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PREFACE 

Senate Joint Resolution 29, passed during the 1982 Session of 
the General Assembly, directed the Joint Legislative Audit and Review 
Commission to study the feasibility, desirability, and cost effec­
tiveness of consolidating State agency offices throughout Virginia. 
This report is the second regional study conducted by JLARC. 

In the Northern Virginia area, an alternative for consoli­
dation which could generate significant cost savings is not presently 
available. However, many agencies could benefit from locating to­
gether. Consolidation could create a more visible State presence in 
the area with the potential for improved services to the public and 
more efficient use of space. Furthermore, co-location of offices could 
correct deficiencies in current space. 

Although cost effective alternatives are not currently avail­
able, several actions could be taken to improve agency offices or make 
better use of space in the Northern Virginia area. The Department of 
General Services should assist agencies to correct problems in current 
space and achieve economies by locating offices together wherever 
possible. In addition, institutions of higher education in Northern 
Virginia should take steps to obtain more economical and efficient 
instructional space. Finally, given the benefits that could occur as a 
result of consolidation, the State should remain alert for cost­
effective opportunities, such as vacated public buildings. 

On behalf of the Commission staff, I wish to acknowledge the 
cooperation and assistance of the agencies involved. 

January 5, 1983 

Ray D. Pethtel 
Director 





Although most State agencies are 
headquartered in Richmond, additional 
administrative and service offices can be 
found in over 1,200 locations across the 
Commonwealth. In many localities, several 
agencies maintain separate facilities within 
close proximity to each other. State agencies 
own or lease a total of more than 68 
million square feet of space. The Common­
wealth spends over $24 million annually on 
1,500 leases, and owns 8,300 buildings 
valued at $2.7 billion. 

Senate Joint Resolution 29, passed during 
the 1982 session of the General Assembly, 
directs JLARC to study the feasibility, desira­
bility, and cost effectiveness of consolidating 
1State agency office space in various locations 

throughout Virginia. This review is the 
second regional study conducted by JLARC. 

In the Northern Virginia area many 
offices could benefit from consolidation. To 
be a practical alternative to current arrange­
ments, however, consolidation must be cost 
effective. The JLARC analysis showed that 
in light of current economic conditions, an 
option with significant cost savings is not 
presently available. Given the potential bene­
fits of consolidation, however, the State 
should remain alert for cost effective oppor­
tunities. 

Feasibility and Desirability of Conso­
lidation (pp. 9-31) 

In the Northern Virginia area, which 
includes the cities of Alexandria, Fairfax, 
and Falls Church, and Fairfax and Arlington 
counties, it is feasible and desirable to conso­
lidate 26 out of 55 agency offices. These 
agencies do not have tmique program-related 
needs which would preclude relocation, 
although commonly mentioned preferences 
for location include on-site parking, location 

on mass transportation lines, quick access to 
interstate highways, and proximity to other 
State and local agencies. Gcnerall y, offices 
have similar physical plant needs, but some 
agencies need special facilities such as labo­
ratories and secure space. 

Most of these requirements could be met 
in a well-planned and appropriately designed 
consolidated site. For many agencies, it 
would he particularly desirable to relocate in 
order to be more accessible and visible to 
the public and clients, or to improve the 
physical condition of their present quarters. 

Although 26 offices could be relocated, a 
single site could not meet the needs of all 
these agencies. Nine offices need to be 
located within the specific geographic areas 
that they serve for easy access by clients or 
nearness to other agencies; these offices 
should only be considered for consolidation 
at sites in their current geographic areas. 
One office needs a site with easy pedestrian 
access that is near a bus or subway; and one 
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office should be considered for relocation 
only in a newly constructed building. All of 
the 16 remaining offices could be accommo­
dated in any well-planned site, although 
there arc special considerations regarding the 
space leased by two off-campus higher 
education programs. 

Off-Campus 

Program Considerations (pp. 31-35) 
Higher education institutions spend a 

considerable amount of money for their 
facilities in Northern Virginia. Two off-cam­
pus programs-UV A continuing education 
and VPI&.SU graduate studies-spend almost 
a half million dollars annually for commer­
cial office space, a large portion of which is 
used for classrooms. The space leased is not 
only expensive, it is the most inefficiently 
used space among the agencies reviewed in 
Northern Virginia, due in part to the nature 
of the programs. More cost effective meth­
ods of providing space for these programs 
should be sought, including sharing facilities 
with George Mason University and North­
ern Virginia Community College and explor­
ing the use of local secondary schools. 

Consolidation Alternatives (pp. 35-46) 
The 26 agencies currently spend $ l .2 

million annually for their office space. 
These costs arc expected to increase an aver-
age of 5.3 percent per year for the next 20 
years, and total costs could reach $3.2 
million by the year 2000. 

Three options for establishing a consoli­
dated office building were examined as part 
of this review, (l) leasing space for the 
agencies, (2) constructing a new building, 
and (3) purchasing and renovating an exist­
ing building. 

Numerous office developments in North­
ern Virginia could accommodate State agen­
cies in a leasing arrangement. To be cost 
effective compared to current facilities, the 
State would have to lease space within a 
fairly narrow range-between $10.00 and 
$13.50 per square foot, depending on the 
agencies included and configuration of space. 
Some savings could be achieved by using 
more efficient office designs and by sharing 
common facilities. However, because moving 
and refurnishing expenses would have to be 
included, significant savings would occur 
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only if space could be leased well belov 
that range. 

Several alternatives for construction of .... 
consolidated office building were examined 
with different combinations of agencies and 
space configurations. For some alternatives, 
construction appeared to be marginally cost 
effective. The most cost effective alternative, 
with UV A and VPl&.SU programs included, 
produced savings of $2.8 million over 20 
years. However, savings would not occur 
until the year 1999. 

Purchasing an existing building is a 
somewhat limited option. Because the 
market for building sales is constantly 
changing, the availability and cost of build­
ings cannot be predicted in advance. Howev­
er, renovating facilities built for purposes 
other than office space, such as school 
buildings, could be explored. 

Conclusion 
and Recommendations (pp. 47-48) 

At this time, consolidation of State 
offices in the Northern Virginia area does 
not appear to be cost effective. Howeve1 
general consolidation could create a mor, 

visible State presence in the area with th 
potential for improved services and more 
efficient use of space. In some cases, co-loca­
tion of offices (when current leases termi­
nate) could also correct office space deficien­
cies. Services to the public could be 
enhanced by improving the visibility, acces­
sibility, and condition of current offices. 
The degree of cost savings would depend on 
the site, the agencies included, and the 
space design. Savings for the alternatives 
examined by JLARC arc apt to be marginal, 
at best, in light of current economic condi­
tions. Given the potential benefits of consoli­
dation, however, the State should remain 
alert for cost effective opportunities. 

Recommendation (1). The Department 
of General Services should be alert to oppor­
tuni tics for cost effective consolidation and 
co-location of offices in Northern Virginia. 
The Secretary of Administration and Finance 
should charge the department with responsi­
bility for more carefully monitoring the real 
estate market in Northern Virginia to iden· 
tify sites with significant potential for long-· 
term cost savings through lease or purchase. 
When buildings of appropriate size and price 



become available, DGS should initiate 
detailed site analyses and take appropriate 

� steps to promote consolidation of offices as 
identified in this report. 

Recommendation (2). To overcome 
problems with the visibility, accessibility, 
and condition of existing facilities, DGS 
should monitor the termination of leases and 
assess opportunities to correct the deficien­
cies which exist. When current leases 
expire, the department should assist the 
agencies in improving existing space or, to 
the extent possible, correcting problems and 
achieving economics by locating offices 
together. Economics could be achieved 
through more efficient office layout and by 
sharing common facilities and equipment. 

Recommendation (3). Regardless of any 
action taken to consolidate offices, UV A and 
VPI&.SU (with the assistance of the State 
Council of Higher Education) should explore 

the opportunities available in the Northern 
Virginia area to obtain less expensive 
instructional space for their off-campus 
programs. Several alternatives could be 
examined, including ( 1) sharing facilities 
with George Mason University and North­
ern Virginia Community College; (2) using 
the facilities of local public schools to a 
greater extent; and (3) exploring the poten­
tial for acquiring a vacated school building. 

Supplementary to its study of off-campus 
programs, SCHEY should examine the use 
and cost of leased facilities for administrative 
and instructional purposes. And, under its 
statutory duties for ensuring economical and 
coordinated continuing education programs 
(Section 23-9.10 of the Code of Virginfa ), 
SCHEY should also consider the develop­
ment of policies and standards regarding 
space use, acquisition, and leasing for off-­
campus programs. 

III.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Although most State agencies are headquartered in Richmond, 
more than 80 percent of the State's offices are actually located out­
side the capital. Agencies administer their programs and provide 
services to the public out of over 1,200 facilities located across the 
Commonwealth. In many localities, several agencies maintain separate 
offices within close proximity to each other. 

State agencies currently own or lease over 68 million square 
feet of space. The 8,300 State-owned buildings are valued at $2. 7 
billion, and over $24 million is spent annually on 1,500 leases. In a 
system of this scale, more effective and efficient means of providing 
space for agencies could result in significant cost savings and im­
proved services to the public. 

Senate Joint Resolution 29, passed during the 1982 session of 
the General Assembly, directs JLARC to study the feasibility, desira­
bility, and cost effectiveness of consolidating State agency office 
space in various locations throughout Virginia. In addition to cost 
savings, the resolution cites other potential advantages for consoli­
dation, including enhanced visibility and accessibility for agencies, 
shared facilities and equipment, and increased coordination among 
agencies. 

STUDY APPROACH 

Over half of a 11 State agencies and two-thirds of State 
employees are situated in the eight metropolitan areas of Virginia 
(Table 1). This review of office space in Northern Virginia is the 
second JLARC study which will assess the potential for consolidating 
office space in a region of the Commonwealth; the Roanoke area was the 
first region studied. 

Study Objectives 

The objectives of each regional study are: 

•to determine whether it is feasible and desirable for indivi­
dual agencies to relocate their offices from existing sites;

• to examine whether it is feasible and desirable for all
agencies or selected groups of agencies to consolidate their
offices in a centralized location;
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-------------- Table 1 --------------

STATE FACILITIES AND EMPLOYMENT 

Area 

Metropolitan Areas2 :

Richmond SMSA 
Norfolk-Virginia Beach-

Portsmouth SMSA 
Northern Virginia SMSA 
Roanoke SMSA 
Newport News-Hampton SMSA 
Lynchburg SMSA 
Bristol SMSA 
Petersburg-Colonial Heights-

Hopewell SMSA 

Rural Areas: 

Southwest 
Northwest 
Southside 
Central 
Northern Neck and Eastern Shore 

Totals 

Number of State 1Agency Locations 

231 

112

86 
58 
58 
44 

31 

29 
649 

155 
114 
132

107 
52

560 

1,209 

Number of 
State Employees 

28,104 

6,839 
5,656 
2 ,026 
4,869 
3,720 
1,029 

3,692

55,935 

11,020 
6,690 
4,677 

11,000 
668 

34,055 

89,990 

1Includes only locations which are on the State Controlled Administrative
Telephone System (SCATS). Does not include specialized facilities. 

2standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA).

Source: Department of Telecommunications, Department of Personnel and 
Training Report PSP-207. 

• to determine if it is more cost effective in the short and
long term to consolidate offices than to maintain the present
individual arrangements; and

• to examine the cost effectiveness of different methods for
establishing a consolidated office building including con­
struction, leasing, and purchase and renovation.

Each study presents several options for consolidating State
office space based on assessment of current space configurations and 
economic conditions. Any action to consolidate offices, however, will 
have to be preceded by additional architectural, engineering, and 



financial studies to specify particular site details, such as exact 
agency space requirements, office layout, and cost estimates. 

Methodology 

Office space in the Northern Virginia area was systematically 
assessed. An inventory was developed of all agency locations. Staff 
at each location were contacted by telephone to determine the nature of 
their operations and any special factors regarding their facility or 
site. Based on the preliminary survey, some agencies were eliminated 
from further consideration because of unique factors precluding 
consolidation. 

The remaining agencies appeared to have potential for reloca­
tion in a consolidated office building. JLARC staff visited each of 
those agencies and co 11 ected deta i1 ed information on the use of the 
office, expenditures, and locational needs. The data were computerized 
and a detailed analysis was conducted to determine the feasibility and 
desirability of relocating various agencies using different consolida­
tion scenarios. The costs of a consolidated building were estimated 
using accepted construction and 1 easing cost guide 1 i nes, and these 
costs were compared to current expenditures and projected for 20 years. 

A technical appendix, which explains in greater detail the 
methodology and research techniques used in this study, is available 
upon request. 

Report Organization 

The remainder of this chapter will present background infor­
mation on State property management and office space in Northern 
Virginia. Chapter II looks at the feasibility and desirability of 
re 1 ocat i ng and con so 1 i dating Northern Vi rgi ni a offices. Chapter I II 
details existing costs for the agencies and presents an analysis of the 
estimated costs for various consolidation alternatives. 

BACKGROUND 

State agencies operate field facilities such as offices, 
maintenance garages, halfway houses, and hospitals in order to perform 
a wide range of administrative and specialized functions. The reviews 
conducted under SJR 29 are focused on office space. Regardless of 
their programs and activities, agencies use office space to support 
administrative functions and to provide places where the public and 
clients can come for information and services and where field employees 
can carry out their administrative responsibilities. Typically, office 
space includes reception areas, offices for staff, conference rooms, 
and specialized work areas. 
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As the size of government has grown and the number of field 
offices has increased, governments have frequently reviewed the feasi­
bility of consolidating office space in order to reduce expenditures. 
Several states contacted by JLARC have established consolidated office 
buildings outside of their capital cities for this purpose. Although 
recent studies in Virginia have addressed the issue of office consoli­
dation, each agency is currently responsible for locating and acquir­
ing its own field offices, and there have been few attempts by agencies 
to share space. Nevertheless, because of the large number of State 
offices located in the region, conso 1 i dat ion could be considered in 
Northern Virginia. 

