate chapters for each secretary, the old wording
was retai ned for the Secretary of Commerce. Since no placement was
specified for the others, they can be considered as having an organiza­
tional status different from that of the Secretary of Commerce and
Resources. A unique distinction does not appear to be intended, how­
ever, because the responsibilities of the Secretary of Commerce paral­
lel those of the others. An oversight during revision of the statutes
may account for this disparity. Therefore, the General Assembly should
amend the applicable Code provisions to specify the structural status
of the secretarial offices.

The management of the secretariat is greatly affected by its
size and diversity. The functional area is composed of 19 independent
agencies and 104 other entities. Many of these entities are collegial
bodies with oversight, policy, or advisory roles. Agencies within the
secretariat are committed to conserving the State's natural resources,
maximizing economic development, protecting workers and consumers, and
managing and promoting scenic and historical attractions. A range of
regulat.ory, management, and promotional activities are carried out to
achieve these goals.

The goals are very important to the Commonwealth, but they
are sometimes inherently incompatible and hotly debated by interest
groups of various types. A proposed factory may, for example, repre-



sent new industry and jobs. Its effl uents, however, may have adverse
impacts on air or water quality and the livelihood of competing indus­
tri es, such as seafood. For these reasons, vari ous studi es over the
last decade have supported both consol idating agencies and spl itting
commerce ""d resource concerns. This arrangement would 1ink related
funct ions, maxi mi ze effi ci ency, and focus the energi es of the
Secretary.

Consolidation of agencies and activities can serve to make
the secretarial area more manageable in terms of numbers of agencies
and activities. However, the Secretary must still balance competing
needs. Balancing commercial and natural resource needs at the secre­
tarial level has the potential for ensuring full consideration of
proposed projects. Conflicts may be resolved without the direct
involvement of the Governor, unless there are exceptional
circumstances.

Conversely, secretaries may be viewed as high-level managers
and advocates for di screte functional areas. Under thi s concept,
missions of agencies should be closely related. A new secretariat
would be created in order to encompass agencies with a natural resource
orientation in one secretariat and economic development and labor
interests in another. Conflicts would need to be resolved above the
secretarial level.

Several
consideration:

alternative configurations are available for

(1) Maintain the dual orientation of the secretariat, but
reorgani ze agenci es to reduce thei r number and achi eve
stronger linkage of related functions through consolida­
tion and other means. This option would reduce the
Secretary's span of control and provide for increased
supervision and coordination at the agency level. It
would still require balancing competing environmental
and economic issues.

(2) Create separate secretariats for natural and cultural
resources and for commerce. Under this option, each
Secretary would deal with fewer agencies, but there
would be a more common orientation.

(3) Create a combined secretariat for commerce and transpor­
tation and a separate secretariat for natural and cul­
tural resources. This alternative would create two more
manageable secretariats, link all commercial activities
for coordinated policy, and relate the natural re­
sources, environmental, and recreational attractions.
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PUBLIC SAFETY SECRETARIAT

The public safety secretariat appears to be structurally
sound. The number of independent agencies (seven) and other entities
(36) is neither too small nor too large, and all the agencies in this
secretari at have a common purpose -- to mai ntai n the safety of the
citizens of the Commonwealth.

Agencies in this area are of various sizes. The small Com­
monwealth's Attorneys' Services and Training Council coordinates train­
ing and educational services to Commonwealth's Attorneys. The large
Department of Corrections operates and supervises correctional institu­
tions for offenders. Other public safety agencies train personnel from
local fire departments, patrol the State's highways, investigate crimi­
nal activity, and regulate the manufacture, sale, and possession of
alcoholic beverages.

The only modifications which should be considered for this
secretarial area are to add two agencies from the transportation secre­
tariat which are closely related to the public safety area. The
Department of Military Affairs trains and manages the military units
which protect citizens in case of natural disaster or civil distur­
bance. The emergency servi ces act i vi ties of the Dffi ce of Emergency
and Energy Services should also be transferred. This agency assists
localities and State agencies in designing emergency plans and coordi­
nates the responses of local, State, and federal agencies during emer­
gencies. Coordination of budgeting and planning for and responding to
emergencies could be enhanced if all agencies oriented toward publ ic
safety were aligned under the Public Safety Secretary.

HUMAN RESOURCES SECRETARIAT

The human resources secretari at should be mai ntai ned, but
structural changes appear warranted at the agency level. The 14 inde­
pendent agencies and 56 other bodies are oriented to the provision of
services and financial assistance and to the treating of physical,
rehabilitative, and social disabilities.

This area has the second highest number of employees of all
the functional areas. Since it was created in 1972, eight independent
agenci es have been added to the area. It contai ns four very 1arge
agencies which provide services to clients directly (the Departments of
Health, Mental Health and Mental Retardation, Rehabilitative Services,
and Social Services), but also contains six agencies which re.Je less
than 20 employees each. These sma 11 agenci es have a much narrower
focus: they do research and advocate for the interests of special
groups such as children and the deaf, review health costs, and promote
volunteer activities.



The structure of this secretarial area could be made more
efficient if one or more of these small agencies were merged with other
related human resource agencies or provided with centralized adminis­
trative support. These possible changes are not discussed in this
report, bll' rathe'r in a companion document to this report entitled
An Assessment of Structural Targets in The Executive Branch of Virqinia.

CHIEF OF STAFF

A Governor clearly needs to achieve a management operation
that suits his or her personal style and unique circumstances. How­
ever, it is not appropriate for the structure or assignment of respon­
sibilities established in statute to be abrogated by either practice or
executive order. Moreover, some arrangements raise questions of effi­
ciency and appropriate delegation of authority. Addressing these
concerns will require balancing the need for flexibility of various
administrations and the definition of structure and responsibility
whicn is the prerogative of the Legislature.

It is apparent that the powers and duties assigned to the
Governor's direct staff, particularly with regard to the budget func­
tion, can have many ramifications. Numerous concerns appear in organi­
zat i ona 1 1i terature and have been ra i sed by former and current State
officials. The role of the Governor's staff has been described as
having the potential both to increase and to undercut the viability of
the established structure, and to either enhance the Governor's control
or create a separate power center. Not surprisingly, much attention in
Virginia focuses on the role of the Governor's Chief of Staff and his
delegation of authority and actual responsibility.

Chief of Staff Models

In the previous administration, the Secretary of Administra­
tion and Finance served as the Governor's Chief of Staff. The present
administration employs another model. By executive order, the Gover­
nor's Senior Executive Assistant has been designated Chief of Staff and
has been assigned specific budgetary, personnel, and planning responsi­
bilities. The critical difference in the two models, however, is that
the Senior Executive Assistant is not confirmed by the General Assem­
bly; ~or are such responsibilities vested in the position by law. In
fact, the statutory authority ·for budget and personnel rests with the
Secretary of Administration and Finance, and planning authority has
been given all the secretaries.

Table 3, while it does not show s!Jecific powers, contrasts
the Secretary of Administration and Finance and Senior Executive Assis­
tant positions in terms of other related considerations. The figure
shows that under the current arrangement, the Senior Executive Assis­
tant appears to be in a position to more closely interact with the
Governor.
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Table 3 -------------------

COMPARISON OF SECRETARY OF AOMINISTRATION ANO FINANCE ANO SENIOR EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT POSITIONS

Model Chief of Staff
Arrangement*

Located in Governor's Office.

