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Preface

Item 15 from the 1993 Appropriation Act and Senate Joint Resolution 239,
approved by the 1993 General Assembly, directed JLARe to examine the management
of State-owned real property. This report inventories and estimates the market value of
potentially surplus real property owned by the Commonwealth and makes recommenda­
tions for improving the State's real property recordkeeping and disposition of surplus
real property.

The Commonwealth owns more than 730,000 acres of land and 10,000 build­
ings. JLARC staff identified approximately 7,100 acres of potentially surplus land and
approximately 30 surplus buildings that are held by agencies and institutions of the
Commonwealth. This potentially surplus real property has an estimated market value
of more than $36 million.

The State's real property recordkeeping needs improvement. Real property
records maintained by the Department of General Services contain numerous inaccura­
cies. In addition, the State maintains three databases of its real property assets; these
databases create unnecessary duplication of effort for State agencies. The State also
needs a method for recording the estimated market value of its most valuable real
property assets so that the Commonwealth's policy makers can determine whether this
real property is being optimally used or should be disposed of to generate revenue.

Improvements are also needed in the State's process for disposing ofsurplus real
property. Under present State law, there is little potential for generating general fund
revenue from the sale of surplus real properties. The State has no consistent policy
regarding transfer ofsurplus real property to localities. Further, transfers ofsurplus real
property among State agencies have been problematic. The report recommends modifi­
cations to State law to address these issues.

In general, State agencies have not been sufficiently proactive in identifying
surplus real property. The report recommends that the Secretary of Administration
develop recommendations for encouraging State agencies and institutions to identify
their surplus real property assets. The report also recommends that the Secretary of
Administration examine the relationship between institutions of higher education and
their foundations in real property transfers and the disposition offunds from the sale of
surplus real property.

This report was presented to the Commission on September 13, 1994. On
September 16, 1994 the Governor created the Commission on the Conversion of State­
owned Property to address many of the findings and recommendations made in the
report.

On behalf of the JLARC staff, I would like to thank the Secretary of Adminis­
tration, the Director and staff of the Department of General Services, and the Commis­
sioner and staff of the Department of Taxation for their cooperation and assistance
during the course of this review.

~~
Philip A. Leone
Director

October 20, 1994
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Cornmissi·on

The Commonwealth of Virginia owns
approximately 730,000 acres of land -- the
equivalent of the combined size of Loudoun,
Prince William, and Stafford counties -- and
more than 10,000 buildings. Most of this
land is held for highway right-of-way, con­
servation, or forestry. Item 15 of the 1993
Appropriation Act and Senate Joint Resolu­
tion 239, approved by the 1993 General
Assembly, directedthe Joint LegislativeAudit
and Review Commission (JLARC) to (1)

examine and make recommendations for
lmprovlnq the State's management of real
property, and (2) identify potentially surplus
real property and estimate the market value
of this property. JLARC last reviewed the
State's real property management in 1977.

Conclusions of the current study are:

• The Commonwealth holds approxi­
mately 7,100 acres of land and 30
buildings that may reasonably be
declared surplus.

• Surplus real property held by agen­
cies and institutions of the Common­
wealth has an estimated marketvalue
of about $36.5 million.

• Most surplus buildings owned by the
Commonwealth have limited alterna­
tive uses due to their poor condition
and out-dated design.

• The State's process for disposing of
surplus real property often experi­
ences significant delays and is nei­
ther efficient nor effective.

• Real property records maintained by
the Department of General Services'
Bureau of Real Property Manage­
ment contain a significant number of
errors and overlap with databases
maintained by the Division of Risk
Management and the Department of
Accounts.

• The State needs a system for record­
ing the market value of significant real
property assets to allow for a more
proactive, business-like approach to
real property asset management.



• TheSecretayofAdministration should
examine the State's real property
policies and make recommendations
to the Governor and the General As­
sembly regarding (1) the appropriate
relationship between institutions of
higher education and higher educa­
tion foundations in management of
real property, and (2) the disposition
of surplus properties that were do­
natedor purchased with special funds
that have no deed restrictions on their
future use.

• The Secretary of Administration
should also examine the advisability
of revising (1) the Code of Virginia's
provisions for disposition ofthe pro­
ceeds from the sale of surplus real
property, and (2) the Code of Virginia
so that real property transferred by
State agencies to other State agen­
cies will revert to the control of the
originating agency in the event the
receiving agency does not need or
does not fully utilize the transferred
property. The Secretary of Adminis­
tration should present the admin­
istration's proposals on these issues
prior to the 1995 General Assembly.

Progress Has Been Slow
in Declaring Real Property Surplus

Since JLARC last reviewed real prop­
erty management in 1977, little progress
has been made by State agencies in identi­
fying additional surplus properties other than
facilities which have been closed by State
agencies. Nine properties identified in the
1977 JLARC report as surplus and which
were deemed surplus during the current
review have either not been disposed of or
have not been declared surplus, The De­
partment of General Services' (DGS) latest
inventory of surplus real property contained
eight properties, five of which had been
identified as surplus by the 1977 JLARC
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report. State agencies need to be more
proactive in identifying surplus real prop­
erty.

JLARC staff conducted 68 site visits to
State-owned properties and surveyed all
executive branch agencies and institutions.
As a result of this review, JLARC staff iden­
tified 25 additional surplus real properties
that are not contained on the DGS inventory.
SurplUS real property identified during this
review, with an estimated market value of
approximately $36.5 million, is shown on the
table on page III.

Real Property Records
Are Unreliable

. JLARC staff assessed the accuracy of
the Bureau of Real Property Management's
(BRPM) records by surveying State agen­
cies and institutions and asking them to
verify the accuracy of their holdings as re­
flected by BRPM records. JLARC staff
identified a significant number of errors in
BRPM's records of both land and buildings.
The errors included missing tracts, listings
of buildings or land no longer or never held
by the agency, duplicate entries, incorrect
acreage or building size, and failure to note
properties that had been declared surplus.
BRPM's director conceded in an interview
with JLARC staff that BRPM's records are
not very reliable.

Real Property Databases Overlap
There is overlap among three real prop­

erty databases maintained by State agen­
cies: (1) BRPM's real property manage­
ment system, (2) the Division of Risk
Management's Property Information Sys­
tem, and (3) the Department of Accounts'
(DOA) Fixed Asset Accounting and Control
System. These three systems create an
unnecessary duplication of effort for State
agencies holding real property. Since the
first two systems are located within DGS,
the department's management should as­
sign a high priority to the consolidation of
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7,127 $36,571,030
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Hampton·.SChooUorttte.Oeafand.··Blind

Staunton School forthe Deaf and Blind

center for Innovative Technology

Elko Tract

Portsmouth Campus

Saltville Property

Winchester Station

Universi1yFarm

Rowe Tract Two

Rowe TractThree

Surrounding Property

Blue Ridge Hospital

Milton Airport

Vivarium

Woodrow Wilson Rehabilitation Center

Culpepfl~Dlvi.ionHeadqual1er$

BigStone Gap Property

Virglnla.·.BeachPropeny

Annandale Property

COllege WoOds

Woodland Acres

Facility/Property

SoutheasterrlVirginiaTralnillgCenter

Eastern State Hospital

Wf!l·terriStat.Ho.pit8Ilt1'jarnett.ce~ter ..
Central State Hospital

Catawba.Hospltal ....

Hanover learning Center

BorrAliLearrill'lg·.(:enter

Nansemond Field Unit

Pinecreat·.Learning·.Cemer

Haymarket Field Unit

a~edil •.•sat.lllt•••EngjneerJf'l9·.(1t.nter

Bowers HillArea Headquarters

~

OMHMRSAS

DMHMRSAS'"

DMHMRSAS'"
DMHMRSAS'"

DMHMFlSAS

Youth and Family Services'"

Youth and FamilyServices.

Corrections

Corrections

Corrections

Transportation

Transportation

Transportation

Rehabilitative Services

State Police

Mines, Minerals, and Energy

Mo1orVehicies

Motor Vehicles

College ofWilliam and Mary

George Mason University'"

James Madison University

Mary Washington College

Mary Washington College

Richard Bland College

University of Virginia

University of Virginia'"

University of Virginia

Va. Com. College System·

Virginia Tech

Virginia Tech

Department of Education ...

Department of·Education

Innovative Tech. Authority..

Department of General Services

TOTAL

o Selling not recommended due towetlands, flooding, orlack ofaccess.

""This total shows estimated marKet value ofsurplus properties identified; selling any orallofthese properties could take several years.

... Reviewed bythe Department ofTaxation.

• The Governor approved the transfer ofthis property tothe VCCS Foundation inJuly 1994. This approval was rescinded bythe Governor
In October 1994.

Source: JLARC analysis ofsite visits, survey responses, and local tax records: reviews byDepartment ofTaxation staff.
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these systems. In addition, DGS and DOA
should work together to improve the com­
patibility of their real property systems.