Consolidation in Other States 

Of eleven states contacted by JLARC, all but two have estab­
lished consolidated office buildings outside their capital cities to 
house the field offices of various agencies (Table 2). Florida has 
established a policy that planning for a consolidated office building 
must begin when the total amount of leased space in an area exceeds 
50,000 square feet. Several states indicated that shared space and 
reconfigured office designs (e.g., from private offices to modular 
furniture) can reduce agency space needs by 15 to 20 percent. 

-------------Table 2 --------------

CONSOLIDATED OFFICE BUILDINGS IN OTHER STATES 

Number of Number of 
Employees Consolidatid Size of Buildings 

State (1980) Buildings (Sg. Ft.) 

South Carolina 61,138 0 
Louisiana 81,292 5 14,000 - 198,000 
Maryland 81,754 12 53,000 - 223,000 
Georgia 83,300 0 
North Carolina 86,603 1 (2 planned) 100,000 
New Jersey 87,350 1 (14 planned) 100,000 
Florida 104,664 10 66,000 - 187,000 
Illinois 123,816 7 30,000 - 50,000 
Michigan 125,630 7 50,000 - 450,000 
New York 215,217 8 200,000 - 2,000,000 

1
Located outside of capital city. May include local and federal 
offices in addition to state offices. 

Source: JLARC Survey of State Property Managers in Eleven States. 



In almost all cases, consolidated office buildings have been 
constructed by the state rather than a lease or a purchase/renovation 
arrangement. However, the availability of funding may have been a 
major factor in these construction decisions. All of the states con­
tacted had financed their construction by issuing bonds when interest 
rates were low. There has been no new construction in the last few 
years due, in part, to the high cost of financing. 

Consolidation of agency office space is also more likely to 
occur where there is centralized responsibility and authority for 
property management. With centralization, there is typically stronger 
planning for office space needs and greater control over agency loca­
tion and leasing arrangements. 

Studies of Office Space in Virginia 

Since 1973, the General Assembly has requested three studies 
of office space. A 1973 report by the Department of State Planning and 
Community Affairs and the Division of Engineering and Buildings inven­
toried State office space in 187 localities. A 1975 report by the same 
agencies found a lack of central control of State office space. Both 
reports found a need to improve information about facilities acquired 
by State agencies. They recommended that consolidation of offices take 
place in certain localities and that State agencies be provided addi­
tional real estate management services. Both reports emphasized the 
need to improve the roles of the Division of Engineering and Buildings 
(now in the Department of General Services) and the Division of Budget 
(now the Department of Planning and Budget) in bringing about a more 
effective system of office space control. 

A report to the 1979 General Assembly by the Virginia Advi­
sory Legislative Council found no central oversight of agency leasing 
and no coordination among agencies to consolidate faci 1 ities. The 
study committee recommended a broader role for the general services and 
budget agencies in reviewing leases, stronger legislative oversight of 
lease expenditures, and study by the Department of General Services of 
the economic benefits of consolidating office locations. 

The first study of office space by JLARC showed that it was 
feasible, desirable, and cost effective to consolidate up to 20 offices 
in the Roanoke area. Several alternatives for establishing a consoli­
dated off ice bui 1 ding were found to be cost effective compared to 
existing arrangements for office space. Savings of up to $7.3 million 
over 20 years were projected. 

Locating and Acquiring Office Space 

Because agencies are not required to coordinate their expan­
sion or relocation plans with other agencies they usually make such 
decisions independently. Agencies have developed their own "rules of 
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thumb11 for locating and deciding whether to lease, purchase, or con­
struct offices. Typically, the criteria considered include cost, 
availability of parking, convenience to the public and employees, 
access to mass transportation, and access for the handicapped. These 
criteria are informal and may change to meet the circumstances of each 
office. 

Generally, office managers in the field offices determine 
their space needs, locate suitable space, and negotiate 1 eases, if 
necessary. Proposals are submitted to central office administrative 
staff, who coordinate the approval process through the Department of 
General Services. 

The Department of General Services has established space use 
standards with which agencies must comply when acquiring facilities. 
The standards specify the maximum amount of space that may be allotted 
for a given use. For staff work areas, the standards range from 64 to 
256 square feet per employee, depending on employee rank in the agency 
and the configuration of space (such as private offices or open areas). 
The Department of General Services also reviews proposed real estate 
acquisitions and maintains records on State-owned and leased property. 

As the following examples show, some consolidation of offices 
has occurred on a limited and informal basis: 

The Lynchburg office of the Department of 
State Police moved into a basement off ice in a 
building constructed for the Division of Motor 
Vehicles. Officials of the two agencies worked 
together during the design of the building to 
accommodate the needs of the State Police. The 
State Police pags a monthlg rent to DMV. 

* * *

In June 1982, the Department of Rehabilitative 
Services' area office in Roanoke moved into the 
same building that houses the department's regional 
office. Theg now share copiers, conference facili­
ties, and telephones. Staff of the offices indi­
cate that there are substantial cost savings. 

* * *

The Department of Transportation Safety has 
closed or is in the process of closing its ten 
field offices. Field personnel will be provided 
office space in Division of Motor Vehicles facil­
ities. The department estimates that this will 
save $10,000 annual lg in rent. 



State Facilities in the Northern Virginia Area 

The Northern Virginia area has one of the highest concentra­
tions of State facilities outside of Richmond. Twenty-eight agencies 
operate out of 102 different locations in the area, which includes 
Fairfax and Arlington counties and the cities of Fairfax, Falls Church 
and Alexandria. State agencies spend $3.6 million annually on leases 
and own facilities valued at $125 million. 

The agencies in the Northern Virginia area carry out a wide 
range of activities, from providing institutional services for the 
mentally ill to enforcement of laws and regulations, as well as 
administrative functions. In addition to office space, facilities 
include maintenance garages, storage areas and retail stores (Table 3). 

Office space represents about ten percent of State-owned and 
leased space in the Northern Virginia area. Twenty-two agencies 
operate out of 55 locations classified as office space. Of these, 47 
are leased, three are owned by the agencies, and five are in space 
received free of charge from other agencies. 

------------- Table 3 --------------

TYPES OF SPACE IN THE NORTHERN VIRGINIA AREA 

General office space 
Maintenance/storage facilities 
Institutions 
Retail stores 
Other 

Total Square Feet 

Owned 

17,443 
1,320 

2,817,051 
3,375 

45,518 

2,884,707 

Leased 

321,479 
116,579 
48,187 

109,172 
3,273 

598,690 

Source: Fixed Asset Information System (FAIS) and JLARC review of DEB 
records. An additional 2,218 square feet of general office 
space is provided free of charge. 
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II. FEASIBILITY AND DESIRABILITY OF CONSOLIDATING

STATE OFFICES IN THE NORTHERN VIRGINIA AREA

To assess the possibilities for consolidation in the Northern 
Virginia area, JLARC first identified the State offices which could 
potentially be relocated to a consolidated facility. Then, each office 
was examined to determine the feasibility and desirability of a move 
from its present location. 

For the purposes of this analysis, "feasible" was determined 
to mean that there were no location or physical plant constraints which 
would preclude the move, that employee needs could be reasonably accom­
modated, and that suitable sites for relocation existed. "Desirable" 
meant that the accessibility, visibility, and condition of the present 
office locations could be improved, and that a consolidated facility 
would be more cost effective than the individual agency sites. 

Many offices in the Northern Virginia area could be relocated 
into one or more consolidated facilities. Most of the administrative 
offices have no location or facility needs which would preclude moving 
from their present sites. For the most part offices which serve 
clients or the public need to be 1 ocated in certain geographic areas 
and should be considered for consolidation options only in those areas. 

IDENTIFICATION OF OFFICES FOR REVIEW 

Offices with potential for consolidation were identified from 
a comp re hens i ve inventory of a 11 State facilities in the Northern 
Vi rgi ni a area. Eliminated from the analysis were specialized facil­
ities such as institutions, Division of Motor Vehicles branches, and 
Alcoholic Beverage Control stores that leased or built to meet unique 
needs of agencies. 

Office Space in the Northern Virginia Area 

About forty percent of the State offices in Northern Virginia 
are administrative agencies and do not provide direct service� to the 
public (Table 4-A). These offices are typically in commercial office 
buildings or in free-standing structures designed and built specif­
ically for the agencies. Some agencies have special facilities within 
their offices such as libraries, classrooms, laboratories, and computer 
rooms. 

9 
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-------------- Table 4-A --------------

FUNCTIONS OF AGENCIES IN LEASED, OWNED, AND FREE OFFICE SPACE 

Number of Number of Number of 
Function Agencies Offices Employees 

Administrative 18 20 488 
Services to Public 5 16 208 
Local Health 1 13 630 
Other 

Total 

4 6 131 

55 1,457 

Table 4-8 ------------­

COSTS FOR LEASED OFFICES 
(FY 1982) 

Total Number Total Average Cost

of Square Facility Per Square 
T�ee of Office Feet Exeenditures Foot Range 

Administrative 55,293 $ 582,136 $10.53 $6.65 - $12.50 
Services to Public 45,440 467,276 10.28 $6.89 - $12.09 
Local Health 155,808 492,530 3.16 $0.28 - $10.73 
Other 64,938 670,417 10.32 $4.04 - $11.20 

Total 321,479 $2,212,359 $ 6.88 $0.28 - $12.50 

Source: JLARC Facility Analysis and the Fixed Asset Information System 
(FAIS) 

The following examples illustrate the range of State offices 
in the Northern Virginia area: 

The State Fire Marshal's office is located in 
an older high-rise apartment building in Alexan­
dria. The office covers 965 square feet and con­
sists of a reception area, storage room, conference 
room, and three staff offices. 

* * * 

The Department of Social Services regional 
office is located in a medium size office building 
in Falls Church. The agency leases 13,500 square 
feet of space over three floors at an annual cost 
of $151,875. Although the office building is 
relatively new, staff indicated that there were 
problems with maintenance and cleanliness of the 
facility. 



Expenditures for f aci 1 it i es in 1 eased space tot a 1 ed $2. 2 
million in FY 1982 including rent, utilities, janitorial services, 
maintenance expenses, and other costs depending on provisions of the 
lease (Table 4-B). Lease expenditures rar

i
ge from $.28 per square foot 

paid by a health department office in Fairfax County to $12.50 per 
square foot paid for the Regional Office of the Department for the 
Visually Handicapped in Arlington� Multiyear leases often include 
escalator clauses under which rental costs increase annually. The 
three State-owned offices in Northern Virginia are valued at $910,000 
with annual operating expenses estimated at $53,000. Annual operating 
expenses include utilities, janitorial services, routine maintenance, 
and security services but do not include capital costs. 

State offices in the Northern Virginia (Figure 1) area tend 
to be located near major highways such as the Beltway (Interstates 95 
and 495) and Interstate 395, which goes into Washington D.C. However, 
offices are dispersed throughout the area from Alexandria in the east 
to Herndon over 18 miles to the west. In many cases, program-related 
needs have required agencies to locate in particular areas such as near 
client groups or near other government offices. In many instances, 
however, agencies have located at a particular site because of avail­
ability, cost, or convenience to employees and visitors. 

Selection of Offices for Review 

Not all of the 55 locations classified as office space were 
included in the consolidation analysis. Twenty-seven have special 
needs or con�traints which preclude relocation: 

• Free Space - Five offices receive their office space free of
charge in another government-owned facility.

• Owned Facility - The three State-owned offices were omitted
because, in add it ion to office space, the·se f aci 1 it i es have
space that is dedicated to special functions, such as a
retail store; helicopter landing pad; and maintenance work­
shop. The cost of replacing these other facilities makes
them impractical for consideration.

• Joint Operations - Fourteen offices are jointly funded by the
State and local government. Typically, these offices are
1 ocated in facilities owned by the 1 oca 1 ity, and 1 ease expen­
ditures are considerably less than they would be for com­
mercial office space.

• Unique Physical Plant Needs - The State Medical Examiner has
a morgue located at a hospital.

• Other - Four other offices were not considered in the con.:.

solidation analysis:

11 
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- one office was completely federally funded and was
required to meet federal space standards

- one office was scheduled to close by the end of 1982

- two leased offices will be moving to a State-owned
facility that is under construction.

The remaining 28 offices were considered for potential con­
solidation. Table 5 provides summary information on all State offices 
in the Northern Virginia area. The offices excluded from this review 
are set apart. 

ANALYSIS OF STATE OFFICE RELOCATION 

Over half of the 28 offices could be relocated from their 
present facilities without significant problems. For the most part, 
location and physical plant needs could be accommodated in a consoli­
dated location. It would be desirable for several agencies to move 
from their current facilities because of poor accessibility, visi­
bility, and quality of the offices. 

Although it is feasible and desirable to relocate most of the 
offices, some should be relocated within limited geographic areas. On 
the basis of program-related needs, two groupings of agencies were 
developed: (1) agencies with no location requirements and (2) agencies 
which need to be located in certain geographic areas because they serve 
clients in those areas. 

Feasibility of Relocating Offices 

To the extent possible, relocation should take into account 
the location, physical plant, and program requirements of each agency. 

Location Preferences. Generally, agency preferences were 
found to include free, near-by parking, accessibility to major trans­
portation routes, and proximity to client groups or other agencies 
(Figure 2). 