Governor's closest intimate.

Controls Cabinet/Agency access
to Governor.

Has knowledge of all Governor/
Cabinet/Agency contacts and
therefore can participate
as desired.

Receives orders from Governor
and carries them out.

Has operating responsibility
for Governor's personal staff.

Senior Executive
Assistant's Situation

Located in Governor's Office

Governor's closest intimate.

Controls Cabinet/Agency access
to Governor.

Has knowledge of all Governor/
Cabinet/Agency contacts and
therefore can participate
as desired.

Receives orders from Governor
and carries them out.

Has operating responsibility
for Governor's personal staff.

Secretary of Administration and
Finance's Situation

Located away with Cabi net. .

Ready access as member of Cabinet
and on request for specific
subjects.

Generally no control.

Fragmentary knowledge.
Ordinarily welcome in meetings
if there is reason for
attendance.

Receives a few orders from
Governor but more from Senior
Executive Assistant.

Operating responsibility for
Administration and Finance.

*Based on the White House chief of staff model.

Source: Secretary of Administration and Finance.



Secretary of Administration as Chief of Staff

In the previous administration, the term "little Governor"
was frequently used to refer to the Secretary of Administration and
Finance. T·,;s term reflected the considerable authority inherent in
statute and executive order for bUdgetary, personnel, and other admin­
istrative functions, as well as legislative coordination.

The Secretary saw the administration and finance position as
impl icitly elevated above the other secretaries because nearly every
program or pol icy change could impact the bUdget. He therefore exer­
cised review authority over the activities of other secretaries and
served as the cabinet's liaison with the Governor and General Assembly.

Under this arrangement, the dual role of the Assistant Secre­
tary for Financial Policy did not obscure traditional reporting rela­
tionships and lines of authority within the secretariat. The dual role
was initially establ ished to reduce potential confl ict between the
roles of the Director of the Department of Planning and Budget and the
Assistant Secretary. It was seen as a way to enhance implementation in
the budget of the Governor's priorities and policies. The Assistant
Secretary continued to advise the Secretary of Administration and
Finance on broad fi nanci a1 pol i ci es and to report to the Governor
through the Secretary.

The Governor's direct relationship to the budget function was
enhanced, however, because the Secretary served him as the statutorily
des i gnated Deputy Budget Offi cer. The Secretary a1so exerci sed broad
i nforma1 authori ty to oversee the secretari a1 system and represent the
Governor.

Executive Assistant as Chief of Staff

Designating a trusted assistant as Chief of Staff al so en­
hances the Governor's relationships with critical central functions of
government and establishes a focal point for the functional area secre­
taries. Nevertheless, assigning such powers to an individual who is
not confirmed by the General Assembly has the potential to abrogate the
Legislature's approval prerogative and the statutorily assigned respon­
sibilities of the Secretary of Administration and Finance. It also
does not conform with specific statutory provisions regarding delega­
tion. The Chief of Staff's authority and possible duplication of
effort are evidenced in the orders that have established the position
and in the operations of the Budget Steering Group that he heads.

Authority of Senior Executive Assistant. Executive Order
Number 36, issued in 1983, declares and confirms the following respon­
sibilities for the Governor's Senior Executive Assistant:
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• include but not limited to, the direction and supervision of
the Governor's Office, as well as budgeting, personnel, and
planning authority.

• act as Chief of Staff for cabinet secretaries, with whom each
secretary wi 11 revi ew a 11 major budgeting, personne 1, pol icy,
and legislative matters which require the Governor's
decision.

• resolve policy differences among 0\' between secretaries.

• act as chief liaison officer with members of the General
Assembly.

Budget Steering Group. The Budget Steeri ng Group headed by
the Senior Executive Assistant is an ad hoc committee formed to oversee
the budget process. The group is understood to have the last wot'd at
each stage of the budget process. In addition to the Senior Executive
Assistant, group members include the Secretary and Deputy Secretary of
Administration and Finance, the Assistant Secretary for Financial
Policy, the Secretary of Transportation, and the head of the Governor's
Economic Advisory Counci 1.

The Group is viewed as glvlng the Governor more direct con­
trol over the bUdget process and bringing together additional budgeting
expertise. The Secretary of Transportation, for example, is a former
director of the House Appropriations Committee staff. The Deputy
Secretary of Administration and Finance is a former director of the
Senate Finance Committee staff.

The Group adds, however, another level to the complex budget
process and assumes many of the functions of the administration and
finance secretariat. Three officials from two secretariats function as
commi ttee members rather than budget advi sors representing thei r own
assigned capacities. Perhaps just as important, four secretaries are
not members of the group.

Accordi ng to an August 8, 1983, memorandum on the budget
process, the Budget Steering Group guides budget development and recom­
mends budget po 1icy to the Governor. It a 1so makes recommendations to
the Governor on appropriate responses to:

• changes in revenue;
• proposed changes in budget targets;
• proposed operating and capital budgets for
• each secretari a 1 area; and
.proposed revenue bond projects

Each secretary makes recommendations to the Group for his or her secre­
tari a 1 area.



statutory Issue. Many questions emel'ge with regard to the
extent of authority delegated to the Governor's Senior Executive Assis­
tant in Executive Order 36 and in the forming of the Budget Steering
Group. It seems to be the clear intent of the General Assembly that
budgetary, ,,,,rsonnel, and planning authority in Virginia should be
delegated to a secretary or an official confirmed by the General Assem­
bly. The delegation to the Chier of Staff appears to contravene Sec­
tion 2.1-39.1 of the Code of Virginia, which specifies to whom the
Governor may delegate and the method to be used:

De 1egat i on of powers. The Governor is autllO­
rized to designate and empower any secretary or
other officer in the executive branch who is re­
quired to be confirmed by the General Assembly or
either house thereof, to perform without approval,
ratification, or other action by the Governor any
function which is vested in the Governor by law, or
which such officer is required or authorized by law
to perform only with or subject to the approval,
rat i fi cat i on of the Governor; provi ded, however,
that nothing contained herein shall relieve the
Governor of hi s respons i bil ity in offi ce for the
acts of any such secretary or officer designated by
him to perform such functions. Any designation or
authorization under this section shall be in the
form of a written exective order, shall be sUbject
to such terms, conditions, and 1imitations as the
Governor may deem advisable, and shall be revocable
in whole or in part at any time by the Governor.
[emphasis added]

Thi s sect i on permi ts the Governor to delegate, but on ly by
executive ordl;!r, and then only those functions vested in him by law.
Further, the functions can only be delegated to a secretary or other
officer in the executive branch who is required to be confirmed by the
General Assembly. The current Chief of Staff is not confirmed and does
not always function under the direct supervision of the Governor. He
may need to act, for example, when the Governor is out of the State.