DGS should also develop a method for
recording the market value of the State's
most valuable real property assets. This
would allow the State to practice more pru­
dent asset management by determining
whether the activities taking place on valu­
able properties are sufficiently compelling to
justify the retention of these activities at the
site. By determining the market value of
potentially valuable properties, the State will
be able to determine whether it may be more
prudent to sell the property and relocate the
present activity.

Disposition of Surplus Real Property
Could Be Improved

Improvements are needed in the State's
disposition of its surplus real property.
JLARC staff identified numerous instances
in which the State was unable to dispose of
surplus real property in a timely manner.
The General Assembly may wish to con­
sider revising the Codeof Virginia in orderto
expedite the sale of surplus real property
assets by the Commonwealth and to gener­
ate general fund revenue from the sale of
these assets. Suggested changes to State
law include:

• allowing DGS greater discretion in
the use of real estate brokers,

IV

• developing a consistent policy for the
transfer of State-owned real property
to local jurisdictions, and

• requiring a reversion clause in all
transfers of surplus real property from
one agency to another so that the
property will revert to the control of
the originating agency jf the property
is subsequently declared surplus to
the needs of the receiving agency.

Options for Disposing of
Surplus Real Property

The State has several options for dis­
posing of surplus real property. These in­
clude: (1) selling the property to generate
revenue, (2) transferring selected proper­
ties deemed to be prudent investments by
the Virginia .Retirement System (VRS) to
VRS in lieu of a cash contribution, and (3)
alternative public uses. However, under
current State law there is little potential for
generating general fund revenue from sur­
plus real properties identified in this report.
The Governor and General Assembly may
wish to consider recommendations made in
this report in order to improve the potential
for generating general fund revenue from
surplus real properties.
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I. Introduction

Chapter I: Introduction

JLARC's review ofState-owned surplus real property was mandated by Item 15­
E of the 1993 Appropriation Act and by Senate Joint Resolution (SJR) 239 in 1993. Item
15-E of the 1993 Appropriation Act directs JLARC to:

prepare a report, including such recommendations as may seem
appropriate, regarding state owned real property which has been
declared surplus, which reasonably could be declared surplus, orwhich
could be reused or adapted creatively for public purposes. All agencies
and institutions shall cooperate fully in this review.

Senate Joint Resolution 239 also directs JLARC to study surplus State-owned real
property. The resolution instructs JLARC to inventory, estimate the market value of,
and make recommendations regarding State-owned real property.

The management of State-owned land was previously reviewed in the 1977
JLARC report Operational Review: Management of State-Owned Land in Virginia. This
report follows up on findings from the previous report and discusses JLARC staffs
current findings concerning the State's management of real property. Surplus real
property holdings are identified and recommendations are made to improve the record­
keeping and management of State-owned land.

OVERVIEW OF REAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT IN VIRGINIA

As of February 1994, the Commonwealth ofVirginia owned more than 730,000
acres of land. This amount of land is equivalent to the size of Loudoun, Prince William,
and Stafford Counties combined. On this land, the State also owns more than 10,000
buildings. With few exceptions, all State-owned land and buildings are titled to the
Commonwealth and held by individual State agencies or institutions. The five agencies
with the largest land holdings are displayed in Table 1. These five agencies own 90
percent of all State-owned land.

.Acquiring, managing, and disposing of State-owned real property is left to the
State agency or institution holding each piece of land or building. However, theCode of
Virginia requires the Governor to approve the acquisition, conveyance, and transfer of
all State property. The Department of General Services (DGS) has the role of making
recommendations on property transactions to the Governor. For this reason, oversight
and coordination ofState agencies' real property transactions are the responsibility ofthe
Department ofGeneral Services, with some exceptions. For example, State law gives the
Virginia Department ofTransportation (VDOT)significant autonomy in its management
of right-of-way land acquired for highway construction.



Page 2 Chapter1: Introduction

--------------~able 1---------------

Five Largest Landholding Agencies

Ag-ency

Department of Transportation
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
Department of Conservation and Recreation
Department of Forestry
Department of Corrections

338,259*
184,824
66,522
49,600
19,513

* The Department of Transportation's acreage is the total ofVDOT's actual maintenance facility acreage and an
estimate ofVDOT's right-of-way acreage. The right-of-way acreage is derived from a formula based on VDOT's
linear road mileage.

Source: JLARC analysis of State Real Property Survey, April 1994.and interviews with Department of
Transportation staff.

The State owns land for a variety of purposes. Some State-owned land is
developed in support offunctions such as transportation, education, mental health, and
corrections. Other land is used for agriculture in corrections or to harvest natural
resources such as in forestry. Some land is developed minimally in the interests of
conservation and open space recreation.

Department of General Services' Responsibilities
for Real Property Management

The Code ofVirginia charges the Division of Engineering and Buildings (DEB),
a division of the Department of General Services, with responsibility for coordinating the
real estate function in Virginia. Since a reorganization in 1989, the division placed all
real property management functions in the Bureau of Real Property Management
(BRPM). The relationship of these organizational units is displayed in Figure 1.

Currently, the responsibilities of the bureau are performed by eight staff
members. As elaborated in DEB Directive 1, BRPM's oversight responsibility includes:

• acquisition of land and buildings by State agencies

• leases entered into by State agencies

• disposition of State land and buildings (including surplus land)

• maintaining an inventory of State-owned land and buildings, as well as deeds
and other records of title

• maintaining an inventory of surplus State-owned land.
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...---------------Figure1---------------,

Organization of the Department of General Services

Administrative
Services

Source: JLARC staff graphic.

Uses of State-Owned Real Property

State-owned real property is held for a variety of purposes. All agencies need
office space in buildings to perform their work. The nature of some agencies' functions
dictate that they need land as well. For example, VDOT needs land to build roads and
store road maintenance equipment. The Department of Corrections (nOC) needs land
to confine prisoners and uses land for agricultural purposes. In addition, State colleges
and universities need campuses for their educational mission. Some of these properties
could be used for other purposes if agencies' plans for the land changes. However, in
transportation and conservation, some State-owned lands have singular purposes.

Right.of-Way Land. The Department of Transportation is the State agency
with the largest land holdings. Of the approximately 338,000 acres it holds, approxi­
mately 335,000 are designated as right-of-way for State roadway use. Right-of-way land
accounts for 46 percent of the land owned by the State. The Code ofVirginia gives the
Commissioner ofVDOT broad authority to handle real property management of right-of­
way land without review by the Department of General Services.
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Currently, VDOT holds more than 2,000 tracts of surplus right-of-way land.
While this surplus land is valued by VDOT at $8,300,000, most of these parcels have no
access to public roads that would permit independent development. Therefore, the land
can only be conveyed to adjacent landholders. Furthermore, because many of these
properties were acquired solely or in part with federal funds, some or all of the revenues
derived from conveying these properties would revert to the federal government.

State-Owned Land for Conservation Purposes. A large portion of State­
owned land is held in the interest ofconservation. The State owns nearly 300,000 acres
for conservation purposes, which include natural resource protection, development, and
outdoor recreation. The primary agencies with this land include the Department ofGame
and Inland Fisheries, the Department of Conservation and Recreation, and the Depart­
ment of Forestry.

Conservation means that land is held for its natural setting and/or public use.
Such land may appear to be idle but is in fact held to preserve its natural setting, control
the use of natural resources, and prevent any commercial development except as
warranted for natural resource management and public outdoor recreation. State
wildlife management areas, State parks, and State forests are examples of such land.
Furthermore, many ofthese properties are acquired through federal assistance, special
bonds, and through gifts. The deeds to these properties often mandate their conservation
purpose and restrict future use.

PRE~OUSJLARCREPORT

Surplus land management was the subject of the 1977 JLARe report, Opera­
tional Review: Management ofState-Owned Land in Virginia. At the time of the report,
the State held an estimated 629,000 acres of land. While land was held by various State
agencies, many land holdings were subject to some review and coordinative functions by
DEB, then a division of the Governor's Office (DEB is now part of the Department of
General Services). Three aspects of surplus land management were examined by JLARC
in the 1977 report: land inventory, identification of specific tracts of surplus land, and
land management policies.

Land Inventory

Several deficiencies were noted in the inventory of State land maintained by
DEB. First, land owned by the Virginia Department ofTransportation (VDOT), then the
Department of Highways and Transportation, was not included in the inventory. Right­
of-way land acquired for highway construction, as well as land occupied by department
facilities, was absent from the land inventory. Furthermore, even the highway depart­
ment did not maintain a comprehensive listing of its properties.
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Second, there were discrepancies in land holding details between DEB's
inventory, agency records, and local property tax records. This deficiency in the land
inventory was attributed to inaccurate reporting ofIand transactions to DEB. Third, the
format of DEB's inventory was deemed to meet only minimal management information
needs.