Access i bi 1 i ty for the convenience of employees and others 
visiting the office was frequently mentioned. Fifteen of the agencies 
indicated that they needed to be on a metro transit line and el even 
wanted quick access to major highways. For example: 

The director of the regional office of the 
Department for the Visuallg Handicapped indicated 
that his office must be located near a metro line. 
Some of his staff are visuallg handicapped and must 

13 
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Table 5 

STATE OFFICES IN NORTHERN VIRGINIA 

Agency 

OFFICES INCLUDED 
IN CONSOLIDATION ANALYSIS 
Agriculture &. Consumer Services 
Air Pollution Control 
Commerce 
Corrections, Alexandria 
Corrections, Arlington 
Corrections, Fairfax 
Corrections, Regional Office 
General Services 
Health, Regional Office 
Housing, Fire Marshal 
Industrial Commission 
Labor &. Industry 
Rehab. Services, Alexandria 
Rehab. Services, Falls Church 
Rehab. Services, Falls Church 
Rehab. Services, Falls Church 
Rehab. Services, Mt. Vernon 
Rehab. Services, Mt. Vernon 
Rehab. Services, Regional Office 
Social Services 
Taxation 
Univ. of Virginia, Cont. Education 
Virginia Employment Commission 
Visually Handicapped 
VPI&.SU Graduate Studies Program 
VPI&.SU Urban Studies 
War Veterans Claims 
Water Control Board 

OFFICES EXCLUDED 
FROM CONSOLIDATION ANALYSIS 
Alcoholic Beverage Control 
Comm. on the Status of Women 
Highways &. Transportation 

Fairfax Residency 
Conservation &. Econ. Development, Forest v 
Health, Alexandria. 
Health, Alexandria 
Health, Arlington 
Health, Arlington 
Health, Arlington 
Health, Arlington 
Health, Fairfax 
Health, Fairfax 
Health, Fairfax 
Health, Fairfax 
Health, Fairfax 
Health, Fairfax 
Health, Fairfax 
Health, Med. Examiner 
Rehab. Services, Disability Determination 
Rehab. Services, Fairfax Hospital 
Rehab. Services, No. Va. Mental Health Inst. 
State Police (Arca 9) 
State Police (BC!) 
State Police (7 HQ) 
Va. Employment Comm., Emplovment Service 
Va. Employment Comm., Work Incentive 
VPI&.SU Research Division 

Function 

Service 
Administrative 
Administrative 
Service 
Service 
Service 
Administrative 
Laboratory 
Administrative 
Administrative 
Administrative 
Administrative 
Service 
Service 
Service 
Service 
Service 
Service 
Administrative 
Administrative 
Administrative 
Education 
Service 
Administrative 
Education 
Education 
Service 
Administrative 

Administrative 
Administrative 

Administrative 
Administrative 
Health 
Health 
Health 
Health 
Health 
Health 
Health 
Health 
Health 
Health 
Health 
Health 
Health 
Mor)(ue 
Administrative 
Service 
Service 
Administrative 
Administrative 
Administrative 
Service 
Service 
Research 

(a) Owned office. Costs not comparable to leased facilities. 

Number of 
Square Ft. 

871 
1,297 

770 
2,700 
2,583 
5,687 
5,687 
8,550 
2,400 

965 
1,980 
2,000 
2,150 
3,724 
2,313 
3,304 
1,059 
2,220 
2,024 

13,500 
3,371 

10,000 
15,000 
2,103 

33,316 
6,812 

700 
4,860 

141,946 

10,020 
126 

4,528 
350 

18,310 
24,220 
11,960 

1,100 
10,293 
12,038 
8,815 
6,673 
6,160 
5,215 
6,724 

16,700 
24,600 
2,100 
9,831 

360 
432 

2,600 
1,905 
2,895 

950 
3,129 

_iJ§Q_ 
199,194 

Source, JLARC Facility Analysis and Fixed Asset Information System.

Total 
Facility 

Expenditures 
(FY 1982) 

$ 8,552 
14,466 
7,320 

31,797 
17,784 
44,208 
63,900 
76,630 
28,800 
6,420 
8,855 

17,000 
24,000 
34,697 
22,552 
30,769 
12,627 
26,833 
21,012 

151,875 
32,567 

112,000 
176,250 
26,292 

373,139 
75,098 
5,760 

38.925 
$1,490,128 

$ (a) 
0 

(a) 
0 

65,220 
90,369 
3,840 
1,489 

14,775 
i 1,958 
77,131 
42,040 
58,520 
37,800 
72,156 
9,600 
7,632 

16,750 
125,346 

0 
0 

20,800 
18,558 
(a) 

0 
31,447 
16.800 

$722,231 

Number of 
Employees 

3 
8 
:; 

14 
17 
35 
17 
34 
17 
4 
3 

16 
9 

ti 
II 
20 
8 
3 

5 
67 
51 
29 
35 
24 
56 
2 
5 

24 
533 

26 
I 

43 
2 

32 
96 
38 
2 

61 
53 
42 
27 
32 
35 
61 
78 
73 
4 

70 
23 
4 

55 
26 
24 

9 

I 
6 

924 



Figure 2 

LOCATION PREFERENCES AND PHYSICAL PLANT REQUIREMENTS 
OF NORTHERN VIRGINIA OFFICES 

Agency 

Agriculture &. Consumer Services 
Air Pollution Control 
Commerce 
Corrections, Alexandria 
Corrections, Arlington 
Corrections, Fairtax 
Corrections, Regional Office 
LeneraJ Services 
Health, Regional Office 
Housing, Fire Marshal 
Industrial Commission 
Labor &. Industry 
Rehab. Services, Alexandria 
Rehab. Services, Falls Church 
Rehab. Services, Falls Church 
Rehab. Services, Falls Church 
Rehab. Services, Mt. Vernon 
Rehab. Services, Mt. Vernon 
Rehab. Services, Regional Office 
Social Services 
Taxation 
Univ. of Virginia, Cont. Education 
Va. Employment commission 
Visually Handicapped 
VPI&.SU, Graduate Studies 
VPI&.SU, Urban Studies 
War Veterans Claims 
Water Control Board 

Source, JLARC Facility Analysis 
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rely on the subway and bus to reach the office. 
Some visually handicapped clients also use the 
metro system to reach the office. 

* * * 

The State Fire Marshal's office in Alexandria 
is a short drive to Interstate 395. The profes­
sional staff travel extensively throughout the 
Northern Virginia area and indicate that they 
prefer to have quick access to the interstate 
highways. 

Two agencies, the Department of Correct ions and the Depart­
ment of Rehabilitative Services, have established nine offices through­
out Northern Virginia to serve the population in specific geographic 
areas. Staff in those offices indicated that their programs would 
suffer if they were relocated to a site that was not convenient to 
clients. For example: 

The Department of Rehabilitative Services 
office in Mount Vernon was located to provide 
counseling, service coordination, and placement 
services to clients in the Springfield area and 
along the Route l corridor. The facility also 
houses the department's evaluation center which 
provides testing services to potential clients. 
The office is centrally located to most of its 
eligible population. 

Several offices are located in close proximity to other State 
offices and local government and community facilities. Staff in these 
offices indicated that their effectiveness would suffer if they were 
relocated to a site that was not convenient to these offices. 

The Department of Corrections Probation and 
Parole offices in Arlington and Alexandria are 
located next to the courthouse, and the Fairfax 
office is within easy driving distance of the 
county courthouse. Agency staff frequently visit 
these other agencies as part of their jobs. 

* * * 

The Department of Rehabilitative Services 
Evaluation Centers in Falls Church and Mount Vernon 
are located with the DRS field offices in both 
facilities. The evaluation centers receive many of 
their referrals from the field office counselors. 

Although agencies have expressed preferences for particular 
types of locations, 17 of the 28 offices have no overwhelming program­
related needs which would preclude moving to a consolidated site. The 



location preferences of the remarn,ng nine agencies, particularly the 
need to be near client populations, were taken into account in identi­
fying offices for potential consolidation at particular locations. 

Phgsical Plant Requirements. Most offices have reception 
areas, staff offices, conference rooms, and storage areas. Some agen­
cies need special facilities such as laboratories, testing rooms, and 
classroom facilities (Figure 2). For example: 

The Department of General Services' Northern 
Regional Laboratorg provides forensic services to 
law enforcement agencies. The office has several 
laboratorg stations, a special room for ballistics 
tests, and special controls for heating and venti­
lation. Access to the office must be strictly 
controlled because evidence is stored there. A 
ground floor location is desirable because bulkg 
items are often delivered to the facility. 

* * * 

The Department of Rehabilitative Services has 
evaluation centers in Falls Church and in Mount 
Vernon. Each has a large room in which clients are 
tested on various skills such as visual acuity and 
manual dexterity. One center also has a classroom. 

* * * 

The University of Virginia Continuing Educa­
tion Division and the Northern Virginia Graduate 
School Branch of Virginia Tech are located in a 
modern office building in Fairfax Countg. Each 
off-campus program has a number of classrooms and 
both share a librarg and bookstore. VPI also has 
an engineering lab and a computer room. 

Severa 1 agencies indicated that their offices needed to be 
accessible to handicapped individuals. For some agencies, it is a 
federal requirement. Although Section 2.1-519 of the Code of Virginia 
requires State-owned buildings to be accessible to the public, there is 
no general requirement for leased facilities. Seven of the 28 offices 
visited by JLARC were not accessible to the handicapped. 

Some agencies need special layouts of facilities to accom­
modate large numbers of visitors or to control access to certain parts 
of their offices. In at least one case -- the Department of Social 
Services a special layout is required by federal regulations. 
Examples of special layout requirements include: 

The Department of Social Services is required 
by the federal Department of Health and Human 
Services to arrange its Support Enforcement offices 
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for direct access by the public and to meet certain 
security needs. 

* * * 

The Department of Taxation regional office has 
computer terminals which allow access to taxpayer 
records. Access to the room which houses the 
terminals must be strictly controlled. 

* * * 

The Virginia Employment Commission office 
located in Fairfax County has several hundred 
visitors each day. The office requires a large 
reception area and a layout to separate individuals 
being served by the agency's different programs. 

For the most part the special physical plant requirements of 
agencies do not preclude relocation and could be accommodated in a 
consolidated building. In fact some needs, such as special facilities 
and handicapped access, could be more economically provided in a con­
solidated site because agencies with similar requirements could share 
facilities. 

Other Factors. The relocation analysis considered additional 
factors that could affect the feasibility of relocating State offices. 
For example, some offices have long-term leases which expire as late as 
1989 (Table 6). The cost of early cancellation of these leases is 
significant and could reduce the potential cost effectiveness of a 
consolidated building. 

Table 6 

LEASE EXPIRATION DATES 

Year of Number of Total Square Annual Costs 
ExEiration Leases Feet (FY 1982) 

1983 13 31,709 $294,436 
1984 5 15,595 159,042 
1985 6 30,639 331,053 
1986 2 43,316 485,139 
1989 1 15,000 176,250 

Source: Fixed Asset Information System. 

Program and Employee Impacts. Any proposal to relocate 
offices from existing locations should address the concerns of em­
ployees and the potent i a 1 effects on program de 1 i very. Most agency 
staff indicated that they could be moved if a new location was still 



central to their region and in an uncongested area near Interstate 95, 
I-395, or I-495 in Fairfax County. Several indicated that locations in
Alexandria and Arlington are too congested and do not permit quick
access for employees and visitors.

Staff in offices which provide direct services to the public 
and clients indicated that a move could hurt their programs if the new 
location was not close to their present office. These offices were 
established to serve the clients in a particular geographic area. 

Another consideration in locating offices together is compat­
ibility of functions. Some offices have a large number of visitors 
which would make a consolidated site congested. 

Several hundred people come dailg to the 
Virginia Emplogment Commission facilitg in Fairfax 
Countg to obtain job-seeking assistance and coun­
seling, to be tested, and to file unemplogment 
insurance claims. 

Many of these concerns are legitimate but can be addressed 
through the proper location, planning, and design of the consolidated 
site. Easy access for visitors and employees could be arranged by 
locating near major highways and on metro transit lines. Potential 
incompatibility of functions could be accommodated in the design and 
1 ayout of a building. 

Because the potential benefits of a consolidated site to the 
public and the State can be considerable, every effort should be made 
to assist employees in accepting and adjusting to the changes asso­
ciated with a sound consolidation option. They should be made aware of 
the potential benefits. For example, employees• access to State ser­
vices such as a credit union, messenger delivery, and training may be 
enhanced. It would be easier for the State to locate such services in 
a conso 1 i dated facility than to serve di spa rate locations. Moreover, 
interagency coordination and sharing of space and equipment would be 
facilitated, and many agencies could have access to facilities and 
equipment superior to that now available. 

Desirability of Relocating Offices 

For some agencies 
relocation could improve the 
condition of their offices. 
cost savings can be achieved. 

conso 1 i dat ion would be des i rab 1 e in that 
visibility, accessibility, or the physical 

It is a 1 so des i rab 1 e to con so 1 i date if 

Current Visibilitg, Accessibilitg, and Physical Conditions. 
State offices in Northern Virginia are not very visible. They are 
presently dispersed around the metropolitan area and are not often 
located in easily identified buildings. Twenty-three of the 28 offices 
have no sign on the outside of their buildings which would indicate 
that a State office was located there. 
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Even though most present offices are accessible, some have 
problems which could be alleviated in a consolidated building. Six of 
the offices have limited parking; seven are not accessible to the 
handicapped; and 11 are not in a major thoroughfare. 

It is difficult for a handicapped individual 
to enter the Probation and Parole Office in Arling­
ton. An individual in a wheelchair can enter 
through the back door onlg with difficulty. There 
is also a serious parking problem in the area. 
Visitors must park on the street where the number 
of spots is verg limited. 

One standard of accessibility on which the offices score highly is 
proximity to mass transportation. Twenty-seven of the 28 offices are 
on a metropolitan transit line. 

Most of the offices are located in clean and well-maintained 
space. However, a few are in less than desirable facilities. 

The director of the Department of Social 
Services regional office in Falls Church rated her 
office's cleanliness and upkeep a "2" on a scale of 
1 to 5 ( 5 is the highest). The carpet and molding 
were ripped in some spots; the windows, draperies, 
and stairwells are not kept clean; and staff indi­
cate that theg have had problems with roaches. 

Figure 3 summarizes the accessibility, visibility, and phys­
ical condition of the 28 offices in Northern Virginia considered for 
consolidation. Most of the facilities could be improved to some extent 
by relocating to a consolidated State office building. 

Need for Special Facilities. Many of the offices in the 
Northern Virginia area are small. For many of these agencies, it is 
not cost effective to have special facilities, such as conference rooms 

· or photocopiers, because they would not be used frequently enough to
justify the expense.

The regional office of the Department for the 
Visuallg Handicapped in Arlington does not have a 
conference room or adequate storage space. Six 
professional staff members share a 225 square foot 
room, which also serves as a conference room for 24 
persons once a month. 