The Governor's office has indicated that the intent of
Executive Order 36 is not to delegate authority but to clarify rela­
tionships. The order was issued upon informal consultation with the
Attorney General. The authority is intended to apply only to the
Governor's office and new language is being prepared to make this
clear'. Nevertheless, the perception of hierarchial authority is
created. It is further buttressed by the creation of the ad hoc budget
steering group. In this context, the executive order must be viewed as
giving the Chief of Staff potential command of administrative and
fiscal processes which are assigned in statute to others.
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A Governor obviously needs flexibility in order to obtain the
1eve 1 of staff ass i stance that is determi ned to be necessa ry. Never­
theless, powers and duties must be delegated in accordance with the
law. The Governor should reassess the appropriateness of Executive
Order 36, which gives the Senior Executive Assistant budget, planning,
and personnel authority.

It appears that under current law, key aspects of the Chief
of Staff's functions are inherent in the responsibilities of the Secre­
tary of Administration and Finance. If it is desired by the Governor
to permit another staff member to assist him in overseeing other execu­
tive officials, the Governor should request that the General Assembly
establish a new position of Chief of Staff and provide for confirmation
of the appointee. Alternatively, the delegation statute may be amended
to permit the Governor to delegate to other specifically named
positions.



IV, STAFFING THE SECRETARIAL SYSTEM

The staff resources of the secretarial system encompass both
di rect and indi rect staff, The di rect staff assigned to the secre­
taries have the greatest visibility, and their number has fluctuated
over time, Secretaries also have access to the resources of central
staff agencies and may use supplementary staff from agencies within the
secretari at,

Determining the appropriate level and type of staff resources
involves more than consideration of numbers of staff and associated
costs, although these are important considerations, The system's
resources should be commensurate with the role and responsibilities
determined to be appropriate for the Governor's high-level assistants,
Moreover, the resources may be provided in a variety of ways depending
upon the purpose, objectivity, and accessibility desired for staff
support,

CURRENT STAFF RESDURCES

Currently, including the Secretaries, 26 FTE positions are
directly assigned to the secretarial offices (Table 4). During 1982,
supplemental staff support was provided by over 38 additional FTE
positions carrying out special studies and activities, Staff costs for
both types of positions exceeded $2 million, An additional 6 positions
are routinely available to the secretaries to provide a variety of
programmatic and analytical services. Direct staff are similarly
allocated among secretariats. In contrast, use of indirect staff is
variable,

Allocation of Direct Staff

Each secretary has a Deputy and clerical staff. The adminis­
tration and finance secretariat also has a unique position of Assistant
Secretary for Financial Policy. This is a high-level position with
responsibilities similar to that of a secretary, The Secretary of
Human Resources has supplemented the standard staff allotment by fill­
ing a temporary staff position. The same individual has served in the
temporary slot since the beginning of 1982.

Included in the 26 direct positions is a "core clerical
group" which was established in May of 1982 to provide pooled clerical
assistance to all secretaries, The group, which is supervised by the
Secretary of Administration and Finance, consists of:
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STAFFING OF THE SECRETARIAL SYSTEM
June, 1983
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Administration & Finance 1 1 1 2 2 7
Commerce & Resources 1 1 1 16 19
Education 1 1 1 5 8
Human Resources 1 1 1 1 7 11
Public Safety 1 1 1 6 9
Transportat ion 1 1 1 2 5
All Secretaries 5 6 11

Total 6 6 1 12 1 38 6 70

*Supp 1ementa 1 staff assistance provided to secretaries by agencies and consultants from
January - October, 1982,

**Represents the Evaluation Section of the Department of Planning and Budget which is
available to secretaries for research.

Source: Appropriations Act, JLARC Supplemental Staffing Review, Deputy
Secretary of Administration and Finance.

• Two telephone operators from the Department of Telecommunica­
tions. (Administration and Finance reimburses Telecommunica­
tions for their salaries.)

• One messenger from the Department of
works excl us i ve ly for the secretari es.
by General Services.)

General Services who
(His salary is paid

~o

• Two clerical positions. (With the Governor's authorization
and General Assembly approval, these two positions were
transferred from DPB and appropriated under the Secretary of
Administration and Finance.)

At current rates, annual costs of di reet staffi ng for the
secretarial system total $918,242.

Fewer direct staff positions are now allocated to the secre­
taries than in previous administrations. Over time, the number of



funded positions in the secretarial offices has fluctuated from a low
of 15 in 1972 to a high of 72 in 1978 (Table 5). During the first year
of the system, the staff included the six secretaries, an assistant to
the Secretary of Administration, and eight clerks. Appropriations to
fund these p~,itions totalled $250,000.

Table 5

STAFFING LEVELS FOR THE SECRETARIAL SYSTEM
1972-1982

Year

1972
1974
1978
1980
1982

Number of Funded
Positions

15
NA
72
46
22

Appropriations

$ 250,000
$ 380,330
$2,602,308
$1,727,870
$1,435,900

Source: Appropriations Acts, Previous studies of the secretarial
system.

For the period 1974 to 1978 the number of positions grew to
72 with the addition of positions that had formerly been in the Divi­
sion of State Planning and Community Affairs. Dividing the planning
staff among the secretaries provided resources for addressing issues
within functional areas. When the Department of Planning and Budget
was created, p1anni ng pos i t ions were reallocated to that Department.
However, the' resources of the Department were to be avai lable for
secretarial support.

The number of direct staff positions totalled 46. in 1980.
Twelve of these staff were in the administration and finance area. The
other secretaries had staff levels of seven, with the exception of the
transportatiDn area, which had six. The staff were assigned research,
policy, and evaluation responsibilities.

Indirect Staff Support

Secretaries are permitted by the Governor to supplement their
direct staff by a variety of methods (Table 6). Generally, personnel
from line agencies are used to conduct studies and provide information
required by the secretary or the General Assembly; and central agency
staff are used for budget and management-related purposes. While
supplemental staffing is permissible, current reporting mechanisms make
it difficult to determine the total costs of staffing the secretarial
system or the amount of staff support required by the secl'etaries.

:'>]



-------------- Table 6 --------------

SUPPLEMENTAL STAFF POLICY

Permissible Ways To Supplement Secretarial Staff:

Assigning work to agencies

Engaging Governor's fellows or other interns on
free (or nominal) pay basis

Assigning work to support staff in the Governor's
Office

Engaging volunteer help

Engaging faculty members through Faculty Executive
Exchange program

Contracting for research with Virginia educational
institutions

Engaging contract personnel financed from grants.

The Following Are Listed As Prohibited Supplements:

Transferring employees from agencies to the
secretary's office

Hiring wage hourly employees, except for short
work peaks, planned special tasks, and vacation
replacements

Engaging consultants or other contractors for
ongoing administrative work.

Source: 1982 Governor's Office Directive.

The General Assembly has requi red monitori ng of temporary
personnel transfers to ensure that approved staff levels for executive
agencies are not bypassed. Personnel transferred for a two-week period
or more must be reported. However, supplemental staff almost always
remain in agencies, and their time is not regularly recorded.

Use of Agency Staff and Consultants. Because data on supple­
mental staffing is not routinely collected by the secretaries or execu­
tive agencies, JLARC staff requested all the secretaries to identify



projects and assignments being carried out for them by agencies and
indirect staff. JLARC then asked the agencies and, in appropriate
cases, consultants to determine hours spent and salary costs of provid­
ing supplemental staff support for those specific projects or assign­
ments.