In accordance with these findings, JLARC suggested methods to improve the
inventory. These included assigning responsibility of the inventory to a specific position
and including all land used for VDOT facilities. Right-of-way land was excluded from the
recommendation because of its singular use. The report also recommended upgrading
the inventory format to include current land use, appraised value, topography, and
availability of natural resources as well as photo maps or composite plats.

Identification of Surplus Land

Through surveys, interviews, and on-site inspections, the 1977 JLARC report
also examined several land holdings which could be considered surplus. JLARe
identified more than 9,000 acres as potentially surplus, and local estimates indicated
some of the property could be worth as much as $10.3 million. In addition, more than
5,000 acres were identified as underutilized.

During this part of the 1977 study, JLARC staffalso learned that there were no
specific criteria used to identify surplus land. State agencies used varied methods to
identify surplus land, and agencies were reluctant to declare land as surplus. Accord­
ingly, JLARC recommended that DEB develop criteria for assessing the status of State
land holdings during each agency's biennial land review required by executive policy.
Disputes over land holdings between the agencies and DEB were to be resolved by the
Governor's Secretaries.

Land Management Policies

JLARC's 1977 review identified a need for policies regarding the disposing of
surplus land, transferring land, and managing natural resources on surplus land. In the
past, a few parcels of surplus land had not been sold expeditiously due to restrictive
methods of sale, lack of advertising, or the absence of a policy to determine the selling
price. JLARC recommended that DEB review the policy of selling land only through
public auction or sealed bid, use "for sale" signs on surplus property and periodically
advertise, and formulate guidelines on appropriate selling prices for State-owned land.

JLARC also recommended that DEB develop policies to better coordinate land
transfers between agencies. In addition, JLARe recognized the benefits of natural
resource management on land such as timber harvesting. Accordingly, JLARC recom­
mended that the Department ofForestry (then the Division ofForestry) provide technical
assistance to other agencies to harvest timber on State-owned land that would benefit
from this service.
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Impact of 1977 JLARe Report

Chapter 1: lntroductiotl

There were three outcomes to the 1977 JLARC report. The first outcome was
the identification of surplus properties and the sale of several of those properties. The
other two outcomes affected real property management and natural resource manage­
ment on State properties.

Status ofSurplus Properties Identified in 1977. The 1977 report identified
more than 9,000 surplus acres and 5,000 underutilized acres. Since that time, more than
1,100 acres have been sold, generating $4.1 million in revenue. Other properties were
transferred to localities and to other agencies or the use of the land has changed. Some
properties found to be surplus in 1977, such as Camp Pendleton military reservation, are
still under negotiation to be sold or transferred. The status of the properties identified
in 1977 are listed in Appendix B.

RealPropertyManagement Changes: Since the 1977 study, several changes
have been made in the State's management ofreal property. The creation ofthe Bureau
ofReal Property Management addressed one of the recommendations made by the 1977
report. In addition, BRPM transferred the land inventory to an automated system,
included agencies that were previously not included, and revised the State's real property
policies to include criteria for surplus property.

\

Timber Management Improvements. JLARC's 1977 review of State-owned
land also recommended improved timber management practices on State-owned land.
Since 1981, the Department of Forestry, in cooperation with DGS, has been responsible
for timber management on land held by State agencies (excepting land held by the
Departments of Conservation and Recreation and Game and Inland Fisheries). As of
1993, timber from these properties had generated approximately $977,000 in gross
revenue. Throughout the 12 years, Forestry has generated a total of $500,000 in net
revenue.

Staff at a number of State agencies remarked during interviews with JLARC
staff on the high quality of the assistance provided by the Department of Forestry in
managing timber on State-owned real property. It appears that the department has been
extremely proactive and energetic in irnplementing JLARC's 1977 recommendation.

CURRENT STUDY ISSUES

Two mandates directed ~JLARC to identify State-owned real property that could
be declared surplus and identify any alternative uses for those properties. In addition,
the-mandates requested JLARC to make recommendations concerning the management
ofState-owned real property. Three research questions were developed to guide research
activities. These issues are:

• What State-owned real property is surplus and what is the market value of
this property?



Page 7 Chapter I: Introduction

• What can be done with real property that is identified as surplus?

• What changes, if any, are needed in the State's management of surplus land
and buildings to ensure that State-owned real property is managed and
disposed of in the most efficient, economical manner?

Surplus Property Criteria

JLARC staff developed criteria to determine what property is potentially
surplus. Potentially surplus real propertywas defined for this study as real property that
is:

• not utilized for any program-related purpose
• not included in any formal agency plans to meet its program objectives
• free from deed restrictions and environmental problems limiting use.

These criteria are similar to those used by the 1977 JLARC report and by DGS.
However, in the 1977 report, land that was land-locked or otherwise difficult to dispose
of and was not used for the agency's primary mission was labeled underutilized. This
report identifies such property as surplus. Problems that may limit the potential for
disposing surplus real property, such as no access except through State-owned land or
steep topography, are detailed in the discussion of each individual site in Chapter II.

Property Not Reviewed by This Study

Several types of State real property were not covered in this review due to their
special property status. First, right-of-way land used for road construction was not
reviewed because it is administered separately by VDOT and was excluded from this
review by one of the study mandates. Second, properties owned by special political
subdivisions established by the Code of Virginia, such as the Virginia Historical
Preservation Foundation and the Virginia Outdoor Foundation, were not reviewed.
Third, properties held by conditional interest and not owned as fee simple, such as scenic
easements and natural heritage preserve dedications, were omitted.

RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

Several research activities were undertaken to address the study issues. These
included: (1) a mail survey of State agencies, (2) site visits, (3) in-person structured
interviews, (4) document reviews, and (5) property value determination. These activities
were conducted between January and August 1994.
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Mail Surveys

Chapter]; Introduction

JLARC staff administered a mail survey to each executive branch agency and
authority and the judicial branch. The survey was sent to the head of each agency and
was designed to obtain four types of data. The survey:

• identified agencies that owned real property,

• checked the accuracy ofBRPM's inventory of real property,

• identified surplus real property held by agencies, and

• solicited State agencies' perceptions ofBRPM's performance in the manage­
ment of real property in general and surplus real property in particular.

All 122 agencies surveyed returned the survey for a response rate of 100 percent.

Site Visits

Site visits were used to examine the extent and use ofagency property holdings.
During site visits, JLARC staff conducted interviews and toured the property holdings
to locate property borders, view buildings on the premises, and observe activities
occurring on the property. Photographs were taken of land tracts and buildings that were
considered potentially surplus. Site visits were selected based on the criteria listed
below:

• the property was identified in the 1977 JLARC review as surplus or
underutilized and is still owned by the State; or

• agency officials indicated the property was surplus or underutilized; or

• the description of the property's purpose as indicated on the survey was vague
or questionable; or

• the agency held a relatively Ia-ge amount of real property; or

• an agency site was significantly larger than other agency-owned sites with the
same function; or

• the property was likely to have a significant market value.

JLARC staff visited 68 sites, which included all independent four-year higher
education institutions, all major institutions of the Department of Mental Health,
Mental Retardation, and Substance Abuse Services, several correctional institutions,
and other sites that met the criteria. These sites included properties held by the
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Department ofTransportation, the Virginia Community College System, and other State
agencies.

Structured Interviews

Two types ofstructured interviews were conducted for this study. The first type
took place during each site visit to gather information about property characteristics,
history, and uses prior to taking a tour of the property. The second type of interview
covered management issues. While some property management questions were asked
at all site visits, these questions were primarily directed toward agencies with central­
ized record keeping of property records. These agencies included: the Bureau of Real
Property Management, the Division of Risk Management, and the Department of
Accounts.

Document Reviews

For potentially surplus properties, three types of documents were reviewed to
supplement other research activities. JLARC staffobtained deeds, tax maps, and aerial
photographs of properties meeting the surplus property criteria. These documents were
used to clarify property borders, identify restrictions as well as opportunities for property
development, and determine the means by which the State obtained ownership ofspecific
properties. Deeds were provided by agency representatives and BRPM. Aerial photo­
graphs were obtained from VDOT. Tax maps were provided by agency representatives,
the Department of Taxation, and local Commissioners of the Revenue. In some cases,
JLARe staffalso reviewed agency planning documents to determine whether the agency
had a programmatic need and formal plan for a given piece of real property.

Property Value Determination

Once potentially surplus properties were identified, JLARC staff estimated
property values. Three sources were used to determine property values. The Bureau of
Real Property Management obtained estimates from their property files and updated
them based on the most recent local government assessments. In addition, assessors
from the Property Tax Unit of the Department of Taxation visited selected sites and
researched local property records in order to develop assessments for JLARC staff. The
third source used was individual agencies who obtained their own appraisals of selected
properties.