* * * 

The Department of Commerce office in Falls 
Church does not have a copier or secretarial per­
sonnel. The staff must go to a private firm to 
make copies. Telephone calls are handled bg an 
answering service. 



Figure 3 

ACCESSIBILITY, VISIBILITY, AND PHYSICAL CONDITION 

PROBLEMS IN NORTHERN VIRGINIA OFFICES 

Agency 

Agriculture &. Consumer Services 
Air Pollution Control 
Commerce 
Corrections, Alexandria 
Corrections, Arlin2:tori 
Corrections, Fairfax 
Corrections, Regional Office 
General Services 
Health, Regional Office 
Housing, Fire Marshal 
In.dustrial Commission 
Labor &. Industry 
Rehab. Services, Alexandria 
Rehab. Services, Falls Church 
Rehab. Services, Falls Church 
Rehab. Services, Falls Church 
Rehab. Services, Mt. Vernon 
Rehab. Services, Mt. Vernon 
Rehab. Services, Regional Office 
Social Services 
Taxation 
Univ. of Virginia, Cont. Education 
Va. Employment Commission 
Visually Handicapped 
VPI&.SU, Graduate Studies 
VPI&SU, Urban Studies 
War Veterans Claims 
Water Control Board 

Source, fLARC Facility Analysis 
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In addition to conference rooms and photocopiers, typi ca 1 
needs of agencies include access to State vehicles and computer facil­
ities, and more storage space. By bringing several offices together at 
one site, agencies could share these facilities and equipment, and the 
smaller offices could have access to additional or improved resources. 
Table 7 lists the resource needs of the Northern Virginia offices. 

NEEDS OF NORTHERN VIRGINIA OFFICES 

Need 

Photocopier 
Conference Room 
Storage Space 
State Car 
Access to Computer Facilities 
Mail Room 
Cafeteria 
Secretarial Assistance 

Source: JLARC Facility Analysis. 

Number of 
Offices 

7 
3 

3 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

Bringing agencies together at one site could a 1 so reduce 
costs by reducing the duplication of facilities and equipment. For 
example, 20 agencies have copying machines that could potentially be 
shared. Savings could also result from shared restrooms, hallway 
space, and lobby areas. Total space needs could be reduced through 
more efficient designs. 

Optional Groupings for Consolidation 

The JLARC analysis shows that few agencies have overwhelming 
program-related needs which would preclude relocation. In fact, 
severa 1 offices could benefit from a move to a con so 1 i dated site. 
Nevertheless, there are two offices which should not be considered for 
relocation. 

The VPI&SU Center for Urban Studies leases 
studio space in downtown Alexandria. In order to 
have the program accredited, students must gain 
experience in an urban environment. The studio is 
in an older building in a section of the city which 
is undergoing significant revitalization. The 
building and the area have historic value and the 
facility was renovated to meet the programs needs. 



Moving this office to a consolidated site other 
than downtown Alexandria could have substantial 
negative effects on its mission. 

* * * 

The Virginia Employment Commission has recent­

ly consolidated most of its offices in the Northern 
Virginia area. A single office now serves the 
entire region. An older warehouse was renovated to

meet the needs of the agencg. The lease expires in 
1989. There is no escape clause in the lease, 
which costs at least $176,000 annuallg or $1. 2 
million over the term of the contract. It would be 
too costly to the State to include this agencg in a

consolidated location. Moreover, the agency has 
several hundred visitors per day to the office. 

The remaining 26 offices could potentially be consolidated. 
However, nine offices serve clients in specific geographic areas or 
deal frequently with local agencies. These offices should be con­
sidered for consolidation only at sites in the geographic areas where 
they are now located. 

The Department of General Services consolidated laboratories 
should be considered for consolidation only in a newly constructed 
building. Renovating an existing site to meet the ventilation, heat­
ing, cooling, and special facility and equipment needs of the office 
would be very expensive. 

The Department for the Visually Handicapped office should be 
located in a site with easy pedestrian access that is near a bus or 
subway. Many visitors and employees of the office have visual handi­
caps and rely on public transportation to reach the office. 

The remaining offices in the JLARC analysis can generally be 
accommodated in any well-planned site, although there are special 
considerations regarding the space leased by the University of Virginia 
and Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University for off-campus 
instruction. Table 8 illustrates these office groupings and provides 
additional relevant information for each agency. 
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Table 8 

GROUPINGS FOR CONSOLIDATION 

Agency 
No Location Needs 

Agriculture and Consumer Services 
Air Pollution Control Board 
Commerce 
Corrections, Regional Office 
Gen. Services, Consolidated Labs' 
Health, Regional Office 
Housing, Fire Marshal 
Industrial Commission 
Labor &. Industry 
Rehab. Services, Regional Office 
Social Services 
Taxation 
UV A · Continuing Education 
VPI · Graduate Center 
Visually Handicappedi 

War Veterans Claims 
Water Control Board 

Alexandria 

Corrections, Probation &. Parole 
Rehab. Services, Area Office 

Arlington 

Corrections, Probation &. Parole 

Bailey's Crossroads 

Rehab. Services, Area Office 
Rehab. Services, Area Office 
Rehab. Services, Evaluation Center 

Fairfax City 

Corrections, Probation &. Parole 

Mt. Vernon 

Rehab. Services, Area Office 
Rehab. Services, Evaluation Center 

Number of 
Square Feet 

871 
1,297 

770 
5,687 
8,550 
2,400 

965 
1,980 
2,000 
2,024 

13,500 
3,371 

10,000 
33,316 
2,103 

700 
4,860 

94,394 

2,700 
2,150 

4,850 

2,583 

2,313 
3,304 
3,724 

9,341 

5,687 

1,059 
2,220 

3,279 

Facility 
Expenditures 

(FY 1982) 

$ 8,552 
14,466 
7,320 

63,900 
76,630 
28,800 
6,420 
8,855 

17,000 
21,012 

151,875 
32,567 

112,000 
373,139 
26,292 
5,760 

38,925 

$993,513 

$31,797 
24,000 

$55,797 

$17,784 

$22,552 
30,769 
34,697 

$88,018 

$44,208 

$12,627 
26,833 

$39,460 

I 

Total 
Staff 

3 

8 

5 
17 
34 
17 
4 
3 

16 
5 

67 
51 
29 
56 
24 
5 

24 

368 

14 
9 

23 

17 

11 
20 
11 

42 

35 

8 
3 

11 

1Considered only for new construction because of the high cost of renovation to 
accommodate special facilities. 

1Considered only for a site with easy pedestrian access and near a bus or subway 
line because of visually handicapped employees and visitors. 

24 Source, JLARC Facility Analvsis �md the Fixed Asset Information SY�tcm. 



III. EXAMINATION OF OPTIONS FOR A

CONSOLIDATED OFFICE BUILDING 

The consolidation of State offices in the Northern Virginia 
area has been shown to be both f eas i b 1 e and des i rab 1 e at the agency 
level. To be a practical alternative, consolidation must be cost 
effective. For that reason, consolidation in Northern Virginia should 
be approached with caution. Although some agencies could benefit, an 
alternative with significant cost savings is not immediately available. 
Some options could result, under certain circumstances, in cost 
savings. However, not all options are cost effective and in some 
instances savings are unpredictable. 

The long-range cost effectiveness of consolidation is depen­
dent upon inflation and interest rates that are in a state of flux. 
Moreover, a unique situation regarding space use by the University of 
Virginia (UVA) and Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 
(VPI&SU) greatly affects the space and cost determinations for 
consolidation. 

Of the 26 offices that have the potential for consolidation, 
only 13 have no constraints. From one to six additional offices could 
be consolidated with these offices if a compatible location and facil­
ity could be found. The 26 offices spend $1,238,780 annually for their 
space. These costs are expected to rise an average of 5.3 percent for 
the next 20 years and annual costs could reach $3,324,142 by the end of 
the period. 

Locating several agencies at a single site could, under 
certain conditions, lower costs by making more efficient use of space 
and reducing overall space needs. Three primary options for a consol­
idated building were examined: (1) leasing a building to accommodate 
the offices, (2) constructing an office building, and (3) purchasing a 
new or renovated building. 

ASSESSMENT OF COST SAVINGS 

A consolidated facility should meet the needs of State agen­
cies at a cost that is 1 ess than the sum of expenses for separate 
offices. Full occupancy of a consolidated facility has the potential 
for savings to the general fund and a reduction of expenses for those 
agencies with the highest costs and greatest amounts of space. 

Savings could result through utilization of open work areas 
to reduce the total amount of space needed; through reduction of space 
used for non-program purposes such as restrooms, hallways, and stair-
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we 11 s; and through sharing of facilities, such as conference rooms, 
that are currently duplicated and underutilized. The cost of a consol­
idated office building and the range of potential savings would 
actually be determined by its location, the agencies included, and the 
size of the facility. 

Costs of Current Facilities 

Costs paid by State agencies for their office space appear to 
be reasonable for the Northern Virginia area. The 26 offices in the 
consolidation analysis paid an average of $10.30 per square foot for 
office space in FY 1982. According to the Real Estate Research Center 
at VCU, the cost of office space in the Northern Vi rgi ni a area cur­
rently ranges from $9.00 to $16.00 per square foot. 

Based on inflation estimates made by Chase Econometrics in 
November 1982, rental costs are expected to rise an average of 5. 3 
percent annually for the next 20 years in Virginia. Local conditions 
may affect the rate of increase as we 11. In localities where there is 
a surplus of office space, costs should increase at a slower rate; 
where there is a shortage, costs should increase at a greater rate. 
Assuming that increases in the Northern Virginia area will reflect the 
State average, expenses for office space could approximately double by 
the year 1995 (Table 9). 

PROJECTED COSTS FOR OFFICE SPACE IN THE NORTHERN VIRGINIA AREA 

Estimated Percent Increase 
Year Exeenditures

1
From 1982 

1982 $1,238,780 0 
1985 1,465,266 18 
1990 1,882,933 52 
1995 2,438,427 97 
2000 3,156,833 155 

1
chase Econometrics has projected inflation rates until 1991. 
Estimates beyond 1991 were made by assuming that the last 
annual increase (5.3%) would remain constant past 2000. 

Source: Chase Econometrics (November 1982) and JLARC. 

Square foot costs vary considerably among the offices due to 
the location of the office and age of the building (Table 10). All but 
three of the agencies have full-service leases that include all facil­
ity expenses in the lease. The other agencies pay for utilities, 
janitorial services, or other costs in addition to rent. 



------------- Table 10 ------------­

SQUARE FOOT COSTS FOR NORTHERN VIRGINIA OFFICES 

Cost per Square Foot 

Less than $8.00 
$8.01 to $9.50 
$9. 51 to $11. 00 
$11. 01 and above 

TOTAL 

Number of Agencies 

4 
6 
5 

11 
26 

Total Amount of Space 
(in square feet) 

11,215 
23,138 
9,349 

76,432 
120,134 

Source: JLARC Facility Analysis and Fixed Asset Information System. 

Use of Open Work Areas 

Over half of the space in agency offices is currently used 
for staff offices and work areas. The most common arrangements are 
private offices for professional staff and open areas for clerical 
personnel, although some clerical staff occupy individual offices 
(Table 11). Private offices, however, are the most inefficient use of 
space. Open areas with modular furniture allow more flexibility in 
design and greater efficiency in space use. Space needs for staff 
could be reduced up to 20 percent by limiting the number of private 
offices while providing sufficient areas for confidential work with 
clients or other emp 1 oyees. 

The open space concept is being used in most new office 
buildings. It is particularly applicable to those State offices in the 
Northern Virginia area where the work activities are frequently con­
ducted outside of the office. The professional employees in ten of the 
26 agencies are out of the office 50 percent or more of the time. 
Thus, their work space is often unused. 

Reduction of Unproductive Space 

Many leases are based on gross square feet of space. There 
is variation among agencies, however, in how efficiently space is 
designed. For example, space leased by UVA and VPI&SU for off-campus 
instruction must have extra-wide ha 11 s to meet fire and safety stan­
dards. Only about 63 percent of the space leased by these institutions 
is used for program or work activities. The remainder, known as the 
inefficiency factor, is taken up by hallways, restrooms, utility 
closets, and elevator lobbies. 

Exclusive of these programs, the other agencies in the 
Northern Virginia use about 85 percent of their rented space for work-

17 
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------------- Table 11--------------

CONFIGURATION OF STAFF SPACE 
IN NORTHERN VIRGINIA 

Number of Number of 
Type of Space Employees Sguare Feet 

Professional Staff: 

Private 189 25,156 
Semi-Private 101 7,052 
Cubicles 16 1,289 
Open Area 67 3,881 

Total 373 37,378 

Clerical/Administrative Staff 

Private 16 2,315 
Semi-Private 8 857 
Cubicles 5 414 
Open Area 47 6,482 
Reception Area 46 8.548 

Total 122 18,616 

Source: JLARC Facility Analysis. Based on 26 agencies. 

Space Per 
Employee 
(Sg. Ft) 

133 
70 
81 
58 

100 

145 
107 
83 

138 
186 

153 

related purposes. For this reason, there can be little reduction in 
common space by moving most agencies to a consolidated facility. 

Sharing of Facilities 

Thirteen percent of the space leased by agencies is for rooms 
that potentially could be shared by several agencies (Table 12). This 
space includes conference rooms, employee lounges, storage areas, mail 
and file rooms, and rooms for photocopy equipment or other special 
purposes. Many of these facilities are used only on an intermittent 
basis and potentially could be shared in a consolidated building. For 
example, more than half of the offices visited by JLARC had conference 
rooms. A 1 though precise records on use were not kept, agency staff 
indicated that many of the rooms are used at full capacity only 
occasionally. 