Supplemental staffing was defined as staff work by agency
staff and others on projects and assignments reguested by a secretary
where the end product, if one was produced, went to the secretary.

This method indicated that at least 38 FTE positions were
called upon by the secretaries over a 10-month period from January­
October 1982 (Table 7). Staff supplementation ranged from slightly
more than two persons in two secretarial areas to almost 16 in another.
Overa11, at 1east $1 mi 11 i on was added to the cos t of staffi ng the
secretarial system. This can be viewed as a conservative figure since
staff are also drawn upon for other purposes, such as supporting task
forces. The current Secreta ry of Commerce and Resources has noted,
however, that in many instances assignments are closely related to the
mission of an agency, and it is difficult to define a clear line of
demarcat ion.

------------- Table 7 -------------

SUPPLEMENTAL STAFF ASSISTANCE PROVIDED TO SECRETARIES
Janua ry - October·, 1982

Estimated
Estimated Full-Time Sal ary No. of

Secretary Hours Eguivalent Cost Agencies

Administration & Finance 4,744 2.3 $ 60,887 12
Commerce & Resources 33,103 15.9 365,441 12
Education 10,937 5.3 172,852 14
Human Resources 13,717 6.6 262,060 13
Public Safety 11,856 5.7 120,909 3
Transportation 4,810 2.3 70,888 8

Total 79,167 38.1 $1,053,037 62

Note: Estimates were gathered from the agencies and consultants who
provided major types of. assistance and are intended to serve
as an estimate of assistance provided. The total figures are
conservative because data on minor types of assistance were not
co llected.
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purposes.
tary. The

Generally supplemental staffing is
About 35 FTEs participated in projects
following examples are illustrative:

for executive branch
initiated by a secre-

At the request of the secretary of Public
Safety in 1982, the Department of Corrections
carried out a comparative study of prison staffing
and construction costs. While approximately 30
employees were involved, only four contributed
significant amounts of time toward the study.
Approximately 613 hours were expended by the four
employees on the project, with a salary cost of
$5,500 .

* * *
A personnel consultant from the VCU Center for

Public Affairs was employed by the Secretary of
Commerce and Resources in 1982 to handle personnel
problems in two agencies. The consultant audited
the director position in each agency, and assisted
in the recruitment and selection of individuals to
fill the positions. Between January and October of
1982 the specialist spent 402 hours on the projects
with a salary cost of $5,284.

In some cases agency staff are also obtained to do assign­
ments or studies required by the General Assembly. Approximately 3
FTEs, at an estimated cost of $185,816, participated in 11 separate
activities assigned to the secretaries by the 1982-84 Appropriations
Act, other 1982 Acts of Assembly, and by resolution (Table 8). Most of
these ass i gnments i nvo 1ved studi es that the secretari es di d not feel
could be carried out by direct staff. For example:

The Secretary of Transportation is assigned
responsibility in statute for compiling a statewide
Transportation Plan. To carry out this responsi­
bility, at least 11 representatives from five
transportation agencies were appointed to a commit­
tee to- compile the plan. Committee members esti­
mate that a total of 1,442 hours were spent compil­
ing the plan, with an associated salary cost of
$27,859.

* * *
During the 1982 session of the General Assem­

bly, the Secretary of Administration and Finance
was directed by Senate Joint Resolution 42 to study
the costs of administering the State's employee
health care programs. This study, along with five



-------------- Table 8 --------------

SECRETARIAL ACTIVITIES ASSIGNED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
1982

Administration and Finance
Commerce and Resources
Education
Human Resources
Public Safety
Transportation

Total

Total Number
of Requirements

4
o
o
6
o
1

11

Total Staff
Hours

938+*
o
o

4,208
o

1,442

6,588
(3.2FTE)

Total Staff
Sa1ary

$ 13,117+*
o
o

144,840
o

27,859

$185,816

*Hour and salary figures for two activities not available.

Source: Executive Department Actions and JLARC Review of Supplemental
Staffing.

other personnel-related studies assigned to the
Secretary or the Governor, were funneled through
the Secretary to the Department of Personnel and
Training (DPT). DPT estimates that approximately
3,700 staff hours (approximately 1.8 FTE's) with an
associated salary cost of about $45,000 were de­
voted by agency staff toward the projects over a
10-month period.

Wh il e such uses of staff may be appropri ate, the -cos ts and
staff capacity represented by such use are not accounted for by exist­
ing processes. The General Assembly may wish to specify in statute or
in the Appropriations Act that each secretary monitor and report all
uses of indirect staff for defined projects.

Access to Staff Resources

Secretaries also have access to existing pools of staff
resources within their secretariats and in central agencies (Table 9).
Some secretari es have wi thi n thei r secretari ats staff-type agenci es
with planning, analysis, and coordinative responsibilities that can be
channeled to support secretarial missions. BUdget and evaluative
assistance can be drawn from the Department of Planning and BUdget and
the Department of Management Analysis and Systems Development.
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-------------- Tabl e 9

SECRETARIAL ACCESS TO SOURCES OF STAFF SUPPORT

Source

Council on the Environment

Department of Criminal
Justice Services

State Council of Higher
Education

Department of Planning and
BUdget

Department of Management
Analysis and Systems
Development

Total

Total Staff

11

50

58

100

157

376

Secretary Served

Commerce and Resources

Public Safety

Education

Administration and
Finance plus all others

All secretaries

Potential Support Within Secretariats. Because staff-type
agencies generally pre-date the secretarial system, comparable re­
sources are not available within each secretariat; nor are existing
resources specifically assigned to serve as secretarial staff. Some
form of resource, however, appears to be available within each
secretari at.

The Department of Criminal Justice Services and the Council
on the Environment both have general planning and coordinative roles.
These agencies carry out major portions of their work at the direction
of their respective secretaries. For example, the Council on the
Environment has a very broad planning and coordinating mission which is
closely related to that of the Secretary of Commerce and Resources. In
fact, at one time the Commission on State Governmental Management
suggested that ·the Council might be designated as staff to the
Secretary.

The human resources secretari at does not contai n an agency
with broad analytical focus. However, a major coordinative problem for
the Secretary is to ensure that the needs of particular client groups
are not overlooked. The smalls i ngl e-purpose agencies, such as the
Division for Children, that cut across agency lines have the p'-,tential
for assisting the Secretary in exercising this responsibility. More­
over, 1arge human servi ce agenci es wi th mul t i pl e cl i ent groups or
services frequently have analytical or planning capacity that can be
tapped by the Secretary.



Although not listed as having an analytic agency within the
secretariat, the transportation area does have such support available.
The Highway and Transportation Research Council is available for
special project assignments.

As presently constituted, these analytical agencies are
independent of the secretaries. For secretaries to direct major por­
tions of their workload can be construed as having the potential for
usurping their independent jUdgements or choice of emphasis.
Nevertheless, their responsibilities parallel those of the secretaries
and they report to and advi se the Governor through thei r respective
sec retary.

Central Agencg Resources. Over time, secreta ri es have not
been regarded as needing extensive direct staff resources. They are
viewed as executive officers with access to the central staff resources
of the State. Data are not available on the availability or use of
central agency staff in previous administrations. The current secre­
taries make extensive use of such staff, as does the Governor.