REPORT ORGANIZATION

This report is organized into three chapters. This chapter has provided an
overview of real property management in Virginia and the former and current JLARC
reviews. Chapter II identifies tracts of State-owned real property that are potentially
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Portion ofaVDOT aerial photo, enlarged and scanned for pUblication in this report

surplus. Included in this chapter as exhibits are aerial photographs of many of the
properties, edited to show the potentially surplus tracts. A key to these exhibits is
provided below. The third chapter discusses the management of State-owned real
property and makes recommendations for improvement.

r-------~~---KEY TO EXHIBITS ~

Each section of Chapter II contains aerial photographs ofthe sites discussed I
in that section. The photographs were produced by enlarging small sections from I
the most recent available aerials taken by the Virginia Department of Transporta- I

tion (VDOT). The photos have been edited to show the boundaries of each State- I
owned site and the tracts identified as potential surplus property. The key below
explains the graphic conventions employed to delineate each site: 1

I
I

I
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II. Inventory of State-Owned
Surplus Real Property

The JLARC review of State-owned real property indicates that approximately
7,100 acres of State-owned land may reasonably be declared surplus. Surplus State­
owned land is held by the Department of Mental Health, Mental Retardation, and
Substance Abuse Services (DMHMRSAS), the Department ofYouth and Family Services
CDYFS), the Department of Corrections (DOC), the Department of Transportation
(VDOT), the Department ofRehabilitative Services, the State Police, the Department of
Mines, Minerals, and Energy, the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV), institutions of
higher education, the Department ofEducation, and the Innovative Technology Author­
ity. Surplus real property identified in this study is shown in Table 2. This property has
an estimated value of approximately $36.5 million.

Most State agencies do not have substantial holdings of occupiable surplus
buildings. The exception to this is DMHMRSAS, which has a total of23 vacant buildings.
However, most of these buildings would require substantial renovations to meet safety
codes, and many are in poor repair.

This chapter presents short narrative descriptions of each ofthe sites identified
by JLARC staff as potentially surplus. These descriptions include estimates of the
acreage and market value of the properties discussed. In most cases, the estimated value
includes only land and site improvements, not building improvements, since most vacant
State buildings either have limited value or may actually detract from the value of the
property due to their poor condition.

Real property identified as potentially surplus in this chapter appears to be
surplus to the needs ofthe agency or institution presently holding the property. This does
not mean that the real property cannot be used for some other State purpose.

DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL HEALTHt MENTAL RETARDATIONt

AND SUBSTANCE ABUSE SERVICES

The Department of Mental Health, Mental Retardation, and Substance Abuse
Services holds a total of3,118 acres of land at 15 major institutions located at 12 different
sites. JLARC staffvisited all major institutions within the department. Nearly 850 acres
of surplus land were identified at five ofthese sites. The estimatedvalue of these surplus
properties is approximately $5.9 million.

The 1993 Appropriation Act authorized DMHMRSAS to retain all the proceeds
from the sale of any of its surplus lands. This authority was not continued in the 1994
Appropriation Act. The department has tentatively identified most of the property
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Table 2
Potentially Surplus Real Property Identified by JLARC Staff

Declared
Estimated Estimated OnOGS Surplus

~ Facility/Property Acres Value Inventory? byAgency?

OMHMRSAS SoutheasternVirginia Training Center 28 $1,400,000 PartiallY No

DMHMRSAS'" Eastern State Hospital 97 1,045,000 Yes No

DMHMRSAS'" Western State Hospital/DejarnetteCenter tn 2,626,000 Ves Partially

DMHMRSAS'" Central State Hospital 55 586,000 Partially Partially

DMHMRSAS Catawba Hospital 490 280,000 No No

Youth and Family Services ... Hanover Learning Center 1,650 0 No No

Youth andFamily Services·· BonAJrLeamingCenter 15 675,000 No No

Corrections Nansemond Field Unit 63 193,000 No No

Corrections PinecrestLeaming Center 20 200,000 Yes Yes

Corrections Haymarket Field Unit 39 22S,800 No No

Transportation Rosedale Satellite Engineering Center 13 159f500 No Yes

Transportation Bowers HiliArea Headquarters 17 68,000 No Y~s

Transportation Richmond DistrlcfHeadquarlers 80 0 No Yes

Rehabilitative Services Woodrow Wilson Rehabilitation Center 100 637,600 No No

State Police CulpeperDivision Headquarters 15 39,000 No No

Mines, Minerals, and Energy BigStone Gap Property <1 110,000

MotorVehJcles Virginia BeachProperty 5 t25,DOO
Motor Vehicles Annandale Property 2 1,151,130 Yes

CoUege·.ofWilltam andMary CollegeWoods 500 0

George Mason University'" Woodland Acres 81 427,500 No

James·.Madison"Unive,sity University Farm 31 45j100 No No
Mary Washington College Rowe Tract Two 35 520,700 No No

MaryWashington".ColJege Rowe Tract Three 44 653,300 No No
Richard Bland College Surrounding Property 575 0 No No

University ofVirgirill Blue""Ridge."Hospltal 157 2,626,000 No No

University ofVirginia'" Milton Airport 172 ns,ooo No No

UniversityofVirgii\ia Vivarium 19 89,300 No No

Va. Com. College System· Portsmouth Campus 241 10,000,000 Yes Yes

VirgfniaTech Saltville.Property 64 24,900 No No

Virginia Tech Winchester Station 11 1,076,100 No Yes

OepartmentofEciucationA Hampton School forthe Deaf and Blind 20 1,455,000 No Partially

Department ofEducation Staunton School forthe Deaf and Blind 19 183,000 No No

InnovativeTech. AutnorityA Center forInnovative Technology 20 3,500,000 NA No
Department ofGeneral Services Elko Tract 2,272 5,680,100 No No

TOTAL 7,127 $36,5n,030

Q Sellil1g not recommended due towetlands, flooding, or lack ofaccess,

1.1'This total shows estimated market value ofsurplus properties identified; selling any orall01 these properties could take several years.

... Reviewed bythe Department ofTaxation.

• The Govemor approved the transfer ofthis property tothe VCCS Foundation inJuly 1994. This approval was rescinded by the Governor
In October 1994.

Source: JLARC analysis ofsite visits, survey responses, and local tax racorcs: reviews byDepartment ofTaxation staff,
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discussed in this section as surplus. However, the department has not yet formally
declared the bulk of its surplus property to be surplus in accordance with applicable
Division of Engineering and Buildings (DEB) directives.

Southeastern Virginia Training Center

Located off Interstate 64 in Chesapeake, the Southeastern Virginia Training
Center is an intermediate care facility for the mentally retarded. The facility sits on a
campus of 95 acres, 28 acres of which have been identified as surplus to the needs of the
facility (Exhibit 1). The surplus tract is located at the rear of the facility bordering 1-64.
The surplus tract includes a lake, and the training center needs to maintain rights to
water runoffinto this lake. The surplus property has access to a VDOT maintained road.
This property was assessed at approximately $1,400,000 by the local Commissioner of
Revenue.

Eastern State Hospital

Eastern State Hospital sits on a campus of 555 acres west ofWilliamsburg in
J ames City County. In 1977, the campus encompassed 655 acres, ofwhich more than 200
acres were determined to be surplus by the previous JLARC study. While portions were
transferred to the College ofWilliam and Mary (30 acres) and to the county, much of the
surplus acreage identified in 1977 still remains as surplus. The hospital has currently
identified 134 acres as surplus, which includes a 37-acre tract being turned over to VDOT
for the expansion of Route 199. These tracts are displayed as tracts A, B, C, and D of
Exhibit 2.

Tract A is four acres and estimated to have a market value of$25,000. Tract B
is 13 acres and includes a water tower. This tract is estimated to be worth $655,000, and
James City County has expressed an interest in acquiring it. Tract C is separated from
tract B by a road. This parcel is about one-third of an acre and is estimated to be worth
$15,000. The 80 acres of tract D are valued at $350,000. However, the presence of an
endangered plant species may limit the potential for development of tract D. All
estimates of land values were based on a review by representatives from the Department
ofTaxation. The total assessment for all tracts is estimated to be $1,045,000 (this figure
does not include the 37 acres being conveyed to VDOT.)

Western State HospitalJDeJarnette Center

Western State Hospital and the DeJarnette Center are located along Route 250
in Staunton near the intersection of Interstates 81 and 64. Between the psychiatric
facility and treatment center for children, DMHMRSAS holds approximately 300 acres.
The 1977 study identified in excess of450 surplus acres ofwhich more than half'has been
disposed of. Some land that was declared surplus in 1977 has been selected to be the site
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r-------------- Exhibit1---------------,

Southeastern Virginia Training Center

Agency:
Estimated Acreage:
Estimated Value:

DMHMRSAS
28
$1,400,000
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r-------------- Exhibit2---------------,

Eastern State Hospital

Agency:

Tract A:
Tract B:
Tract C:
Tract D:

Total

DMHMRSAS
Estimated
Acreage

4
13

0.3
80

97.3

Estimated
Value

$25,000
$655,000

$15,000
$350,000

$1,045,000
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of the new DeJarnette Center, which will render the current DeJarnette Center's
property as surplus. The new DeJarnette Center is expected to open in 1996.