The amount of sharing and the resulting savings that could 
occur depend upon which specific agencies occupy a consolidated build­
ing and how these agencies currently use their space. In a consoli­
dated building, for example, it is conceivable that only one employee 
lounge and one large storage area would be needed. Conference and copy 



------------- Table 12 --------------

COMMON FACILITIES IN NORTHERN VIRGINIA AREA OFFICES 

Total 
Number of Number of Percent of Annual 

Agencies With Square Total Leased Cost of 
� Rooms Feet Space Rooms 

Conference Room 15 4,598 3.8% $46,305 
Employee Lounge 7 1,421 1. 2 14,665 
Storage Area 17 3,164 2.6 31,829 
Classrooms 2 6,656 5.5 74,547 

Total 15,839 13.1% $167,346 

Source: JLARC Facility Analysis. 

rooms could be provided on specified floors of a multi-story building. 
An additional benefit of consolidation is that some agencies would gain 
access to facilities, such as conference rooms, that they do not have 
at their present sites. 

Sharing of Equipment and Services 

Another area of potential savings in a consolidated building 
is the sharing of equipment and services. Almost all of the offices 
have photocopying equipment or access to it. At a single location, 
agencies could share photocopying equipment, reducing the number of 
machines needed and providing some agencies with better equipment. 

Several other areas of potential sharing and savings could be 
explored at a consolidated building. For example, establishing a pool 
of State cars could reduce the number of vehicles needed. Also, small 
agencies that need only part-time clerical assistance could explore the 
possibility of sharing personnel. Other areas with potential for 
sharing include computer facilities, mail rooms, and supplies. 

LOCATION ANO OTHER SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Several factors must be considered when selecting a location 
and determining the size of a consolidated building for State offices. 
Numerous locations exist, but they vary considerably in terms of urban 
or suburban orientation, the availability and cost of land or build­
ings, access to mass transportation or major roadways, and the degree 
of traffic congestion. The unique circumstances of the off-campus 
programs of UVA and VPI&SU can have a major impact on the size, space 
configuration, and cost of a consolidated site. These programs account 
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for well over one-third of the current costs and space of the 26 
agencies considered for consolidation. 

Potential Locations for a Consolidated Building 

Although Northern Virginia does not have a central commercial 
or office space district, there has been considerable development of 
office buildings in recent years. The development has been dispersed 
throughout the region from Alexandria in the east to Reston, near 
Dulles Airport, over 28 miles by car to the west. Currently, there is 
a surplus of office space on the market, and local economic development 
specialists indicate that leases can be negotiated below advertised 
rates. 

Nine areas were identified as potential consolidation loca­
tions because they provided a range of sites within, or on, the beltway 
formed by Interstate 495 and 95, and in outlying areas. The selection 
criteria included, but were not limited to, relatively quick access to 
the interstate highways and other arterial roads, access to bus and/or 
subway lines, minimal traffic congestion, and adequate parking. 

Some locations would be better suited for certain consolida­
tion options. Purchasing a building is probably most viable in the 
more developed urban areas, whi 1 e suburban areas offer the greatest 
number of alternatives for leasing new buildings. The less congested 
outlying areas have lower land costs for a construction option. The 
availability of space and the advantages, disadvantages, and locations 
of the various areas are shown in Figure 4. 

Areas Within the Beltway. Two primarily urban areas, the 
Arlington Courthouse .area and Alexandria, and a relatively developed 
area, Bailey's Crossroads, are located within the Beltway. Location in 
either Arlington or Alexandria offers the State the opportunity to 
participate in urban revitalization. However, construction sites are 
limited and land is expensive, ranging from $40 to $50 per square foot. 
A considerable amount of leasable space is available in Arlington, but 
advertised lease rates are relatively high--from $14 to $25. Mass 
transit is very accessible, but access to highways is not as convenient 
as in other locations. 

Bailey's Crossroads is accessible to both mass transit and 
major roads. It is unique in that three service offices are located in 
the area and could be considered for consolidation along with the 13 
offices without geographic constraints. Leasable space is available in 
a moderate range of $9 to $18. Construction sites are limited, 
although the cost of land is relatively low--$5 to $6. 

Areas on the Beltway. Three areas located on the Beltway are 
primarily suburban: the Merrifield/Oakton area near Interstate 495 and 
Route 50; Tysons Corner near Interstate 495 and Route 7; and the 
Springfield area near the interchange of Interstates 95, 395 and 495. 
These areas have good access to interstates but limited mass transit. 
Both lease and construction sites are available in the Merrifield/ 



Oakton area in moderate to high cost ranges. Tysons Corner is con­
sidered to be a prestigious but expensive location. Springfield has a 
considerable amount of leasable space, but few construction sites. 

Outlging Areas. Relatively uncongested areas outside of the 
metropolitan core are the Newington area along Interstate 95, Reston/ 
Herndon near Dulles Airport, and Fairfax City. These areas have 
several potential lease or construction sites, but travel time and 
mileage is greater than for other areas. The Newington area is south 
of the metropolitan core and readily accessible to the geographic areas 
served by most of the State offices. Much of the travel done by agency 
personnel is to Richmond or the western parts of the region's service 
area. The Reston area is west of the metro area and not easily acces­
sible to the rest of the region. Fairfax City is also not easily 
accessible by major roads or mass transit. 

Off-Campus Program Considerations 

Any comprehensive assessment of space used by State agencies 
in the Northern Virginia region must take into account the space leased 
by the University of Virginia (UVA) and Virginia Polytechnic Institute 
and State University (VPI&SU) for their off-campus instruction pro­
grams. These two agencies lease space in the same office building in 
suburban Fairfax County, at a rate of $11. 20 per square foot. This 
rental rate is among the highest for State facilities in Northern 
Virginia. The leases run through 1986. 

Obviously not a 11 of this space is used for offices. But 
because annual expenditures for this space are 39 percent of all lease 
expenditures for the 26 offices, a 11 or part of the program space 
should be considered for consolidation or for cost reduction by another 
means to save State funds. 

Because the present space represents such a high proportion 
of the potentially consolidatable space in Northern Virginia, the cost 
effectiveness of a consolidation option will be dramatically affected 
by the inclusion or exclusion of these agencies. However, off-campus 
instruction may not be compatible with the other uses of a State office 
building. Moreover, it may not be practical to tie the cost effective­
ness and space configuration of a consolidated building to educational 
programs that may be more subject to expansion or contraction than 
programs of a purely administrative nature. 

Space Use. The current space leased by the two universities 
is not only expensive, it is also the least efficiently used due, in 
part, to the nature of the programs. A total of 43,316 square feet of 
space is leased at an annual cost of $485,139. 

Of the total amount of space, almost one-third is for 19 
classrooms, two laboratories, a library, and a bookstore (Table 13). 
Another one-third is for faculty and administrative offices. Almost 40 
percent of the total amount of space leased is for common areas such as 
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Figure 4 

POTENTIAL LOCATIONS FOR A CONSOLIDATED BUILDING 

Part A 

Geographic Locations 

,/ 

Source, JLARC Representation 

.,. 

/ 
/ 

Scale: 1" - 5.9 miles 



Part B 

Description of Locations 

Location 

Inside Beltway 
Arlington 

(Courthouse Arca) 

Alexandria 

Bailey's Crossroads 

Along Beltway 
Springfield 

Merrifield/ 
Oakton 

Tyson's 
Corner 

Outlying 
Newington 

Fairfax City 

Reston/ 
Herndon 

LEASABLE OFFICE SPACE (sq. ft.) 

2,500,000 525,000 

2,515,000 448,000 

Advantages 

405,000 S14 - $25 $42 - $46 • Good accessibility by mass transportation 
• Considerable amount of leasable space 

0 S 15 - $25 $40 - $50 • Good accessibility by mass transportation 
• Urban revitalization 

2,250,000 246,000 50,000 S9 - SIS S5 - $6 • Good accessibility by mass transportation 

1,896,000 203,000 190,000 $8 - SJ 8 S3 - $5 

2,502,000 149,000 315,000 SID - $16 $4 - $8 

• Central in region 

• Good accessibility to interstates 
• Considerable amount of leasable space 

• Considerable amount of space available 
• Sites available for construction 
• Good accessibility to interstates, 

3,331,000 1,048,000 667,000 SI I - $20 SID - $15 • Considerable amount of space available 
• Good accessibility to interstates 
• Sites available for construction 

1,770,000 233,000 0 $11 - $14 $2.50 - $5 • Relatively inexpensive 
• Uncongested 
• Sites available for construction 

2,689,000 303,000 230,000 $12 - SJ7 S7 - $10 • Considerable amount of space available 
• Sites available for construction 

6,094,000 790,000 75,000 SID - $19 $3 - $5 • Considerable amount al space being developed 
• Sites available for construction 

'Space in blocks greater than 45,000 square feet. 

Sources, llli!lli Office � Guide (Fall 1982), Fairfax County Economic Development 
Authority, Arlington County Department of Community Development. Alexandria Real Estate 
Assessment Office, Fairfax City Planning Department 

Disadvantages 

• High costs 
• Congested, limited parking 
• Not easily accessible by auto 
• Limited sites for construction 

• High costs 
• Congested 
• Limited parking 
• Limited sites for construction 

• Congested 
• Limited sites for construction 

• Limited sites for construction 
• Poor access by mass transportation 

• Expensive 
• Limited access by mass transportation 

• Expensive 
• Limited access by mass transportation 

• Poor access by mass transportation 
• Not central to population 

• Poor access by mass transportation and auto 

• Not central to region 
• Poor access by mass transportation and auto 
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Table 13 

SPACE USE BY UVA AND VPI&SU 
(in square feet) 

Total Space Staff Offices Student Other Common 
Leased & Work Areas Areas* Rooms Areas** 

--

UVA 10,000 4,931 1,679 608 2,782 

VPI&SU 33,316 7,530 11,306 1,100 13,380 

TOTAL 43,316 12,461 12,985 1,708 16,162 

*Classrooms, library, bookstore, and laboratories.
**Hallways, restrooms, mechanical closets, and other common areas. 

Source: JLARC Facility Analysis. 

hallways, restrooms, and mechanical closets. Since the facility is 
used for classes, hallways are required to be at least six feet wide to 
accommodate large numbers of students. Therefore, a significant amount 
of space is taken up in hallways. 

Both universities offer courses primarily during the evening 
hours to accommodate persons who are working. UVA teaches courses 
primarily at locations other than the leased building, such as local 
schools and business and governmental offices. In contrast, VPI&SU 
holds most classes in the building. According to the director of the 
program, staff and students prefer the 11 campus-l i ke11 atmosphere that 
the building provides. Since most of the courses at the center are 
held at night and on weekends, a considerable amount of space is not 
being used a large part of the day at significant cost. 

status of the Programs. Al though UVA and VPI&SU can be 
expected to continue offering programs in the Northern Virginia region, 
those program offerings are subject to change by factors such as reduc­
tions in State funds, higher tuition rates, and the increasing capacity 
of schools within the region to meet student needs. A study completed 
in March 1982 by the State Council of Higher Education, at the request 
of JLARC, addressed the question of proliferation of off-campus grad­
uate programs. The Council expressed concern that competition between 
institutions will intensify as regional institutions develop and as an 
anticipated decline in enrollment growth rates takes hold. 

Therefore, the Council recommended that UVA and VPI&SU phase 
out their Northern Virginia programs in graduate level education. 
Their programs can continue in business, public administration, eco­
nomics, and mathematics only as long as there is sufficient student 
demand to warrant sharing these programs with George Mason University. 
Specialized programs such as computer science, architecture, and 



engineering programs will continue to be the provi nee of VPI&SU and 
UVA. SCHEV expressed some concern, however, that tuitions would have 
to rise to offset the loss of the high-enrollment education programs. 

Given the high cost of current off-campus space, UVA and 
VPI&SU, with the assistance of SCHEV, should assess alternative and 
less expensive space options for programs offered by non-resident 
schools. SeV£!ral alternatives should be examined. One option is to 
explore the potential for sharing existing instructional facilities 
with other educational institutions in the Northern Virginia area 
including George Mason University and Northern Virginia Community 
College. Virginia Commonwealth University currently uses facilities at 
George Mason for its courses at no cost. Another option is to use 
facilities of local public schools to a greater extent. UVA currently 
uses local secondary schools for many of its courses at minimal or no 
cost. A third option is to explore the acquisition of a vacated public 
building, such as a school. 

As a supplement to its study of off-campus programs, SCHEV 
should examine the use and cost of facilities for administrative and 
instructional purposes. Under its statutory responsibilities for 
ensuring economical and coordinated continuing education programs 
(Section 23-9.10 of the Code of Virginia), SCHEV should also consider 
development of policies and standards regarding space acquisition and 
use for off-campus programs. 

Although the off-campus programs may not always be suitable 
for consolidation in an administrative office building, alternatives 
for including the space should be examined when consolidation decisions 
are made. The consolidation options developed in this report will show 
the impact of (1) considering consolidation without including the two 
university programs; (2) including both offices and student areas such 
as laboratories and classrooms in the consolidated site; and (3) in­
cluding only administrative and faculty offices in the consolidated 
site on the assumption that instructional space will be located else­
where. If instructional space is included, it should be made available 
to State agencies for conference space, training, and other uses. 

OPTIONS FOR CONSOLIDATING STATE OFFICES IN NORTHERN VIRGINIA 

Three primary options for establishing a consolidated office 
building were examined as part of this review: (1) leasing space for 
the agencies; (2) constructing a new building; or (3) purchasing and 
renovating an existing building. Options for leasing sufficient space 
for State offices are fairly broad in the Northern Virginia area. 
Numerous new office developments could potentially accommodate State 
agencies. In addition, several general locations in the Northern 
Virginia area would be suitable for construction. However, land costs 
are high, ranging up to $50 per square foot in some of the highly 
urbanized areas. Opportunities for purchasing an existing building are 
somewhat limited. 
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Offices identified in the feasibility analysis were selected 
for each option so as to meet their specific requirements and to maxi­
mize cost savings through more efficient use of space and reduction of 
overall space needs. For the lease and purchase options, break-even 
square foot rates were estimated below which consolidation would be 
cost effective. Current facility costs and estimated costs for the 
construction option were projected over a 20-year period. This per­
mitted a comparison of the long-term costs. 

Leasing a Consolidated Office Building 

In the Northern Virginia area about eight million square feet 
of space is currently available or under construction for leasing. An 
additional 26 mi 11 ion square feet has been proposed by deve 1 ope rs. 
However, to make 1 easing a consolidated bui 1 ding cost effective, the 
State would have to locate space within a fairly narrow price range. 