Two staff agencies are heavily involved in working with the
secretaries: the Department of Planning and BUdget and the Department
of Management Analysis and Systems Development (MASD). MASD, for
examp 1e, was requested by secretari es to conduct seven s tudi es of
agency operations in 1982.

The Department of Planning and Budget works with the secre­
taries in the course of its regular budget development process. Con­
tacts of this type are not documented. Both secretaries and DPB staff
indicate that budget analysts were also involved in the negotiation of
execut i ve agreements because of thei r extens i ve knowl edge of agency
programs and activities.

A major objective of the Director of DPB is to improve the
agency's capacity to support the secretaries. A newly created Evalua­
tion Division within the Department was primarily designed to provide
policy, research, and evaluation support to the Governor and the secre­
taries. The division supplements the extensive support provided by
regular budget analysts. The new division is, in effect, a staff pool
assigned the same functions as direct staff in the previous administra­
tion. According to the Division's director, all activities are in­
tended to support the secretaries.

There is considerable potential for secretarial functions to
be efficiently and effectively supported by pooled resources. However,
careful consideration should be given to placement of the resources in
order to ensure the access of secretaries to comprehensive and timely
information. Currently, DPB resources are directly managed by a secre­
tary equal in position to the functional area secretaries. This condi­
tion may limit the access of other secretaries. location within DPB
may also contribute to a fiscal or budget orientation for the staff
work of these resources. Secretaries responsible for functional areas
also have other programmatic staffing needs.
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STAFFING ALTERNATIVES

Several factors need to be taken into account in determining
the nature and level of future staff support for the secretaries.
Primary factors include the role and responsibilities of the system and
of individual secretaries, the functions assigned to direct staffs, and
the accessibility of various types of external resources.

Considerations Related to Secretarial Role

Within the present structure of the system, the roles of all
secretaries or of individual secretaries may be modified to emphasize
po 1icy advi ce to the Governor or stronger management of funct i ona 1
areas. Policy advisors may function relatively independently or as
part of a collegial body or task force. They can generate ideas,
assess options, and stimulate agency coordination. For this role,
direct staff needs may be limited.

In contrast, a stronger managerial role may require a higher
level of direct staff support. Contacts with multiple agencies within
a secretariat would need to be frequent. Often a product such as an
executive agreement or a bUdget must be produced. While agencies
should be expected to provide the baseline detail, secretarial staff
will need to assimilate, validate, and propose alternatives to agency
concepts. Since some secretaries may have a more comprehensive manage­
ment role than others, direct staffing could also be differentiated
among secretaries.

Considerations Related to Staff Functions

The functions assigned to staff will also affect their number
and placement. There are multiple and highly different functions and
combinations of functions that could be assigned to secretarial staff.
These include administering the office, sUbstituting for the secretary
in management tasks, representing the secretary or Governor, dealing
with client or political groups, and conducting independent research or
evaluation.

If staff are to function primarily as administrative or
clerical assistants, then the number of direct staff could be limited
and some clerical support provided by a pool. If staff are to substi­
tute for the secretary or represent the Governor, their qualifications
must, to some extent, replicate or complement those of the secretary.
The number of staff should be commensurate with the workload of the
secretari at.

Other factors should be considered if staff are to conduct
independent research. Not only must their qualifications be relevant,



they must also have sufficient resources and direction. The quality
and economy of such staff support might be enhanced by placement out­
side of an individual secretariat in a central staff agency.

Considerations Related to Accessibility and Objectivity

The location of staff resources should be closely related to
two factors: access i bil ity and objectivity. Di rect staff are, of
course, most accessible to meet the immediate needs of a secretary.
They are often selected by a secretary based on his or her assessment
of necessary qualifications, compatibility of style or personality, and
an estimate of trust. They may assist a secretary in absorbing and
relaying information and in carrying out activities related to agencies
within the secretariat.

Staff in line or central agencies are less accessible to a
secretary. They have other roles and responsibilities. Moreover, they
may tend to approach issues from an agency rather than a high-level
management point of view. They may also tend to reflect the fiscal or
programmat i c ori entat i on of thei r agency or its di rector. Information
that goes to the secretary may be filtered at one or more points in its
development.

The advantage of pooled staff, however, is the convergence of
staff resources to deal with a major issue. The highest level of
objective and directed support for the system might be provided by
pooled staff in an agency established particularly to meet secretarial
needs.

Options for Secretarial Support

Numerous options are available for providing secretaries with
resources that reflect their assigned roles and responsibilities. The
options presented here are not mutually exclusive; nor do they repre­
sent the full range of possibilities .

• Maintain the Status Quo

Secretaries could continue to be staffed by a deputy and one
clerical position. A clerical pool would continue to provide supple­
mentary clerical resources. Significant amounts of staff resources
would continue to reside in the Department of Planning and Budget and
in independent agencies within secretariats. Secretaries would be
required to record and report on the use of supplemental staff re­
sources in agencies.

• Staff Differenti ally

Direct staff could be assigned to secretarial offices based
on the role assigned to the individual secretary and criteria that
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measure workload. For example, a secretary with primarily policy
responsibilities would have fewer staff than a secretary with a mana­
gerial role.

eCreate a Central Staff Office to Serve the Secretaries

Under thi s option, staff resources of the centra 1 agenci es
that currently provide support to the secretaries could be merged in a
new agency. Included would be the research, pol icy, and evaluation
sect ions of the Department of Pl anni ng and BUdget, and the current
management consulting section of the Department of Management Analysis
and Sys terns Deve 1opment. Units may a 1so be drawn from other centra 1
agencies.

This option would provide the secretaries with equitable
access to a pool of staff resources that they would not have to person­
ally supervise. The agency would have a permanent, professional staff.
A full-time director would ensure the quality and objectivity of staff
work. Creation of such a central office would establ ish a staff re­
source for the secretaries that is separate from financial policy
assistance rendered by the Department of Planning and BUdget.



V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDAnONS

This study has j'eviewed the concept, responsibilities, struc­
ture, and resources of the secretarial system in Virginia. The study
was requested as part of a larger effort to assess the efficiency and
effect i venes s of the structure of State government. The secretari al
system is a particularly important part of that structure. The system
was proposed as a means of enabl ing the Governor to guide and gain
control of the many State agencies that carry out governmental
programs.

The major purposes of the secretarial system are to enhance
the cohesive direction of the functional areas of State government,
strengthen administrative and financial support and control, and
improve the capacity of government to deal with issues of immediate and
long-range concern. Periodically, it has been necessary to reassess
the structure of executive direction to ensure that it is meeting those
purposes as efficiently and effectively as possible.

The results of this study may be useful to the Governor as
well as to the General Assembly. As chief executive officer of the
Commonwealth, the Governor defines the role of the system by delegating
his own powers and interpreting as may be required those assigned by
the General Assembly. The General Assembly, however, has the sole
constitutional authority to create the components of the executive
branch, and has first responsibility to assign authority and responsi­
bil ity to the appointed leaders within the branch.

Generally, this study concludes that the structure and opera­
tions of the secretarial system are consistent with the management
needs of the Commonwealth. There simply is no evidence that· it would
be desirable for the Commonwealth to return to a system where all
program-related agencies report directly to the Governor. It also does
not seem necessary to undertake the massive reorganization that would
be required to create a cabinet-type system. In that system, rela­
tively few large multipurpose agencies would be headed by officials who
would also serve as advisors to the Governor in a formal cabinet. The
question of whether or not some other system of leadership and policy
advisement would work better is.not possible to answer.