Including the current DeJarnette Center's property, DMHMRSAS has identi­
fied five tracts of surplus land at this site. Two of these tracts are remnants of surplus
tracts identified in 1977 (tracts D and E on Exhibit 3). Tract A is the current site of the
DeJarnette Center, consisting of 41 acres whose market value is estimated by the
Department ofTaxation at between $50,000 and $60,000 an acre. Therefore, the market
value ofthis tract is approximately $2,050,000. Tracts Band C have frontage along Route
250 providing access, and appear to lend themselves to development. Tract B is
approximately eight acres and estimated to be worth $300,000 by representatives of the
Department of Taxation. Tract C is three acres and has an estimated value of$112,000.

Tracts D and E have less value because access is severely reduced. Tract D is
landlocked and isolated from the rest of the property. It consists of approximately 18
acres with an estimated value of$3,000. While Tract E is the largest tract, access to this
property is limited to roads through Western State Hospital grounds unless the parcel
could be sold to neighbors of the hospital. This tract encompasses 107 acres and has an
estimated value of $160,500. The total assessment of all five tracts is estimated by
Department of Taxation staff to be $2,626,000.

Central State Hospital/Southside Virginia Training Center

The grounds at Central State Hospital actually include three DMHMRSAS
facilities: Central State Hospital, Hiram Davis Medical Center, and Southside Virginia
Training Center. The current campus consists of approximately 550 acres and is located
offInterstate 85,just west ofPetersburg. In 1977, JLARC identified 238 acres of surplus
land. Approximately 37 acres were sold to the local water authority and a seven-acre
parcel was sold on the south side of I~85. Some of the other tracts of surplus property
identified in 1977 have since been developed by the department.

However, some property still remains as surplus. DMHMRSAS has identified
three such tracts. Two parcels, both approximately 12 acres each, are shown as tracts A
and B in Exhibit 4. Tract C, consisting of31 acres, is the remainder of a 38-acre parcel
identified as surplus in the 1977 JLARC report.

Review by the Department of Taxation indicated that tracts A and B have an
estimated value ofbetween $400,000 and $524,000 ifsold together. Staffat DMHMRSAS
and a review of local property tax records by JLARC staff indicates that tracts C and D
are worth approximately $6,000 an acre. Therefore, the value of tract C is estimated at
$186,000. Together, all tracts are estimated to be worth $586,000.
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.-------------Exhibit 3 --------------,

Western State HospitaVDeJarnette Center

Agency:

Tract A:
Tract B:
Tract C:
Tract D:
Tract E:

Total

DMHMRSAS
Estimated
Acreage

41
8
3

18
107
177

Estimated
Value

$2,050,000
$300,000
$112,500

$3,000
$160.500

$2,626,000
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r--------------- Exhibit 4 -----------------,

Southside Virginia Training Center I Central State Hospital

Agency:

Tract A:
. Tract B:
Tract C:

Total

DMHMRSAS
Estimated Estimated
Acreage ~

12 $400,000 (with Tract B)
12 Recommend selling with Tract A
ai $186.000
55 $586,000
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Catawba Hospital

Chapter II: Inventory of State-Owned Surplus Real Property

Situated near Roanoke, Catawba Hospital is a mental hospital emphasizing
geriatric psychiatric care. The campus currently consists of approximately 780 acres.
Since the 1977 study, an estimated 387 surplus acres have been transferred to Virginia
Tech for agricultural research; this occurred in 1990. However, approximately 440 acres
of surplus or underutilized property identified in 1977 still remain.

DMHMRSAS has currently identified 140 surplus acres at this facility. This
acreage is located on three tracts displayed in Exhibit 5. All three tracts enjoy good access
and are assessed at a combined $280,000, according to BRPM. Tract C, consisting of
approximately 80 acres, is not owned by Virginia Tech but is currently used for Virginia
Tech's agriculture program. In addition, a larger parcel (tract D) of350 wooded acres is
located behind the hospital's buildings. While this land is surplus to the needs of the
hospital, it is accessible only through the hospital's grounds, and its steep topography
limits its value. Alternative public uses may include transferring the land to the
Department of Forestry or the Department of Conservation and Recreation.

Vacant Buildings at Mental Hospitals and Training Centers

JLARC staff visited all sites held by DMHMRSAS that contain vacant build­
ings. According to department staff, almost all of these buildings are contaminated to
some extent with asbestos and/or lead paint. On-site inspection by JLARe staff
suggested that most of the buildings are in poor repair. DMHMRSAS staffand stafffrom
DGS indicate that significant resources would need to be devoted to renovating these
buildings to meet minimum standards of safety.

A recent example of a renovation of a former training center building was the
renovation of an 8,000 square foot building at Richard Bland College for $750,000. The
college is housed on the former site of Southside Virginia Training Center and the
building, which was converted to administrative office space, had been the training
center's maximum security building. The building had some asbestos to abate, but its
problems were not as severe as some that are known or suspected in other mental hospital
buildings. Renovating a larger vacant building, even for office space, would involve
substantial expenditures. DMHMRSAS staffestimate the cost of renovating several of
their vacant buildings at more than $10,000,000, without considering the full costs of
asbestos abatement.

Even ifthe buildings could be renovated, they are oflimited programmatic use.
Most ofthe largervacant mental hospital buildings were built from 1930 to 1955 and used
an "open ward" design that once allowed State institutions to house thousands of
patients. Accreditation standards and standards of professional practice have evolved
since this time, however, and the buildings are no longer suitable for mental hospitals or
training centers because of:

-lack of patient privacy
- inefficient design for maximum use of staffing
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...---------------Exhibit 5 ---------------,.

Catawba Hospital

Agency: DMHMRSAS
Estimated Estimated
Acreage Value AI

Tract A: 50 $100,000
,..",1

/ (JTract B: 10 $20,000 /,-/.,_F-~ .'
Tract C: 80 $160,000 /

~-

Tract 0: 350 na
Total 490 $280.000+

----
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• safety code deficiencies
-lack of appropriate climate control
- poor repair.

These factors also mitigate against most alternative public uses. One alterna­
tive use that is frequently discussed is using vacant DMHMRSAS buildings to house
juvenile or adult offenders. While a large building at Southwest Virginia Mental Health
Institute was successfully adapted to create Marion Correctional Center, this building
was in unusually good condition, was located on the periphery ofthe campus, and is used
to house mentally ill inmates, not general population inmates. The old Western State
Hospital was also adapted to create Staunton Correctional Center, but the physical plant
of this facility has reportedly proven problematic for the Department of Corrections and
has resulted in higher operating costs.

Most vacant mental hospital buildings, such as those located at Central State
Hospital are located in the midst of on-going activities at the facility. In addition to the
high cost of renovating these buildings for use by the Department of Corrections or
Department ofYouth and FamilyServices, studies conducted by other states ofthis issue
suggest that the following problems would be encountered:

- stigmatization of the mentally ill or mentally retarded by co-locating them
with inmates,

• higher security staffing costs as a result of the building's designs, and

• higher operating costs.

However, this is not to say that entire mental health or mental retardation
facilities could not be converted to other uses, such as correctional facilities, ifthe State
were to choose to close an existing DMHMRSAS institution. This review concerned only
real property that, at present, could reasonably be declared surplus. Therefore, the
potential for convertingexisting, actively used facilities to other uses as a result ofa policy
decision was not examined.

As noted above, most mental hospital buildings are in poor repair. The State's
largest surplus building, located at Central State Hospital, is shown in Exhibit 6. This
building is severely deteriorated and is contaminated with asbestos. While most mental
hospital buildings are in poor repair, one large building at Southwest Virginia Mental
Institute. in Marion (Exhibit 7)is in bettercondition than most because it had been heated
and cooled during the time it was largely vacant. This prevented the interior deteriora­
tion noted in many other buildings.

Recommendation (1). The Department ofMental Health, Mental Retar­
dation, and SubstanceAbuse Services shoulddeclare surplus real propertynot
needed for department purposes at: Southeastern Virginia Training Center,
Eastern State Hospital, Western State HospitallDeJarnette Center, Central
State Hospital/Southside Virginia Training Center, and Catawba Hospital in
accordance with Division of Engineering and Buildings directives.
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,..-------------- Exhibit 6----------------.

Example of a Mental Health Building in Disrepair

Many mental hospital
buildings are in poor repair.
The large building at Central
State Hospital shown above
is severely deterioriated and
contaminated with asbestos.
The interiorview at left shows
the extent of the deterior­
ation. Buildings that have
fallen to this level of dete­
rioration are probably unus­
able and unrepairable, and
they must be considered li­
abilities in terms of property
value.

Exhibit 7 (Opposite page)
shows a large buildingin good
repair at Southwest Virginia
Mental Institute.
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r---------------Exhibit7-------------..,

Example of a Mental Health Building in Good Condition

DEPARTMENT OF YOUTH AND FAMILY SERVICES

The Department of Youth and Family Services currently operates seven
juvenile correctional centers, formerly known as learning centers. These facilities are
located at five sites, of which four are State-owned and located in the Richmond
metropolitan area. All four State-owned sites were visited by JLARC staff. A fifth
property, leased from the federal government, is located in Natural Bridge.