Agencies for Consideration. At 1 east 13 offices, with out 
geographic or program constraints, could be considered for consolida­
tion at a single leased site: 

Agriculture and Consumer 
Services 

Air Pollution Control Board 

Commerce 

Corrections: Regional Office 

Health: Regional Office 

Housing: Fire Marshal 

Industrial Commission 

Labor and Industry 

Rehab. Services: 
Regional Office 

Social Services 

Taxation 

War Veterans Claims 

Water Control Board 

Up to six additional agencies could be part of a consolidated 
facility depending on location and compatibility of functions. The UVA 
and VPI&SU off-campus programs could be included at any location if it 
is determined that the educational activities are compatible with other 
State agency functions. The Department for the Visually Handicapped 
could be included if the site were on a metro transit line. In addi­
tion, up to three service offices could be included if a facility were 
leased in the geographic area that they serve. Three service agencies 
are located near Bailey 1 s Crossroads, two are in Alexandria, two are 
in Mount Vernon, one is in Arlington, and one is in Fairfax City. 

Range of Building Sizes. Space needs in a consolidated 
leased facility could range between 37,000 and 82,500 square feet. The 
smallest size could accommodate 13 State offices under a design which 
maximized space savings and required agencies to share common facil­
ities. The largest size would accommodate 19 offices and duplicate the 
amount of space they currently use. This range of space needs was 
calculated on the basis of the location of the consolidated building, 
the agencies to be included, and the possible office configurations. 



Table 14 shows several different combinations of agencies 
under different space configurations and their space needs. Although 
it does not cover every possible alternative out of the 26 offices 
which could be consolidated, it illustrates the range in space require­
ments that would be necessary in a leased consolidated site. Including 
or excluding the UVA and VPI&SU off-campus programs in a consolidated 
building will greatly affect the size and potential costs, since these 
two programs represent a significant portion of the space in Northern 
Virginia. Space needs are shown for three possibilities: excluding 
the programs entirely; including only, administrative and faculty 
offices and assuming that classrooms will be located elsewhere; and 
including both offices and classrooms. 

Analgsis of Alternatives. In order for a leasing option to 
be cost effective, square foot costs in a consolidated site must be 
less than the current average square foot costs plus moving and refur­
nishing expenses. For purposes of this analysis, moving expenses were 

------------- Table 14 ------------­

RANGE OF SPACE NEEDS FOR CONSOLIDATION 
ALTERNATIVES IN A LEASED BUILDING 

Alternatives 

1. Agencies without
geographic or program
constraints

2. Same agencies as #1 plus
administrative and
faculty offices of UVA
and VPI&SU off-campus
programs

3. Same as #2 plus UVA
and VPI&SU class­
room and other
educational space

4. Same as #3 plus
Visually Handicapped
and three service
offices

Number of 
Offices 

13 

15 

15 

19 

Source: JLARC Facility Analysis. 

Space Needs (square feet) 

Maximizing 
Space 

Reductions 

36,800 

47,800 

64,700 

74,500 

Duplicating 
Current 

Space Use 

40,800 

55,100 

72,000 

82,500 
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estimated to be $70 per employee plus an additional proportional amount 
for non-staff space, such as conference rooms. The cost of refurnish­
; ng offices could be up to $3,100 per emp 1 oyee, depending upon the 
usefulness of existing equipment and the extent of office redesign. 

A 11 break-even11 lease rate at which consolidation would be 
reasonable was determined for the minimum number of 13 consolidatable 
agencies and the maximum number of 19 agencies. For each alternative 
the rental rate was calculated based on (1) duplicating the amount of 
space currently used by the agencies, and (2) maximizing space reduc­
tions through the sharing of facilities and the use of open office 
designs. 

Since agencies would require less total space in a consoli­
dated building than they lease under separate arrangements, square foot 
rates in a consolidated building could be higher than current rates and 
still be cost effective. The break-even point is the rate at which 
annual lease expenses in a consolidated facility equal the sum of 
expenses in the current separate offices. A 11 figures are based on 
1982 dollars. However, taking into account the need to amortize moving 
and refurnishing expenses wi 11 increase the break-even rate to some 
extent and further narrow the cost-effective range. 

LEASING ALTERNATIVE ONE: 

Minimum of 13 Agencies 

Since the 13 agencies have relatively little unusable space 
at their current locations, they would require approximately the same 
amount of space in a consolidated building. The break-even point would 
be at about the current rate of $10.03 per square foot. 

Reconfiguration of space through sharing of facilities and 
open office design could reduce space needs to 36,800 square feet. The 
rental rate could then be up to $11.03 per square foot to break even. 

Rental rates would actually have to be lower, however, to 
absorb moving expense of approximately $25,000 and the costs of any 
refurnishing necessary to accommodate to new or reconfigured space. 
Therefore, the cost effectiveness of con so 1 i dating the 13 agencies 
would be marginal at best. 

LEASING ALTERNATIVE TWO: 

Maximum of 19 Agencies 

The 19 agencies currently have an average annual cost of 
$10.56 per square foot. To duplicate their current usable space would 
require 82,500 square feet of space. Taking into account only lease 
rates, space would have to be found for 1 ess than $12.13 per square 
foot to make the option cost effective. Reconfiguration of space use 
could reduce overall needs to 74,500 square feet, and rates could go up 
to $13. 50 per square foot. Agencies could incur moving expenses of 
$41,500 and refurnishing costs of up to $964,000. Amortized over a 
20-year period, these expenses would average 61 cents per square foot
annually.



The flexibility in this alternative is gained by including 
the administrative, faculty and instructional space of the off-campus 
programs. Flexibility would be curtailed if the schools were found not 
to be compatible with this consolidation option. Total annual savings 
would depend on how far below the break-even point a consolidated site 
could be leased for. 

Considerations. Table 15 shows the potential for savings at 
different lease rates under both alternatives. The cost savings likely 
to result from leasing a consolidated office site appear to be marginal 
in commercial space because of the relatively few agencies that can be 
consolidated and the relatively efficient use of space by those 
agencies. 

------------- Table 15 ------------­

POTENTIAL ANNUAL SAVINGS
1 

AT A LEASED SITE 

Prospective 
Lease Rate 

$ 9.00 
10.00 
11.00 
12.00 
13.00 
14.00 

13 Agencies 2 

Duplicating Maximizing 
Space Space Reduction 

$34,652 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

$74,252 
37,452 

652 
0 
0 

0 

19 Agencies 3

Duplicating Maximizing 
Space Space Reduction 

$262,451 
179,951 
97,451 
14,951 

0 
0 

$334,451 
259,951 
185,451 
110,951 
36,451 

0 

?'oving and refurnishing expenditures are not included and would reduce the savings.
3current average lease rate is $10.03 
Current average lease rate is $10.56

Source: JLARC Facility Analysis 

Should the State wish to establish a more centralized State 
presence by consolidating selected agencies, it may be possible to 
effect some costs savings or to break even under certain circumstances. 
Properties are available for lease at prices within the State's range. 
Moreover, economic deve 1 opment specialists be 1 i eve that 1 eases can be 
obtained for less than advertised rates due to a current oversupply of 
office buildings. The State may also be able to negotiate favorable 
terms for a long-term lease, since a fairly substantial amount of 
square footage is involved. 

It is also possible that a publicly owned facility, such as a 
school building, may become available for lease or purchase at a lower 
than commercial rate. A leasing alternative which could be explored in 
more detail is using school buildings which have been closed due to 
declining enrollments. 

Fairfax County, for example, currently has four vacant school 
buildings, two of which are partially leased for office space. Because 
the properties are owned by a local government and are not taxed, 
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leasing rates are potentially lower than similar commercial space. The 
County currently charges $5. 75 to $6. 25 per square foot for full ser­
vice leases, but the tenant pays for renovations. The four buildings 
are relatively small, however. The largest is 43,000 square feet, with 
a usable area of approximately 35,000 square feet. 

The County is also studying the need to close an intermediate 
school. The buildings being considered are relatively large (over 
100,000 square feet) and are possible sites for a consolidated 
facility. 

Construction of a Consolidated State Office Building 

The second opt ion examined by J LARC was construct ion of an 
office building. Because of limited parking and high costs for land in 
highly urbanized areas of Northern Virginia, a construction option 
should be considered only in relatively uncongested suburban locations. 

Agencies for Consideration. At least 14 offices could be 
included in a construction option. In addition to the 13 offices 
considered for leased space, the Department of General Services 1 Con­
solidated Laboratories could be considered for a construction option. 
It was not considered for leasing because of the potentially high cost 
of renovations to accommodate the unique needs of the agency. The 14 
agencies include: 

Air Pollution Control 

Agriculture and Consumer Services 

Commerce 

Corrections: Regional Office 

General Services: Consolidated 
Laboratories 

Heal th: Regi ona 1 Office 

Housing: Fire Marshal 

Industrial Commission 

Labor and Industry 

Rehabilitative Services: 
Regional Office 

Social Services 
Taxation 

War Veterans 1 Claims 

Water Control Board 

As with the leasing option, up to six additional offices 
could be part of a consolidated facility depending on location and 
compatibi l_ity of �unc�io�s. The . UVA and VPI&SU off-campus programs
could be included 1f 1t 1s determined that the educational activities 
are c?mpatible wi�h other State agency functions. The Department for 
the Visually Handicapped could be included if the site were on a metro 
transit line. In addition, up to three service offices could be in­
cluded if the site were in the geographic area that they served. 

option, 
Range of Building Sizes and Costs. As with the 1 easing 

the costs and potential savings in a constructed building 



depend on the number of agencies included, their space needs, the 
configuration of space, and the degree of sharing. The construction 
option was analyzed for various alternative sizes ranging from 58,000 
to 116,000 square feet. The smallest size could accommodate 14 State 
offices under a design which maximized space savings and required 
agencies to share common facilities. The largest size would accom­
modate 20 offices and duplicate the amount of space that they currently 
use. Table 16 shows the estimated construction and annual costs for 
the smallest and largest building. Costs would range between the two 
estimates depending on the alternative being considered. 

------------- Table 16 -------------

PROJECTED CAPITAL AND OPERATING EXPENSES 
FOR A CONSTRUCTED BUILDING 

Type of Expense 

Capital Costs: 

Land and Site Development 
Construction(@ $80/sq. ft.) 
A&E Fees(@ 6%) 

TOTAL 

Interest(@ 9%) 

Annual Operating Costs 
(FY 1985): 

Capital Costs1

Utilities(@ $2.10/sq.ft.) 
Janitorial & Maintenance 

(@ $1.20/sq. ft.) 
Management, Security, and 
Miscellaneous(@ $1.20/sq.ft.) 

TOTAL 

Size of Building 
58,000 sq. ft. 116,000 sq. ft. 

$1,880,000 
4,640,000 

390,000 
$6,910,000 

$6,530,000 

$ 672,000 
122,000 

70,000 

70,000 

$ 934,000 

$2,150,000 
9,280,000 

690,000 
$12,120,000 

$11,340,000 

$1,173,000 
24,i, 000 

139,000 

139,000 

$1,695,000 

1calculated by taking one-twentieth of total capital and interest
expenses. 

Source: Means Cost Data, DEB, and Black's Official Leasing Guide. 

Construction costs of a consolidated office building were 
estimated using Means Cost Data, a construction estimating guide. 
Construction costs are estimated to be $80 per square foot plus land, 
site development, and architectural fees. Interest expenses are based 
on a 9 percent rate, which the Department of Treasury has indicated to 
be the current rate for general obligation bonds. Construction costs 
were estimated to range between $6.9 million and $13.8 million depend­
ing on the size of the building. 
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In order to estimate annual costs in a constructed facility 
versus current leasing arrangements, annua 1 operating expenses were 
estimated, including one-twentieth of the capital cost of the new 
building. However, this is a conservative estimate because capital 
costs are spread over only 20 years rather than the accounting depre­
ciation standard of 30 years for buildings. Operating costs of the 
facility were estimated using standard square foot guidelines for 
maintenance, janitorial, utility, and other routine expenses. Building 
management expenses were a 1 so included in the operating costs. In 
addition, moving costs were included in the first year of operation, 
and the costs of various alternatives for refurnishing were also in­
cluded. 

Annual costs were projected for twenty years using November 
1982 Chase Econometrics inflation estimates. These projections were 
compared to anticipated increases in current 1 easing expenditures to 
determine the long-range impact of the construction alternatives. 
However, i nfl at ion projections and interest rates are in a state of 
flux and could change significantly in the future. Further examination 
and detailed financial study of this option would be necessary, using 
the most current data available at the time of the analysis. 

CONSTRUCTION ALTERNATIVE ONE: 
Minimum of 14 Agencies 

Two options were considered for construction of a building to 
house the 14 agencies without geographic or program-related restraints. 
Costs were estimated for a 58,000 square-foot building that would 
reduce space savings through open office design and sharing of facil­
ities and equipment and a 64,000 square-foot building which would 
duplicate the current amount of space used by the agencies. 

Projecting current lease costs and estimated costs of a newly 
constructed building for the 14 agencies over a 20-year period reveals 
that it would not be cost effective to construct a building for only 
the 14 agencies. Cumulative costs in a constructed facility would be 
$3.6 million more over 20 years in the smaller building and $6 million 
more in the larger building. 

The costs and benefits of adding the three service agencies 
and the Department for the Visually Handicapped were also estimated. 
However, this option was also found not to be cost-effective. 

CONSTRUCTION ALTERNATIVE TWO: 
14 Agencies Plus Administrative 
and Faculty Space of Off-Campus Programs 

Two options were considered for constructing a building that 
would include the administrative and faculty space of off-campus pro­
grams of UVA and VPI&SU with the 14 agencies. It was assumed that 
instructional space would be located elsewhere. An 82,000 square-foot 
building would be needed to duplicate existing space, and a 72,000 
square-foot building would be needed under a design to reduce space 
needs. 



Projecting current lease costs and costs of a newly con­
structed building over a 20-year period shows that it would not be cost 
effective to simply duplicate current space. Costs in a new facility 
would be $1.1 million more than current leases over 20 years. If space 
use could be reduced sufficiently, there could be a $2.8 million 
savings from the smaller building. However, the cumulative break-even 
point would not be until 1999, which makes the projected savings very 
tenuous. 