Nevertheless, a number of areas should be addressed in order
to make certain that the secretarial system balances the constitutional
authorities of the Governor and the General Assembly, and takes into
account differences in the roles and responsibilities assigned to
high-level executive assistants and to agency directors and boards and
commissions. Moreover, if the system is to achieve its intended objec­
tives, the system itself must be manageable.
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The basic assumptions for this review have been that an
efficient and effective structure would (1) adhere to constitutional
and statutory parameters, (2) have lines of authority, responsibilities
and levels of activity ttlat are clearly defined and appropriately
implemented; and (3) organize agencies and assign resources to each
secretari at that are commensurate wi th the intended purpose of the
agencies and levels of responsibility assigned to the secretaries.

Problem areas were identified by comparing actual practice
with requirements in the Constitution and in statute. and by reviewing
the historical record. To address each identified concern, the most
plausible options were presented. When all of the elements of the
system and the identified concerns were viewed together, the following
proposal was developed for legislative and executive consideration.
Above all, the structural results of this proposal are expected to be
enduring beyond a single administration and beyond the alterations that
might result from differences in style or personality of the incumbents
involved.

Staff Recommendation 1:
management-coordination

Retain the secretarial system with its
orientation.

Execut i ve power has become more concentrated in the Common­
wealth. This is not incompatible, however, with the General Assembly's
actions, over time, to provide for more cohesive direction to the
functional areas of government. The secretarial system appears to
offer a reasonable structure for maintaining the integrity of the
individual agencies that carry out programs while providing this
di rect ion.

The balance of authority between the Governor and the General
Assembly does not appear to have been seriously impaired. The General
Assembly still has responsibility for prescribing structure, responsi­
bilities, and broad policies of executive entities. It confirms
appoi ntments and mod ifi es, changes, and directs through enactment or
amendment of statutes.

The cur-rent Governor and all future governors requi re the
assistance of executive officers with sufficient authority to ensure
that the laws are faithfully executed and that budgets and programs for
each functional area reflect important statewide priorities.

Staff Recommendation 2: Clarify the mission of the Secretarial system
and the authority of the Governor and secretaries to hold agenc~ heads
accountable for fiscal, administrative, and program performance.

The executive authority of the Governor is not sufficiently
defined in the Constitution to close off debate about its scope and



nature, but must be determined in conjunction with consideration of
statutory assignment of responsibility and tradition. Nevertheless,
governors exercise considerable discretionary authority over executive
branch agencies because of the authority that they hold as the chief
elected 0'- ,cer in the Commonwealth and as a constitutional chief
execut i ve.

Any ambiguity in the role of the Governor regarding agencies
is reflected in ambiguity and concern regarding the activities of
secretaries. The General Assembly has not chosen to make expl icit in
statute the authority of the Governor or his secretaries to hold agency
heads responsible for their performance. This responsibility, however,
is a critical management component. It would be desirable at this time
to make that responsibil ity expl icit in statute. The only exception
would be the Secretary of Education, because of unique constitutional
and statutory circumstances regarding educational entities.

It should be clearly stated in statute that the mission of
the secretarial system is to provide overall policy direction and to
monitor performance for a functional area of government. However, the
responsibil ity for operating an agency and administering its programs
should remain clearly vested in the appointed and confirmed agency head
or supervisory board.

Staff Recommendation 3: Eliminate the current administration and
finance secretariat and create a separate Secretary of Administration
and Secretary of Finance.

This proposal would recognize current practice and the fact
that the fiscal affairs of the Commonwealth require high-level atten­
tion on a full-time basis. Current statutes designate the Secretary of
Administration and Finance as Deputy BUdget and Personnel Officer and
assign all the central administrative and financial agencies to report
to the Governor through the Secretary. Nevertheless, in practice the
Assistant Secretary for Financial Policy has received equal status and
serves as a seventh secretary.

secretary of Finance. Two major factors for consideration
are the apparent desire of recent governors to have a more direct
relationship with the budget function, and the implicit dominance of
the administration and finance secretariat over the program secretar­
iats. Dominance has been derived by combining administrative and
bUdgetary authority in one secretariat. Separation would continue the
strong relationship with the Governor of the budget function. It would
also strengthen the program-area secretaries, because all administra­
tive and fiscal functions would not be concentrated in one secretarial
area, Creating a Secretary of Finance would also recognize that the
workload of the secretariat appears, in practice, to warrant two
secretaries.
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Agencies assigned to the Secretary of Finance should include
only those with budget and fiscal pol icy orientations. They would
include the Department of Planning and Budget, the Virginia Supplemen­
tal Retirement System, the Department of the Treasury, the Department
of Taxation, the Department of Accounts, and State Loan Authori ties.
(Appendix A lists the agencies that would be contained in this and
other proposed secretari a 1 areas.)

The revenue forecasting functions of several departments
should be transferred to the Department of Planning and Budget. The
department should retain its complete range of program budgeting
responsibilities, including the responsibility to evaluate performance
related to the budget and to develop program plans. However, the
separate sections that carry out policy, research, and evaluation
should be reassigned to a newly created Department of Analytical and
Administrative Services under the Secretary of Administration.

Secretary of Administration. The centra 1 agenc i es of State
government concerned with general administration should continue to
report to the Governor through the Secretary of Admi ni strati on
(Appendix A). In addition to overseeing the central agencies, the
Secretary of Administration could serve as the administrative coordi­
nator of the secretarial system and as a provider of resources for all
of the secretaries. The Secretary should continue his designation as
Chief Personnel Officer of the Commonwealth.

In order to facilitate the functioning of the secretarial
system, a new Department of Analytical and Administrative Services
should be created within the secretariat to provide centralized staff
resources to the secretaries. The department would have three divi­
sions, one of which would consist of research, policy, and evaluation
staff for the secretaries. A second division would provide management
consultation to agencies as well as assistance to the secretaries. It
would consist of the existing management consultation section of the
Department of Management Analysis and Systems Development and the State
Internal Auditor.

A third division would provide overhead and support services
to the numerous small agencies that are spread among the various secre­
tariats. These small agencies with fewer than 20 personnel generally
have a sillgle-purpose orientation. JLARC has found as part of related
reviews that such agencies need to devote an inordinate amount of staff
resources to administrative tasks such as payroll, accounting, and
other overhead functions. Each agency would retain its statutory
autonomy and receive program direction f"om its respective secretary.
Administrative services, however, would be provided from the Department
of Analytical and Administrative Services. This division she'.ld also
house a clerical pool that could be drawn upon by the other
secretari es.

The secretariat would then have within it all of the re­
sources necessary to support the Governor' and the other secretaries for



program purposes. The Secretary would also carry out the functions
necessary to arrange for and carry out meetings of the Governor's
secretaries.

Staff Recommendation 4: Appoint a full-time director for the Depart­
ment of Planning and Budget.