While Barrett Learning Center and Beaumont Learning Center were found to
have surplus or underutilized land the 1977 report, these two DYFS facilities were found
to have no current surplus property. Barrett Learning Center in Hanover County has
some underutilized land but a deed restriction prohibits the State from using the
property for other than a center for treating juvenile offenders. Beaumont Learning
Center located in Powhatan County is the largest DYFS facility. Currently a large
portion of this land is farmed by DOC. However, DYFS has plans to expand this facility
and gradually start using the land for vocational and recreational programs as well as
commercial enterprises.

Due to the projected growth ofDYFS's population, the 1994 Appropriation Act
granted the department funding to purchase options on additional land for future
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growth. Even with its plans to purchase additional land, DYFS currentlyhas surplus real
property at two existing facilities.

Hanover Learning Center

Near Route 301 in Hanover County, the Hanover Learning Center sits on
approximately 1,800 acres. Of these 1,800 acres, approximately 150 comprise the
campus of the learning center's physical plant and its area for future expansion, about
725 acres are farmed by the Department of Corrections, and the remainder is wooded or
swamp land subject to flooding from the Pamunkey River. This leaves more than three­
quarters of the property owned by the learning center as surplus since it is unused and
unneeded by the department.

Surplus property identified by the 1977 study is still held by the Learning
Center. This includes tracts Aand B on Exhibit 8~ In addition, tract C, the 725-acre area
farmed by DOC, can be considered surplus since this land is now owned by DYFS and
unused for the department's programs.

An evaluation by the Department ofTaxation concluded that the potential for
flooding of this land and its proximity to the Hanover County landfill and the learning
center significantly limits its potential to be developed into any industrial or residential
use. While the farm land could be transferred to DOC, this would still leave the wooded
and swamp land of tract B as unused and surplus. Another alternative that would utilize
both tracts Band C would be to transfer the land to the Department ofGame and Inland
Fisheries (DGIF) for use as a Wildlife Management Area. Representatives from DGIF
have indicated that federal funds might be available to pay the State for this transfer. In
addition, the Department ofForestry has expressed an interest in developing alternative
uses for this property.

Bon Air Learning Center

DYFS also operates three facilities in Bon Air: Bon Air Learning Center,
Oakridge Learning Center, and the Reception and Diagnostic Center for Children. These
facilities are located on approximately 400 acres, of which approximately 300 acres are
wooded. The 300 acres to the north, east, and south of the learning center campus are
considered a "buffer" between the compound and nearby residential neighborhoods
(Exhibit 9). A buffer does not exist to the west of the compound. These 300 acres were
found to be surplus in the 1977 study. However, Department staffbelieve this buffer area
is essential to maintain positive relations with the neighbors and to catch escaping
offenders before they actually leave the property.

While there are no national or department standards for buffer zones at youth
correctional facilities calling for Bon Air Learning Center's large buffer zone, alternative
uses for most of the buffer zone appear to be lacking. Areview conducted by a Department
of Taxation representative noted that most of the buffer area is low-lying and subject to
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...----------------Exhibit 8 ----------------,

Hanover Learning Center

Agency:

Tract A:
Tract 8:
Tract C:

Total

Department of Youth and Family Services
Estimated Estimated A
Acreage ~

250 na ((
675 na @

725 na
1650 na
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Bon Air Learning Center

Agency:

Estimated Acreage:
Estimated Value:

Department of Youth and
Family Services
15
$675,000

""--""'""- .• .. ~ • _..J
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flooding and there are no roads providing access to most of the property. In addition, the
buffer zone contains a closed 22-acre landfill, formerly operated by Chesterfield County,
which DYFS staff say has leakage problems.

Based on these drawbacks, the review by the Department ofTaxation indicated
that the Commonwealth would not benefit from disposing this property, with two
exceptions. Fifteen acres at the western tip of the campus might be suitable for sale.
Since this property's value is estimated at $45,000 an acre, this parcel is valued at
$675,000. The consultant also estimated that 50 to 70 acres along the southern and
eastern borders might be of interest to adjacent landholders. Sold in small parcels, this
acreage might be worth $500 an acre for a total of$25,000. Since these small parcels have
little value, the department may find that disposing of these parcels is not cost-effective.

Recommendation (2).. The Department of Youth and Family Services
should declare 1,650 acres of Hanover Learning Center to be surplus in
accordance with Division of Engineering and Buildings directives. The De­
partment of General Services should consider the merits of continued use of
the property by the Department of Corrections as well as use by other State
agencies such as the Department of Game and Inland Fisheries or the Depart..
ment of Forestry.

Recommendation (3). The Department of Youth and Family Services
should declare the 15 most western acres at Bon Air Learning Center to be
surplus in accordance with Division ofEngineering and Buildings directives.
In addition, the department should work with the Department of General
Services to identify potential uses for the remainder of the site's buffer zone.

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

The Department ofCorrections currently owns more than 19,500 acres that are
used to confine inmates and for agricultural purposes. The department has embarked
on an ambitious agriculture program to approach self-sufficiency with respect to food by
1998. Consequently, more than 11,000 acres of DOC property is in use or planned for use
as crop fields or grazing lands. Several thousand more acres are used for timber
harvesting.

The 1977 JLARC study identified more than 1,600 surplus acres and nearly
3,900 underutilized acres at correctional facilities. Much of the surplus land has been
transferred to the Department ofYouth and Family Services. Only two properties with
surplus land identified in 1977 were not transferred to DYFS. A lBO-acre parcel located
at Southampton Correctional Center was sold, and a 195-acre parcel in Louisa County
is now largely put to agricultural use. The Department of Corrections also still owns
nearly 2,000 acres labeled as underutilized in 1977. However, DOC is now using most
of this land for agricultural purposes and timber management to support its operations.
In addition, most of the 775 surplus and underutilized acres at DOC's field units have
been either sold or transferred to localities.
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While DOC has disposed of or changed the use of its surplus or underutilized
properties, the department still has some surplus property. At a few institutions such
as the Augusta Correctional Center and the Keen Mountain Correctional Center, the
department owns parcels consisting of more than 50 acres of mountainside land. This
property is underutilized, but the steep topography severely limits the value of this land.
However, the department does have three tracts of potentially surplus land: the
Haymarket and Nansemond field unit sites and the former Pinecrest Learning Centers.
In addition, the department owns a surplus building in Richmond, near the site of the
former Virginia State Penitentiary.

Haymarket Field Unit

This site had been the former location of a correctional field unit that was
deactivated in 1991 and consists of approximately 39 acres. An eight-acre portion of this
property has been transferred from the Department of Corrections to VDOT. The site
formerly housed approximately 100 inmates. According to staff at the Department of
Corrections, this site remains potentiallyviable for use as a correctional field unit or work
camp. This site is assessed at $225,000 by the local Commissioner of the Revenue.

Nansemond Field Unit

The former Nansemond Correctional Field Unit #3 was deactivated in 1991.
The property, which is technically owned by VDOT, consists of63 acres and is shown in
Exhibit 10. The local Commissioner of the Revenue has assessed this property at
$193,000. While several of the seven field units vacated in fiscal year 1992 have been
conveyed to localities for use as jails, this is not expected to be an option for the
Nansemond Field Unit. This is because ofthe construction ofa regionaljail in the Suffolk!
Isle of Wight County area. However, policy changes made as a result of the September
1994 special session of the General Assembly may create a need for DOC to retain the
facility for future use. If this is not the case, DOC should allow the land to revert back
to VDOT. IfVDOT has no programmatic use for this property, VDOT should declare it
surplus.

Pinecrest Learning Center

The Pinecrest Learning Center was closed in the mid-1980s. The learning
center consists pf approximately 20 acres and has been declared surplus by the Depart­
ment of Corrections since 1990 (this property was never transferred to the Department
of Youth and Family Services when that department was separated from DOC). The
property is reflected on the DGS inventory of surplus real property and DGS estimates
its value at $200,000.

Recommendation (4). If, after the September 1994 special session ofthe
General Assembly, the Department ofCorrections determines it does not need
the Nansemond Field Unit property, then the Department of Corrections
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,--------------- Exhibit 10 -------------~"1

Nansemond Field Unit

Agency:
Estimated Acreage:
Estimated Value:

~;partment of Corrections A.(!
$193,000 ~
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should declare the Nansemond Field Unit site to be surplus and allow it to
revert to the Department ofTransportation. If the Department ofTransporta­
tion has no programmatic use for this property, then the department should
declare it to be surplus in accordance with DEB directives.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

The Department of Transportation owns more than 200 parcels of land used in
conjunction with its mission to maintain and construct roadways throughout the
Commonwealth. In its survey, the department identified several parcels throughout the
State that are surplus or underutilized. However, only those surplus parcels that are free
of deed restrictions and greater than 10 acres are discussed below. Besides the parcels
discussed below, the department owns surplus parcels smaller than 10 acres at its
Victoria area headquarters, Magnolia storage lot, Troy area headquarters, and on Route
641.