CONSTRUCTION ALTERNATIVE THREE: 
14 Agencies Plus Administrative and 
Instructional Space of Off-Campus Programs 

Two options were considered for including both the adminis­
trative and instructional space of the off-campus programs in a con­
solidated building. A 103,000 square-foot building would be needed to 
duplicate existing space, and a 93,000 square-foot building could 
accommodate a reduced space design. 

Projecting current 1 ease costs and costs of a newly con­
structed building over a 20-year period shows that, even with the 
instructional space, a building that duplicates existing space is not 
cost effective. Costs in a new facility would be $1.8 million more 
than current leases over 20 years. 

Savings from a space reducing design would be about $2.1 
million, but the cumulative break-even point would be in 2001, making 
the projected savings tenuous at best. Greater savings could not be 
realized through space reduction because classroom and other instruc­
tional space is not subject to the same reduction as office space, and 
hallways must be maintained at six-feet widths to meet safety 
standards. 

CONSTRUCTION ALTERNATIVE FOUR: 

Maximum of 20 Agencies 

Two options were considered for construction of a building 
that would house the maximum number of 20 agencies. Under this option, 
three service agencies and the Department for the Visually Handicapped 
were added to the core of 14 agencies and the administrative and in­
structional space of the off-campus programs. To duplicate existing 
space, a 116,000 square-foot bui 1 ding would be needed. Under a space 
reducing design, a 106,000 square-foot building would be needed. 

Projecting current 1 ease costs and costs of a newly con­
structed building for 20 years shows that the larger building would 
cost $2.3 million more over the period. A smaller building with its 
space savings could save $1.6 million over 20 years, but the cumulative 
break-even point would not be until the year 2003. 
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Other Considerations. As shown in Table 17, construction 
would be cost effective only when part or all of the space leased by 
UVA and VPI&SU were included and only for space reducing designs. 

------------- Table 17 -------------

POTENTIAL TWENTY-YEAR COST SAVINGS1

CONSTRUCTION VS. CURRENT LEASES 

Alternatives 

1 . Agencies without 
geographic or program 
constraints 

2. Same agencies as #1

plus administrative
and faculty offices of
UVA and VPI&SU
off-campus programs

3. Same as #2 plus
UVA and VPI&SU
educational space

4. Same as #3 plus
Department of Visually
Handicapped and three
service offices

Number of 
Offices 

14 

16 

16 

·20

Duplicating 
Space 

Maximizing 
Space 

Reductions 

($5,970,400) ($3,570,000) 

($1,133,400) $2,802,300 

($1,804,600) $2,131,200 

($2,346,500) $1,589,200 

1Figures indicate the difference between total costs in a constructed 
facility and total costs of current leases. ( ) indicates that costs 
in a constructed facility are projected to be higher over 20 years. 

Source: JLARC Analysis. 

Potential savings of up to $2.8 million are possible for a 
facility that includes part or all of the off-campus programs. How­
ever, the projected cost savings are somewhat tenuous because the 
cummul at i ve break-even points would not occur unt i 1 after 1999 for 
those options which appear to be somewhat cost effective. 

Construction estimates and projections are intended to be 
general parameters for comparing current arrangements with an owned 
facility. Actual costs could be greater or less depending on the site 
selected, land costs, specific design of the building, and agencies 



included. A major factor would be the determination of whether the 
off-campus programs should be included in a consolidated building. 

Prior to further consideration of a construction option, the 
Department of General Services would have to conduct a detailed 
analysis of potential sites, agencies to be included, space, and anti­
cipated costs. Specifically, DGS would have to determine: 

• what the specific costs of construction will be to meet
needs of agencies.

• what the routine operating expenses wi 11 be, and the
most efficient means of providing building services.

• how the costs in the proposed facility compare over time
to current lease arrangements. Long-range projections
should utilize the most current information available on
interest rates and inflation estimates.

• who wi 11 be responsible for building management, in­
cluding routine maintenance, janitorial services, and
security.

• what the parking needs of the agencies are and how the
needs can be met. DGS should ensure that sufficient
short-term parking is available for visitors. Depending
on the site, employee parking could be arranged by
leasing or purchasing sufficient land in the vicinity
and providing subsidized parking for workers.

• how much refurnishing would be necessary, and the re-
1 ated cost.

Purchasing a Building for Consolidation 

According to economic development specialists in Northern 
Virginia, there are relatively limited options for purchasing an exist­
ing facility for use as a consolidated office building. The real 
estate market is volatile, depending on economic conditions and new 
commercial development. The availability and cost of buildings for 
purchase cannot be predicted in advance. 

The size of a building to accommodate State offices would be 
the same as a constructed building and depend on location, number of 
agencies included, use of space-saving designs, and amount of facility 
sharing. The cost of a building would depend on its age, location, 
amount of land, and proximity to other services and development. 
Renovation expenses would be variable, affected by the condition of the 
site, needs of the agencies, and configuration of space. 
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Although the availability of office buildings for purchase 
are limited, other alternatives could be examined. For example, a 
structure that was built for purposes other than office space could be 
purchased and renovated to meet the needs of State agencies. 

The Virginia Emplogment Commission is leasing 
a 15,000 square foot building that was former lg a 
warehouse. The owner renovated the structure to 
create offices, conference rooms, reception and 
claims areas to meet the needs of the agency. The 
VEC has a seven-gear lease for the space at an 
initial rate of $11. 75 per square foot. 

The Department of General Services could examine the fea­
sibility of purchasing and renovating an existing facility for use as a 
consolidated office building. As with the construction option, DGS 
would have to assess costs, needs of the agencies, and building manage­
ment responsibilities, and ensure that there is sufficient parking for 
visitors and employees. Additionally, the department should contact 
the Fairfax County Department of Education regarding purchase or long­
term lease of their vacant school buildings. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

At this time, consolidation of State offices in the Northern 
Virginia area does not appear to be cost effective. However, consoli­
dation could create a State presence in the area with the potential for 
improved services and more efficient use of space. Services to the 
public could be enhanced by improving the visibility, accessibility, 
and condi ti ans of curr·ent offices. 

Cost effectiveness would depend on the site, the agencies 
included, and the space design. Savings for the alternatives examined 
are apt to be marginal, at best. Given the non-financial benefits of 
consolidation, however, the State should remain alert for cost­
effective opportunities, such as vacated public buildings. 

Recommendation (1). The Department of General Services 
should be alert to opportunities for cost-effective consolidation and 
co-location of offices in Northern Virginia. The Secretary of Adminis­
tration and Finance should charge the department with responsibility 
for more carefully monitoring the real estate market in Northern 
Virginia to identify sites with significant potential for long-term 
cost savings through lease or purchase. When buildings of appropriate 
size and price become available, DGS should initiate detailed site 
analyses and take appropriate steps to consolidate offices i dent i fi ed 
in this report. 

Recommendation (2). To overcome problems in the visibility, 
accessibility, and conditions of existing facilities, DGS should 



monitor the termination of leases and assess opportunities to correct 
the deficiencies which exist. When current leases expire, the depart­
ment should assist the agencies in improving existing space or, to the 
extent possible, correcting these problems and achieving economies by 
locating offices together. Economies could be achieved through more 
efficient office designs and by sharing common facilities and 
equipment. 

Recommendation (3). Regardless of any action taken to con­
solidate offices, UVA and VPI&SU (with the assistance of the State 
Council of Higher Education) should explore opportunities available in 
Northern Virginia to obtain less expensive instructional space for 
their off-campus programs in Northern Virginia. Several alternatives 
should be examined, including (1) sharing facilities with George Mason 
University and Northern Virginia Community College; (2) using the 
facilities of local public schools to a greater extent; and (3) explor­
ing the potential for acquiring a vacated school building. 

Supplementary to its study of off-campus programs, SCHEV 
should examine the use and cost of facilities for administrative and 
instructional purposes. And, under its statutory responsibilities for 
ensuring economical and coordinated educational programs (Section 
23-9.10 of the Code of Virginia), SCHEV should also consider develop­
ment of policies and standards regarding space use, acquisition, and
leasing for off-campus programs.
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APPENDIX A: 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 29 

Requesting the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission to study 
the feasibility of consolidating certain agency offices in various 
areas of the Commonwealth. 

WHEREAS, many state agencies maintain offices throughout 
Virginia to serve the citizens of the Commonwealth; and 

WHEREAS, many of these agencies operate out of single offices 
that are often under-equipped and would benefit from a consolidation of 
services into one central and easily accessible location; and 

WHEREAS, such a consolidation could have many conceivable 
advantages, including the placing of state agencies in one visible and 
identifiable location; the sharing by departments of conference, copy­
ing and other common facilities; the ability of employees of one agency 
to become familiar with other state services; and the potential savings 
to the Commonwealth through the cost effectiveness achieved by such a 
consolidation of state agencies; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED by the Senate, the House of Delegates concurring, 
That the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission is requested to 
study the desirability and feasibility of consolidating state agencies 
that operate out of single offices throughout Virginia into one central 
and easily accessible location. The Commission is also requested to 
study the cost effectiveness of consolidation and possible sites for 
locating the consolidated state agencies. 

The Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission shall 
complete its study in time to submit recommendations to the 1983 Ses­
sion of the General Assembly. 



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 on request from JLARC, Suite 1100, 910 Capitol 
Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219. 

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

1. Office Inventory. The first step in each regional study
was to develop an inventory of all State facilities in the
area. The purpose of the inventory was to identify a 11
State facilities and to eliminate those which would not be
compatible in commercial office space.

The inventory was developed from several sources, includ­
ing automated data systems and telephone directories.
Staff at selected facilities were surveyed by telephone to
determine the nature of the facility.

2. Facility Analysis. Each facility classified as "office
space11 was visited by JLARC staff. At each site, the
office director was interviewed about special location and
physical plant needs. In addition, detailed information
was co 11 ected on faci 1 ity expenses, space and equipment
use, facility needs, and the visibility, accessibility,
and physical condition of the office.

The data were computerized to permit analysis of agency
space needs in a conso 1 i dated building and to develop
different groupings of agencies or 11 scenarios11 which would
be compatible at a single site. Space needs at a consol­
idated building were computed in two ways: (1) duplicat­
ing the current space use and (2) minimizing space require­
ments by using efficient office designs.

3. Cost Analysis. Each consolidation scenario was analyzed
to compare costs in a consolidated facility with the costs
of current offices. Three primary options were examined:
(1) leasing; (2) construction of a facility; and (3) pur­
chasing a building.

Costs in a consolidated facility were estimated using 
advertised rates for the leasing option and construction 
and operating cost guidelines for the construction option. 
In order to assess long-term effects, costs were projected 
over 20 years using inflation estimates made by Chase 
Econometrics. 
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APPENDIX C: 

AGENCY RESPONSES 

As part of an extensive data validation process, each State 
agency involved in JLARC's review and evaluation effort is given the 
opportunity to comment on an exposure draft of the report. 

Appropriate technical corrections resulting from the written 
comments have been made in the final report. Page references in the 
agency responses relate to the exposure draft and may not correspond 
to page numbers in the final report. 

•The following agency responses are included herewith:

•Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services

•Department of Commerce

•Department of Conservation and Economic Development

•Department of General Services

•Department of Housing and Community Development

•Department of Rehabilitative Services

•Department of Taxation

•Virginia Employment Commission

•Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University-­
Research Division 

• Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University-­
College of Architecture and Urban Studies 



S. MASON CARBAUGH
COMMISSIONER 

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND CONSUMER SERVICES 

P. 0. Box 1163, Richmond, Virginia 23209

January 4, 1983 

llAYMONDl).VAUGHAN 
DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 

Mr. Ray D. Pethtel 
Director 
Joint Legislative Audit 

and Review Commission 
Suite 1100, 910 Capitol Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Dear Ray: 

Thank you for your letter of December 28 concerning 
your exposure draft on Consolidation of Office Space in 
Northern Virginia. 

This is to advise that we have no comments or factual 
corrections to submit. 

Sincerely, 

pbh 

cc: Mr. D. W. Zipperer 



COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

BERNARD L. HENDERSON, JR. Department of Commerce 
Director 
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2 SOUTH NINTH STREET. RICHMOND. VIRGINIA 23219-3991 

Mr. Ray D. Pethtel 
Director 

January 5, 1983 

Joint Legislative Audit and Review Connnission 
Suite 1100, 910 Capitol Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Dear Mr. Pethtel: 

We have reviewed the exposure draft of Consolidation of 
Office Space in Northern Virginia, prepared by the JLARC 
staff. We have found no factual errors in the report rela­
tive to the Department of Connnerce. 

I will note, however, that the Department has plans 
to combine two of our regions which would result in closing 
our Northern Virginia facility. The closest office the 
Department would maintain would be in the Fredericksburg 
area. 

I appreciate the opportunity to examine this draft, 
which appears well prepared. 

Sin9erely, 

�h tJIL }; -J� 
<;e��-L. Henderson, 'Ur. 

BLHJr:ns 

cc: The Honorable Betty J. Diener 



FRED W. WALKER 

Director 

JERALD F. MOORE 

Deputy Director 

:>NS 

FORESTRY 

LITTER CONTROL 

BOARD 

HENRY T N GRAVES. Luray 

Cnairman 

ADOLF u. HONKALA. Midlothian 

Vice Chairman 

FRANK ARMSTRONG. Ill, Winchester 

RICK E. BURNELL. Virginia Beach 

WILBUR S. COYLE. Martinsville 

BRUCE B. GRAY, Waverly 

MINED LAND RECLAMATION 

MINERAL RESOURCES 

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

MILDRED LAYNE. Williamsburg 

JOHN E MUNSEY. Grundy 

FREDERIC S. REED. Mana�in-Sabot 

JAMES RONCAGLIONE. Vienna 

SHELTON H SHORT. Ill. Chase City 

CLINTON V. TURNER. Richmond 

SALT WATER SPORT FISHING 

STATE PARKS 

VIRGINIA STATE TRAVEL SERVICE 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

1100 Washington Building 
Capitol Square 

Richmond, Virginia 23219 
(804) 786-2121

December 30, 1982 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FRCM: 

SUBJECr: 

Mr. Mark Willis, JI.ARC D�rector 

Fred w. walker ?�l 
December 28, 1982 Draft: Consolidation of Office Space in 
Northern Virginia 

Per Mr. Pethel's December 28 letter we have two com:nents on the

referenced draft: 

1. The conclusions and recamendations do not affect our Departmant, and 

2. For consistency and clarity, table 4, page 17 could be improved where
it references "Forestry" in the listing under Excluded Fran 
Consolidation Recamendation. Instead of "Forestry" insert
Conservation and Fconanic Develoµnent - Division of Forestry.