CurrentlY, the Assistant Secretary for Financial Policy holds
an additional responsibility as director of the Department of Planning
and Budget. This dual role raises questions about the compatibility of
policy and operations responsibilities, the need of the Department of
Planning and Budget for a full-time director, and the accessibility of
the Department to support the secretaries and agencies in functional
areas.

The Assistant Secretary must be oriented toward issues of
financial policy. The director of the Department of Planning and
Budget should have as his or her primary orientation the efficient and
effect i ve operation of the department. An agency entrusted wi th the
critical budget functions needs the attention of a full-time manager.

Staff Recommendation 5: The Governor should rescind Executive Order
Number 36 that establishes the Governor's Senior Executive Assistant as
Chief of StafF with bUdgetary, personnel, and planning authority.

Designating a trusted assistant as Chief of Staff can enhance
the Governor's relationship with critical central functions of govern­
ment, establish a focal point for contact with functional-area secre­
taries, and provide coordinative support for the political responsibil­
ities held by the Governor. Nevertheless, assigning powers to particu­
lar individuals can also abrogate the Legislature's approval preroga­
tive and the responsibilities that are statutorily assigned to other
secretaries.

Executive Order Number 36, issued in 1983, declares and
confirms the Senior Executive Assistant as having budgetary, personnel,
and planning authority. This executive order must be viewed as giving
this position command of these processes. It in practice assigns
respo~sibilities to the Senior Executive Assistant which are assigned
in statute to other parties. The Senior Executive Assistant also heads
the Budget Steering Group, which is an ad hoc committee formed to
oversee the bUdget process and make final recommendations to the Gover­
nor on the budget.

If a Governor wi shes to organi ze on the bas i s of Executive
Order Number 36, the General Assembly should be requested to establish
a Chief of Staff position which is confirmed. Alternatively, an amend­
ment may be submitted to the delegation of powers statute to identify
other individuals to whom a Governor can delegate.



Staff Recommendation 6: El iminate the position of Secretary of Educa­
tion and create the position of Special Executive Assistant for Educa­
tion in the Governor's Office. For the present, executive orders
should be brought into conformance with statute.

Creation of a high-level assistant for education is posed as
a positive step to focus executive energy and attention on the critical
issues regarding educational policy, high technology, and equal oppor­
tunity. It would allow this focus to be accomplished while maintaining
traditional distinctions between the role of the Sec,'etary and the
prerogatives of Boards of Vistors and the State Board of Education.

Redesignation of the position responsible for" education is
particularly critical now that the secretarial system has moved toward
a stronger management orientation. The General Assembly appears not to
have intended a managerial role for this secretariat, and has assigned
it considerably less statutory power than other secretariats. In the
budgetary area, for example, only preparation of alternative bUdget
proposal s was authorized. Further, language requiring agencies to
operate in accordance with the policies of the Governor and Secretary
was included for the other secretariats but omitted for education.

These distinctions are further supported by the unique status
of boards within the secretariat and the discrete and somewhat frag­
mented assignment of budget and policy responsibilities to the Gover­
nor, the Secretary, and the State Council of Higher Education. The
institutions of higher education are governed by boards of visitors
under the control of the General Assembly. The State Council of Higher
Education sets guidelines for formulas, and reviews budgets, as well as
commenting to the Governor and General Assembly on those budgets.
Public education is supervised by the Superintendent of Public Instruc­
tion serving under a Board of Education with constitutional powers.

Nevertheless, executive orders have been issued which in­
crease the management responsibilities of the Secretary. This appears
to be a questionable use of executive orders. Given current constitu­
tional and statutory constraints, a secretary is not an appropriate
position for coordination and management control. A policy advisor to
the Governor, however, is needed. The coordinative responsibil ities
for higher education could be carried out by the State Council of
Higher Education. The Superintendent of Public Instruction could
coordinate at the elementary and secondary level.

Staff Recommendation 7: The General Assembly should separate the emer­
gency and energy divisions of the Office of Emergency and EnerUj Ser­
vices (OEES), and transfer the Energy Division to the secretariat with
oversight of conservation activities. The Governor should transfer the
Department of Military Affairs and the emergency response activities of
OEES to the Public Safety secretariat.



In order for the functional area groupings headed by secre­
taries to be effective, all related agencies should be grouped within
the same secretariat. These two agencies currently in the transporta­
tion secretariat have functions that are more closely related to public
safety. F· Department of Military Affairs is responsible for main­
taining and equipping a military force to protect the citizenry and
property in case of a natural disaster or civil disturbance. The
Office of Emergency and Energy Services is responsible for preparing
and coordinating the responses of local, State and federal agencies
during an emergency such as a flood or a nuclear disaster. It must
work closely with the Department of Mi 1itary Affairs and the State
Police.

Staff Recommendation 8: Eliminate the transportation secretariat.

The need for a Secretary of Transportation position can be
questioned given the functional basis for the alignment of agencies and
the workload assigned to the position. A relatively small number of
agencies would exist in this area if functional alignment were strictly
adhered to.

Two agencies -- the State Office of Emergency and Energy
Services and the Department of Mi 1itary Affairs -- have been recom­
mended for transfer to the public safety secretariat, with which they
appear to be more closely aligned. This would leave the Department of
Aviation, the Division of Motor Vehicles, the Department of Highways
and Transportation, and the Virginia Port Authority within the trans­
portat ion secretari at. Another agency, the Vi rgi nia Port Authori ty,
was at one time located in the commerce and resources secretariat and
could be considered for relocation in that area.

Moreover, the extensive planning, policy development, and
oversight responsibilities of the Highway and Transportation Commission
duplicate those of the Secretary. At one time, a less comprehensive
hi ghway department and a coord i nat i ve transportation secretary were
envisioned. However, the proposed realignment of agencies was not
adopted; only the secretarial position was created.

It is not recommended that a po 1icy adv i sor pos i t i on for
transportation be created in the Governor's Office. Real ignment of
these agencies within other secretariats would provide for supervision
and policy direction by an appropriate secretary (Appendix A).

Proposal 9: Create a Secretary of Commerce and Transportation.

This proposal assumes that the current commerce and resources
secretariat would be separated and a new Secretary for Natural and



Cultural Resources created. The new secretariat of commerce and trans­
portation would take advantage of the strong link between commerce and
transportation and would allow for transportation agencies such as the
Virginia Port Authority and the Department of Aviation to be brought
under the supervision and policy direction of a Secretary of Commerce
and Transportation (Appendix A). There is a strong relationship be­
tween strengthening the transportation infrastructure and economic
development.

The workload of the Secretary of Commerce and Transportation
would not appear to be inordinately large. The major new agency to be
accommodated within the secretariat is already under the supervision of
a powerful commission with various specific responsibilities. More­
over, since secretaries perform high-level coordinative functions,
integrated planning for commercial development and maintenance and
construction of roads could be accommodated within the secretariat.

Staff Recommendation 10: Create a Secretary of Natural and Cultural
Resources.

The current commerce and resources secretariat encompasses a
large number of agencies and collegial bodies with diverse missions.
The functional area is composed of 19 independent agencies and 104
other entities. Agencies within the secretariat are responsible for
conserving the State's natural resources, maximizing economic develop­
ment, protecting workers and consumers, and managi ng and promoting
scenic and historic attractions.