Rosedale Satellite Engineering Office

This property, located in Russell County, consists of 13 acres and a house that
was acquired by VDOT in 1990 for $159,500. At present some surplus tangible property
is stored in the house, but there are no otherVDOT activities at the facility. The property
is deemed suitable for residential or officeuse. Staffat VDOT's Bristol district officehave
begun proceedings to sell this property.

Bowers Hill Area Headquarters

Located in Chesapeake, this property is part ofthe Bowers Hill Area Headquar­
ters. The surplus portion of the property consists ofapproximately 17 acres and its value
is estimated at $68,000. The price estimate is based on a 1990 sale of 52 acres of the
property to the City of Chesapeake.

Richmond District Office

VDOT's largest parcel of surplus real property is located at the Richmond
District Office, which is located in Chesterfield County. The surplus portion of the
property consists ofapproximately 80 acres. However, this property is landlocked, which
limits its usefulness and opportunity for sale. The Commonwealth may wish to explore
alternative public uses for this property.

Recommendation (5). The Department of Transportation should de­
clare all State-owned surplus real property held by the department at Bowers
Hill, Rosedale, and the Richmond District Office to be surplus in accordance
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with Division of Engineering and Buildings Directives. The department
should work with DGS to identify alternative public uses for the surplus
property at the Richmond District Office.

DEPARTMENT OF REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

Just east of Staunton on Route 250, the Department ofRehabilitative Services
operates its only residential facility, the Woodrow Wilson Rehabilitation Center. The
entire center sits on 229 acres. Approximately half of the grounds are actively used in
rehabilitative programs including nature trails through the center's wooded tracts. A
significant portion of the land can be considered surplus since it is not part of any formal
plans and has no programmatic purpose, or the programs conducted there could be easily
moved.

Exhibit 11 displays the Woodrow Wilson Rehabilitation Center's property. The
tract that is surplus is approximately 100 acres and is assessed by the local Commissioner
of the Revenue at $637,600. This tract includes a lake and has access to Route 250 and
State Route 358. Since the open property was planted with pine trees and hardwoods in
1991, the Department of Forestry has expressed interest in acquiring this property to
manage the land and to relocate its forestry district office and equipment storage facility
from Staunton.

Recommendation (6). TheDepartmentofRehabllitativeServicesshould
declare the front 100 acres at Woodrow Wilson Rehabilitation Center to be
surplus in accordance with Division of Engineering and Buildings directives.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE POLICE

To carry out its law enforcement responsibilities, the Department ofState Police
owns nearly 200 acres of land on approximately 50 separate tracts throughout the
Commonwealth. Most of these tracts are one to two acres in size and house a State Police
area headquarters. However, the Culpeper division headquarters site sits on a 23-acre
parcel. The headquarters has two small buildings (a third one is planned), a parking lot,
and a firing range on approximately eight acres of this site (Exhibit 12). This one facility
accounts for 18 percent of the department's land. The tract has nearby access to Route
29 and the acreage on the south and west side of the State Police facilities could be easily
separated from the remaining tract. These surplus tracts total 15 acres and are identified
as tracts A and B on Exhibit 12. Their estimated value is $39,000.

The department also appears to have excess land at its division headquarters
in Appomattox and Wytheville. However, the placement ofbuildings at these properties
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,.....------------- Exhibit 12 --------------

Culpeper Division Headquarters

Agency:

Tract A:
Tract B:

Total

Department of State Police
Estimated Estimated
Acreage Value

10 $26,000
s $13.000
15 $39,000
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minimizes the amount of land that could reasonably be declared surplus. It is unlikely
that more than five acres could be declared surplus at each site. However, land at these
sites may be suitable for use by other State agencies with compatible programs.

Recommendation (7). The Department of State Police should declare
15 acres at the Division Headquarters in Culpeper to be surplus in accordance
with Division of Engineering and Buildings directives.

DEPARTMENT OF MINES, MINERALS, AND ENERGY

The Department of Mines, Minerals, and Energy owns one piece of surplus real
property located in Big Stone Gap. This office building (and less than one acre of land)
formerly housed the department's coal mine safety staff. The department's coal safety
and coal reclamation staffs (with administrative personnel) have now consolidated in a
new building built on land transferred from Mountain Empire Community College. The
surplus property has been appraised by a professional appraiser retained by the
department at $110,000. The department declared this property surplus in 1992.

DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES

The Department of Motor Vehicles holds two properties that it has recently
determined to be surplus to its needs. Both properties were obtained by the department
as sites for branch offices. One property is located in Virginia Beach and the other
property is located in Annandale.

Virginia Beach Property. This property is a five-acre parcel that was
conveyed from the Department of Military Affairs to DMV in 1990. The property was
formerly part of the Camp Pendleton State Military Reservation and is located on
General Booth Boulevard. DMV declared the property surplus in June 1994. The
property was assessed by the local Commissioner of the Revenue in 1994 for $125,000.

Annandale Property. This property consists of approximately two acres and
is located on Columbia Pike Boulevard. The property had been acquired as the site for
a Northern Virginia branch office but has been determined to not be optimally located for
DMV's needs. The department is considering either selling the property or attempting
to trade it for a more suitable location. The property's land is assessed by the local
Commissioner of the Revenue at $1,151,130.
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INSTITUTIONS OF IDGHER EDUCATION

JLARC staff identified approximately 1,950 acres of potentially surplus land
held by eight institutions of higher education. This land has an estimated market value
of approximately $16.2 million.

College of William and Mary

The College of William and Mary holds an approximately 500-acre property
called the College WoodslLake Matoaka property (Exhibit 13). The college's Board of
Visitors passed a resolution in February 1994 designating the property a natural
preserve and forbidding development of the property. While the property would appear
to be the college's only area for westward expansion, the Board of Visitors resolution
prevents this potential use. At present, the property is an undeveloped wooded area with
some limited recreational and educational use.

While the designation of a property as a natural preserve is consistent with
State natural resource policy, natural heritage areas owned by the Commonwealth are
typically understood to fall within the purview of the Secretary ofNatural Resources, not
institutions of higher education. An option available to State agencies, however, is to
formally dedicate the property as a natural heritage preserve in accordance with Section
10.1-213 ofthe Code ofVirginia. The college should either formally dedicate the property
as a natural heritage preserve or it should declare the property to be surplus to allow it
to be managed by a more appropriate agency.

Recommendation (8). The Board ofVisitors and administration of the
College ofWilliam andMary should eitherformally dedicate the College Woods
property as a natural heritage preserve or it should declare the property to be
surplus in accordance with Division of Engineering and Buildings directives.

George Mason University

George Mason University owns an 81-acre tract of undeveloped land in Fairfax
County, near the university's Fairfax campus. This tract is called "Woodland Acres" or
the "ShirleyGate Properly" and was purchased by the universityfrom its foundation with
general funds in 1987 for $1.65 million, approximately 2.5 times the assessed value at
that time. This property is shown in Exhibit 14. At present, there are no university
activities on this property, and the university has no formal plans for the use of the
property.

In general terms, university staffdescribe Woodland Acres as an area for future
expansion. However, the form of this expansion is variously described as a satellite
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parking lot, football stadium (should the university start a football program), research
center, and site for intramural playing fields. None of these uses for the property are
addressed in the university's master plan, which was prepared prior to the property's
purchase. University staff were unable to provide any formal, written discussion of
future plans for the property.

The property is not currently used for a programmatic purpose; it was described
in the university's survey response as 100 percent unused. With no present program­
matic use or formal plans for its future use, the property meets the criteria for surplus.
The property's lack of sewer access and current zoning (residential conservation) limits
its potential for development, so that it was assessed by the local Commissioner of the
Revenue at $427,500 in 1994. As noted above, the propertywas purchased, with general
funds, for $1.65 million; at the time of this purchase the property was assessed at
$609,375. Prior to being purchased by George Mason University, the property had been
purchased by the George Mason University Foundation in 1986 from a private owner for
$1.43 million (at this time the assessment was $234,375). However, the property had
been appraised at between $1.8 million and $4 million in 1989 by an independent
appraiser retained by GMU.

Recommendation (9). George Mason University should declare the
Woodland Acres Tract surplus in accordance with Division ofEngineering and
Building directives.

James Madison University

James Madison University (JMU) maintains a 31-acre property, referred to by
JMU as the university farm, that is located in Rockingham county, approximately 10
miles from the university's main campus. This property is shown in Exhibit 15. The
property has an abandoned house and a picnic pavilion on the premises and is used for
university staff and faculty social functions. Approximately five acres of the property
have been cleared to accommodate the picnic facilities; the remainder of the property is
an undeveloped wooded tract. The university has no plans for future development of this
property.