If you need any further infonnation on this subject, please let us
knOvl. 

RJD/ec 
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 
Department of General Services 

Division of Engineering and Buildings 
805 EAST BROAD STREET 
ROOM 101 

TELEPHONE 

804 786-3263 

RICHMOND 23219 
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MEMORANDUM: 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: ,&:",r 

RE: 

January 13, 1983 

/ . 'i 
Mr. Ray D. Pethtel, Director i / 
Joint Legislative Audit & Review Commiss:ion - ,/ 

Mr. H. Douglas Hamner, Jr. , Director _2' � ._, . -···/ 
Department of General Services -..:-:- ·· 1·-·,,_ ' -. · / 

J. Stuart Barret, Director /. i/� 
Division of Engineering & Buildings 

Exposure Draft - Consalidation of Offu.-e Space 
in Northern Virginia 

Based upon a cursory review, we previously provided to 
you a couple of comments on the stat:i.st:ical content of the noted report. 
Since that time, we .have made further evaluation and offer the fallowing: 

Pg. i. , F.irst Paragraph: We do not have precise 
statistics on the number of separate Jocations shown as 
1,200; however, we do have fa.irly accurate :information on 
the number of expense leases which is currently around 
1,200 compared to the 1,500 stated. The FAIS Building 
J.nventory indicates total value of owned buildings to be
$3.8 billion compared to the $2. 7 billion stated.

Pg. v. , 11 Recommendation ( 1) 11
: Within our resources, we 

will attempt to obtain notice of availability of buildings as 
they become available. We are establishing a contact with 
the State Department of Education to obtain notice of 
proposed schcxil closings. We will try to establish proper 
contacts for information on buildings other than public 
schools and pursue favorable opportunities. 

Pg. v., "Recommendation (2) 11
: We have ordered a 

computer listing by geographic Jocation in termination date 
order for all leases. We will use this list as a basis for 
matching up agencies with leases having common 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR • DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATION • DIVISION OF ENGINEERING & BUILDINGS 

DIVISION OF PURCHASES & SUPPLY • DIVISION OF CONSOLIDATED LABORATORY SERVICES • OFFICE OF RISK MANAGEMENT 
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termination dates. We will encourage these agencies to 
obtain common space for colocation where it appears 
feasible. In addition, we will try to have agencies set 
termination dates on new leases to coincide with 
terminations of other active Jeases to accommodate 
matching up for future caJocations. We pJan to begin 
requiring that leases terminate only on the Jast day of a 
calendar quarter. 

Pg. v., "Recommendation (3)": We will work with the 
Stare Council of Higher Education for Virginia .in 
attempting to avoid situations similar to the VPI - UVA 
problem. 

Pg. 8, "Locating & Acquiring Office Space": In order to 
preclude unnecessary rentals, our procedures require 
that any additional State function proposed to be housed 
in newly rented space must be evaluated and approved 
through a prepJanning justification. Additionally, for 
continuation of existing leases, the head of the agency 
must certify that no space presently owned or leased 
under the control of that agency would satisf-y the need. 
We evaluate the proposal to Jease space against 
information we have on other available State controlled 
space. As you are aware, no new buildings may be 
acquired without review by the Department of General 
Services and approval by the Governor, or through a 
Capital Outlay appropriation. Although this combination 
of safeguards does not give the tight central control 
advocated by some, it does provide some assurance that 
agency leasing is reasonable. 

In the second paragraph, reference is made to submittal 
of lease proposals to Cabinet Secretaries. Due to 
curtailment of Cabinet Secretarial staff, this procedure 
has been stopped. The proposals (space questionnaire) 
now flow to the Division of Engineering & Buildings. 

Pg. 21, First Full Paragraph: Although there is no 
statutory obligation for it, we have administratively 
decided to include in the Standard Lease Form an 
obligation for general compliance with handicapped 
standards. This form is now complete. A copy is 
attached. We had previously been seeking compliance 
through Jess formal means. 

The report in several pJaces refers to some substandard 
facilities. Each agency establishes the minimum acceptable standard. 
Due to staff restraints, the Division of Engineering & Buildings does not 
field evaluate proposed facilities. We do generally require that agencies 
lease the acceptable space bearing the least rental cost. This is 
obvmusly in the interest of the Common wealth, assuming the agency has 
established proper standards. 

:'l7 
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The Division of Engineering & Buildings staff for 
Statewide real estate, managed by the Assistant Director, is composed of 
one Property & Facilities Coorcllnator for Jeased property, and one 
Property & Facilities Coordinator for State-owned property. These 
people are currently swamped with implementation of Jong standing duties 
compounded by several recently increased responsibilities. With the 
continuous flow of income and expense leases, transfers among agencies, 
surplus property disposals, deeds, easements, and review of all real 
estate purchases, litt.1e time is available for field evaluations and for 
ti.me-consuming attempts to coordinate and consolidate acqui.si.tions by 
independent agencies. 

We have requested an additional position for a Real Estate 
Acquisition & Disposal Coordinator. Although the main duties of this 
position would be in the owned property area (especially to accelerate 
the surplus sales) , we plan to use it as a swing position to devote to 
the most important real estate matters at a given time. This position 
would possibly help in the area of lease coordination but obv.iously if we 
devote much of its ti.me to leases, the surplus disposal effort would be 
proportionately diminished. 

We appreciate the msi.ght regarding field conditions 
provided by the report. Since we rarely visit field offices, we seldom 
have mdependent observations on leased space utiJization and conditions. 

Please be assured that we will implement to the full extent 
of available resources the recommendations contained in your report . 

.JLARC Note: The Fi�ed Asset Information Sgstem was being implemented 
during the course of this review. Some data in the sgstem 
are incorrect and the Department of General Services has 
been working to identifg and correct erroneous inf orma­
tion. The statistics in this report, as well as the .1LARC 
report on the Roanoke region, are based upon information 
in the Sgstem as of J'une 14, 1982. Completelg accurate 
information will not be available until all data problems 
are identified and corrected. 



0. GENE DISHNER

DIRECTOR

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

DEPARTMENT OF 

HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. Ray D. Pethtel 
Director 

January 6, 1983 

Joint Legislative Audit and 
Review Commission 

Suite 1100, 910 Capitol Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Dear Mr. Pethtel: 

'JAN 7 'L.�3 

Fourth Street Office Burlding 

205 North Fourth Street 
flichmond. Vug1nia 23219 

(804) 786-1575 

The staff of the Department of Housing and Community Development­
has reviewed your agency's draft report "Consolidation of Office Space 
in Northern Virginia" and concur with contents of the report. We 
appreciate the opportunity to review the draft report. 

NJB/lm 

;e 
· Neal J. Barber
Deputy Director
Division of Administration

S9 



BOARD OF REHABILITATIVE SERVICES ALTAMONT DICKERSON, JR. 
COMMISSIONER 

THE REV. CONSTANTINE N. DOMBALIS, CHAIRMAN, RICHMOND 
E. WARREN MATIHEWS, ViCE CHAIRMAN, SOUTH HILL 
W. WAYNE CUNNINGHAM, LYNCHBURG 
JOHN J. HAWSE, WINCHESTER 
HUGH PENN NOLEN, ALBERTA 
LEROY SMITH, M.D., RICHMOND 
HARRY A. WELLONS, VICTORIA 

COMMON\\lEALTH of VIRGINIA 
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Department of Rehabilitative Services 
4901 FITZHUGH AVENUE POST OFFICE BOX 11045 

RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23230-1045 

(804) 257-0316 

January 12, 1983 

Mr. Mark Willis, Project Director 

Joint Legislative Audit Review Commission 

Suite 1100, 910 Capitol Street 

Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Dear Mr. Willis: 

This letter is a follow-up to our telephone conversation of yesterday. 

The Report of Consolidation of Office Space in Northern Virginia has 

been carefully reviewed and I am enclosing my comments. 

I concur that if at all possible consolidation of office space should be 

done. This may be even more important in Northern Virginia because 

of the cost of space. Office space used by the Department of Rehabili­

tative Services has been carefully selected because of the unique needs 

of our disabled population. Accessible parking, entrances, bathrooms, 

transportation, and easy evacuation in case of emergencies, are 

necessities that must be considered. In most instances, leasors will 

make these accommodations but will ultimately reflect the improve­

ments in a rent increase. However, there are tax incentives available 
for this purpose, also. 

On Page 24, you indicate there is no sign for the Department's office 

located in the office complex at Baileys Crossroads. I had our Regional 

Director, Mr. Bill Burnside, go to the site and check this out. In the 

lobby of the building there is a directory and our name and room. number 

are on this directory. I would appreciate that appropriate changes be 

made in the statement on Page 24. 

We will cooperate in any way possible. 

Sincerely, 

, .  r,. x· Ii .... '--{' { tt ,:I_ ;._ • ..___.,_ -'- •'V \,..,t '(_ • .i_C' V li r� )-�.. ,. 

Altamont Dickerson, Jr. 

cc: David Fink 

;1 n A ffirmotivP Action I 1:·aua/ Emol,n•ment Opportunity Employer 



COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

Department of Taxation 

Richmond, Virginia 23282 

January s, 1983 

Mr. Ray D. Pethtel, Director 
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Conunission 
Suite 1100, 910 Capitol Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Dear Ray: 

JAN 7 �j 

We have reviewed the study of office space in Northern Virginia. 
The conunents and figures concerning the Department of Taxation 
are correct, but we do feel the chart on page 9 should show 
a need for parking, security and access for the handicapped. 

Sincerely, 

�t 
State Tax Commissioner 

aa,c 
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Jph G. Cantrell 
Commu,ioner 
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 
Virginia Employment Commission 

703 &st Main Street 

January 10, 1983 

Mr. Ray D. Pethtel, Director 
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission 
Suite 1100, 910 Capitol Street 
Richmond irginia 23219 

JAN ll-, 

P. 0. Box 1358
Richmond, Virginia 23211 

My staff and I have reviewed the exposure draft on the Consolidation of 
Office Space in Northern Virginia. There is a small item in the report 
on Page 26 that is incorrect. The chart on that page (Figure 4) indicates 
that our Northern Virginia office is neither visible nor identifiable. 
This building features a permanent sign and is clearly visible and iden­
tifiable from the street. 

I appreciate your sharing the report with us; I found it informative and 
interesting. 

Sincerely, 

ff� 
Commissioner 

JLARC Note: At the time JLARC staff visited this office (September 23, 
1982), there were no signs-on the outside of the building 
indicating that the VEC was located in the facilitg. We 
understand that a permanent sign has been subsequentlg 
installed. 



RESEARCH DIVISION 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 

Blacksburg, Virginia 24061

OFFICE OF THE DEAN (703) 961-5281 

Mr. Ray D. Pethtel, Director 
Joint Legislative Audit and 

Review Commission 
Suite 11, 910 Capitol Street 
Riclunond, VA 23219 

Dear Mr. Pethtel: 

January 11, 1983 

This will confirm our telephone discussion of January 10. Your letter 
of December 28 that covered the draft "Consolidation of Office Space 
in Northern Virginia" was received at the University after it was 
possible to return any written conunents by the January 14 due date. 
Indeed, the document was received after January 3, the date when 
comments and questions were to have reached Mr. Willis of your staff. 

At first glance, the report seems reasonable in tone and recommenda­
tions. But I think the report is appropriate for a more thorough 
review than the very quick reading I have given it. I will arrange 
for such a review and will forward to you any comments that result as 
soon as possible. 

mrw 

c;::

l

y�� 

David P. Roselle 
Dean of Research and 
Graduate Studies 
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COI.I.HiE OF ARCHITEC.:TlJRE AND URBAN STUDIES 

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY 

Office of the Dean (703) 961-6415 

January 11, 1983 

Mr. Ray D. Pethtel 
Director 

.:i-. 
�-

�i,� 
'.'! :;, 

,.._, \I 

Joint Legislative Audit and Review Committee 
Suite 1100 
910 Capital Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

Dear Mr. Pethtel: 

Blacksbur{!,, Virginia 2· 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the exposure draft 
of the Commission's Report on the Consolidation of Office 
Space in Northern Virginia. In our brief review of the 
report we found 2 points that related to our Alexandria Cen­
ter that you may wish to correct. 

1. In Table 4, page 18, the number of employees should bJ
corrected to 3.5. The College has three faculty and a
half-time secretary working at the Center this year, as
well as 52 advanced undergraduate and graduate stu­
dents.

2. In Figure 3, page 19, the Center is identified with a
location preference "near a major highway." A better
preference would be a location "on Metro transit line."

3. The College is concerned that the students and faculty
in residence at the Center have convenient access to
public transit to ease their access both to the Center
and to other institutions and facilities in the metro­
politan area.

One additional comment, the College is aware of the lack of 
any exterior sign at the street entrance to the Center which 
we have assumed is the reason that Figure Four (page 26) 
notes the Center is not visible or identifiable. We have 
been working with the developer of the revitalized building 
to acquire a sign and have only recently received the 
authorization to install an appropriate sign. I am certain 
that by the time the final draft is complete the sign will 
be installed. 



Page 2 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 
report. We are pleased that the staff recognized the unique 
needs of the College in its decision to locate the Center 
where it did and that the nature of our activities in Alex­
andria require studio space not easily consolidated with 
office space of other State agencies. Your staff is to be 
commended on their work. 

V

l

t

�
1i

+� 
) 

Charles Steger � 
Dean ·1 

/de 

cc: President William E. Lavery 
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