These functions are often not inherently compat i b1e and are
hotly debated by interest groups of various types. Balancing commer­
cial and environmental needs at the secretarial level does have the
potential for ensuring full consideration of proposed projects for
thei r benefi ts in terms of jobs as well as thei r potentia 1 impact on
the environment. However, these competing needs would derive further
benefit from separate consideration at a very high level.

The knowledge and the orientation of a secretary responsible
solely for the conservation and protection of natural resources and
historic attractions would be quite different from that of a Secretary
with a sole commitment to maximum development of the State's commercial
potential. The Secretary for Natural and Cultural Resources would
oversee the natural resource and historic attraction agencies and act
as a strong advocate for environmental and preservation concerns
(Appendix A). Should conflicts arise with commercial and economic
development, resolution would be the responsibility of the G'overnor,
who is elected by the peop! e to ba 1ance such compet i ng concerns.



Staff Recommendation 11: Appropriately staff the secretariats. Place
at least one deputy secretary position in each secretariat and create a
central staff agency within the administration secretariat.

A specific staffing recommendation wi 11 be made after the
final configuration of the secretariats is determined. If a Department
of Analytical and Administrative Services is formed, then minimum
direct staffing of the individual secretaries in favor of a larger
poo 1ed resource wi 11 be recommended. Specifi c restri ct ions on agency
supplementation will also be recommended.

If the Department is not established, at least one deputy
secretary position for each secretariat will be recommended. A recom­
mendation will also be made to monitor, record, and report all types of
agency supplementation.
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APPENDIX A

PROPOSED COMPOSITION OF SECRETARIAL AREAS

Administration (12)

Department of Telecommunications
Department of Computer Services
Department of General Services
Department of Management Analysis and Systems Development
Department of Personnel and Training
Office of Employee Relations Counselors
Secretary of the Commonwealth - Division of Records
Division of Volunteerism
State Board of Elections
Commission on Local Government
Office of Commonwealth - Federal Relations
Department of Analytical and Administrative Services (New)
Compensation Board

Finance (5)

Department of the Treasury
Department of Planning and Budget (with new revenue estimating unit)
Virginia Supplemental Retirement System
Department of Taxation (possibly in Administration secretariat)
(Plus approximately 6 public authorities with financial orientations)
Department of Accounts

Natural and Cultural Resources (14)

Air Pollution Control Board
State Water Control Board
Virginia Historic Landmarks Commission
Virginia Soil and Water Conservation Commission
Jamestown - Yorktown Foundation
Virginia State Library
Virginia Marine Resources Commission
Gunston Hall
Commission of Game and Inland Fisheries
Department of Conservation and Economic Development
Council on the Environment
Science Museum of Virginia
Virginia Museum of Fine Arts
Commission for the Arts

Commerce and Transportation (14)

Department of Housing and Community Development
Department of Labor and Industry



Division of Industrial Development
State Office of Minority Business Enterprise
Virginia Marine Products Commission
Milk Commission
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
Department of Commerce
Virginia Employment Commission
Governor's Employment and Training Division
Department of Aviation
Department of Highways and Transportation
Division of Motor Vehicles (could be assigned to Administration or

Finance, also)
Virginia Port Authority

Human Resources (12)

Commission on the Status of Women
Department of Health
Department of Health Regulatory Boards
Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation
Department of Rehabilitative Services
Department of Social Services
Division for Children
Department for the Aging
State Advocacy Office for the Developmentally Disabled
Department for the Visually Handicapped
Virginia Council for the Deaf
Virginia Health Services Cost Review Commission

Public Safety (9)

Commonwealth's Attorneys' Services and Training Council
Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control
Department of Corrections
Department of State Police
Department of Criminal Justice Services
Rehabilitative School Authority
Department of Fire Programs
Department of Military Affairs
State Office of Emergency Services

NOTE: This appendix reflects the composition of secretariats with
principal agencies currently in existence (except where noted).
Various recommendations in this and the companion studies
recommend a number of mergers, consolidations, etc. that would
affect this basic composition. Especially important are (1)
mergers of small agencies, and (2) transfer of whole or part
of agencies which are referenced in the text of the companion
studies.
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APPENDIX B

TECHNICAL APPENDIX SUMMARY

JLARC policy and sound research practice require a technical
explanation of research methodology. The full technical appendix for
this report is available upon request from JLARC, Suite 1100, 910
Capitol Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219.

The technical appendix includes a detailed explanation of
special methods and research employed in conducting the study. The
following areas are covered:

1. Interviews with Governor's Secretaries. A series of
structured and unstructured personal interviews were
conducted with the six secretaries, the Assistant Secre­
tary for Financial Policy and a number of deputy secre­
taries. Information was collected regarding secretarial
roles, responsibilities, activities, special projects
and studies, staffing and other areas. Interviews were
al so conducted with nine former secretaries covering
similar topics.

2. Supplemental Staffing Estimates. The Governor's secre­
taries were asked during interviews to identify projects
and studies being carried out for them by State agen­
cies. Based on this information, approximately 125
individuals in 65 agencies plus a number of consultants
were interviewed by telephone and asked to provide
estimates of staff time and salaries for special pro­
jects and studies carried out for the Governor's secre­
taries. This data was used to estimate tne amount of
supplemental staffing provided to the Governor's secre­
taries from January 1, 1982 through October 31, 1982.

3. Document and Code Reviews. Documentation from 35 pre­
vious studies, the Code of Virginia, Constitution of
Virginia, Commentaries on the Constitution, proceedings
and debates of the Senate and House of De 1egates per­
taining to amendment of the Constitution, and other
documents were systematically reviewed to: (1) identify
management concerns since 1924 leading to the establish­
ment of the secretal'ial system, (2) assess the authority
of the Governor over agencies and boards in', "e execu­
tive branch, and (3) trace the evolution of responsibil­
ities assigned by statute or executive order to the
Governor's secretaries.



4. Telephone Surveys of Other States. Two separate efforts
were undertaken to gather information on high level
management structures in other states. Fi rst, struc­
tured telephone interviews were conducted with officials
in nine selected states to gather information on
"cabinet" and other organizational configurations to
identify alternative management structures. Second,
officials in ten selected states were interviewed to
gather information regarding their organization and
oversight of educational agencies and entities.
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APPENDI X C

AGENCY RESPONSES

As part of an extensive data validation process, the Gover­
nor, the Governor's secretaries, executive agencies and other
individuals wHh an interest in JLARC's review and evaluation effort
were gi lien an opportuni ty to comment on an exposure draft of thi s
report.

Comments were solicited two ways. First, findings and recom­
mendat ions from the exposure draft were presented to agency heads,
board members, and other individuals attending the Governor's Critical
Reevaluation Conference in September 1983. Second, copies of the
exposure draft were distributed to the Governor and the Governor's
secretaries. In each case written comments were requested.

Written responses were received from the Governor's secre­
taries, 66 agencies and institutions of higher education, and 58 other
individuals. The responses from the Governor's secretaries are
included in the appendixes of a companion volume to this report,
entitled Organization of the Executive Branch in Virginia: A Summary
Report. The written responses of agencies, institutions, and others
are on file in the JLARC staff offices and may be inspected on request.

Appropriate technical corrections resulting from the re­
sponses have been made in this final report.
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