The university farm was acquired for $4,500 by the university in 1929 with
State funds. This property meets the criteria for surplus property because it is not used
for a programmatic purpose, and there are no plans to use the property for a program­
matic purpose. While picnic facilities may provide some benefit to staffand faculty, it is
difficult to justify why a 31-acre property ten miles from campus is needed for such a
purpose. The university farm property meets the criteria for surplus property. The land
for this property is assessed by the local Commissioner of the Revenue at $45,100.

Recommendation (10). James Madison University should declare the
entire university farm property surplus in accordance with Division of Engi­
neering and Buildings directives.
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Mary Washington College, located in Fredericksburg, was formerly affiliated
with the University of Virginia. In 1946, the Rowe estate conveyed to the University of
Virginia three tracts of land known respectively as Rowe Tracts one, two, and three.
These properties became part of Mary Washington College when it became independent
from the University of Virginia. Rowe tract one consists of71 acres and is occupied by
the college president's house and elements of the college's physical education and
athletics programs. Rowe tracts two (35 acres) and three (44 acres) are reserved for
"future development." Both tracts are shown in Exhibit 16 as tracts A and B respectively.

Future development plans informally discussed by the college's Board of
Visitors include developing a retirement community as a profit-makingenterprise for the
college. Acollegeofficial noted that Rowetract three, in particular, is located too far from
the main campus to be useful for academic purposes and is located on the west side of
Route 1, further complicating expansion there. The college has informally discussed
expanding its athletic complex to Rowe tract two, but there are no formal plans to do this.

Acollegeofficial indicated in interviews with JLARC staffthat the property had
been donated. Review of the deed for the property revealed that the property was, in fact,
purchased by the University of Virginia with State funds from the Rowe estate for the
sum of$71,000 in 1946. The purchase funds came from the university's operation and
maintenance account.

Rowe tracts two and three meet the criteria for surplus, because they are not
currently used for programmatic purposes and there are no formal plans to use these
properties for programmatic purposes. In this context, a profit-making retirement home
is not considered related to the programmatic purposes ofa four-year college. Rowetract
two is assessed by the local Commissioner of the Revenue at $520,700 and Rowe tract
three is assessed at $653,300.

Recommendation (11). Mary Washington College should declare Rowe
Tracts two and three surplus in accordance with Division of Engineering and
Buildings directives.

Richard Bland College

Richard Bland College is a two-year liberal arts college overseen by the Board
of Visitors of the College of William and Mary. The college is located on the former site
ofSouthside Virginia Training Center in Prince George County and Dinwiddie counties.
The campus consists of695 acres, as shown in Exhibit 17. The college serves a full-time
equivalent enrollment of approximately 980 students.

The college has recently completed its master plan. This plan identified
approximately 120 acres as needed for current or future development. The remainder of
the property was considered a natural heritage area.
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,....------------- Exhibit 16 ---------......,;---..,

Rowe Tracts II and III

Agency:

Tract A:
Tract B:

Total

Mary Washington College
Estimated Estimated
Acreage ~
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44 $653,300
79 $1,174,000
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The presence of substantial wetland acreage and at least one historically
significant building site limit the potential use of the approximately 575 acres not
actively used by the college. Because these 575 acres are not currently used for any
programmatic purposes and are not planned for any such purposes, they should be declared
surplus. Dedication as a natural preserve area is an option available for this property.

As noted above, the presence of substantial wetlands limits the potential value
of most of this surplus property for sale. However, Richard Bland staffindicated that at
least one parcel of this property may have some commercial value. The Department of
General Services should carefully examine the property to determine if any portions of
it may have significantvalue and can be sold. DGS should then explore alternative public
uses, such as dedication as a natural preserve area for the remainder of the property.

Recommendation (12). Richard Bland College should declare surplus
all landnot includedinitsmaster site planfor development, in accordancewith
Division of Engineering and Buildings directives.

Tidewater Community College (Virginia Community College System)

The Portsmouth Campus of Tidewater Community College (TeC) was donated
to the State Board of Community Colleges in 1968. The property is located in the city of
Suffolk and serves the Portsmouth area. The Virginia Community College System
(VCCS) has identified 241 surplus acres at the Portsmouth campus of TCC. This tract
was identified in the 1977 JLARC report as surplus. In 1993, 44 acres of this property
were sold to the Hampton Roads Sanitation District for $750,000 (this is not part of the
241 acres mentioned above). The remaining surplus property's estimated market value
is approximately $10 million, based on an architect's review commissioned by the college.

In July 1994 the Governor approved transfer of this surplus property to the
VCCS foundation. This transfer is in accordance with section 4.401p ofthe Appropriation
Act, which authorizes the Governor to permit the transfer of real property held by
institutions of higher education to the institution's foundation if the property was
originally purchased with special funds or was donated. The Governor rescinded this
approval in October 1991, leaving the property in State control. The property therefore
meets this study's criteria for surplus.

One issue raised by this transfer is the relationship between institutions of
higher education and their foundations in real property transfers (this issue is also
relevant. to the previous discussion of George Mason University), and whether such
transfers are appropriate in all cases. Another issue relevant to this property is the Code
ofVirginia's provision for the distribution of funds from the sale of properties purchased
with special funds or donated to the Commonwealth, as well as for properties held by
institutions of higher education. In some instances, current State law may not always
be consistent with the budgetary needs of the State.

The Secretary ofAdministration should examine both of these issues and make
recommendations to the Governor and General Assembly regarding (1) the appropriate
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relationship between institutions of higher education and higher education foundations
in management of real property, and (2) recommendations for disposition of surplus
properties purchased with special or general funds that have no deed restrictions on their
future use.

Recommendation (18). The Secretary ofAdministration should exam­
ine the State's real property policies and make recommendations to the
Governor and the 1995 General Assembly regarding (1) the appropriate rela­
tionship between institutions of higher education and higher education foun­
dations in management of real property, and (2) disposition ofsurplus proper­
ties that were donated orpurchasedwith special funds and whichhave no deed
restrictions on their future use.

University of Virginia

The University of Virginia owns several tracts of land that are non-contiguous
to the university's main campus. These tracts are used for research, storage, and to house
administrative offices. JLARC staff identified surplus property at three of these
properties.

Blue Ridge Hospital. The Blue Ridge Hospital is a 157-acre tract that
formerly housed a Department of Health sanitarium. This property is shown in Exhibit
18 and currently houses a university medical center sub-acute facility (which is slated to
close in 1995), a poison control center, the university's Center for Law, Psychiatry, and
Public Policy, other academic centers, and a child day care center. At the direction of
the General Assembly, the property was transferred in 1978 from the Department of
Health to the university for use as a health care facility. In 1992 the university conveyed
89 acres of the property to the Thomas Jefferson Memorial Foundation for $500,000 (this
tract is not part of the 157 acres).

University staff have noted that there are some university activities at Blue
Ridge Hospital that will continue to take place after the inpatient activity there is
discontinued in 1995. The outpatient clinics and research space will be gradually
relocated from Blue Ridge Hospital to other sites. A university officialestimated that this
would be completed within two years of closing the inpatient facility at Blue Ridge
Hospital. The poison control center and day care centerwill remain important university
activities, but the university official stated that there is nothing unique about Blue Ridge
Hospital that requires these facilities to be located there. Another university official
speculated that hospital administrative services might one day be located at the site but
stated that this was just his own thought and that there were no formal plans for
accomplishing this.

The land for the facility is assessed by the local Commissioner of the Revenue
at $2,626,000. There are 45 buildings located on the property, but many of these
buildings are in poor repair or are poorly designed for contemporary use. Tract A,
consisting of 17 acres, is located on the north side of 1-64from the hospital complex and
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,..-------------- Exhibit 18 ----------------,

Blue Ridge Hospital

Agency:

Tract A:
Tract B:

Total

University of Virginia
Estimated Estimated
Acreage ~

17 $284.300
1A.Q $2.341.700
157 $2,626,000
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should be declared surplus immediately (the 1982 General Assembly granted the
university authority to retain the proceeds from the sale of this property). The remainder
of the property should be declared surplus once substantially all on-going university
activities there are relocated.

Milton Airport. The Milton Airport is a 172-acre tract in Albemarle County
purchased in 1939 and was used as a ROTC training facility during World War II. The
property (Exhibit 19) and has not been used as an airfield since 1971. The University's
Department of Environmental Sciences has located an experiment within one of the
buildings on the property.

The 1977 JLARC report identified this tract as surplus. The University of
Virginia resisted this finding at the time, stating that the tract was needed for storage
and for on-going research. Seventeen years later, the university continues to maintain
that the property is needed for storage and for research. This storage space and the
research space are provided by two abandoned hangers on the property, as well as
another unoccupied building. These three build~ngsoccupy less than five acres, located
at the front of the property, leaving approximately 167 acres unused.

University staff who toured this facility with JLARe staff stated that the
property is located too far (approximately six miles) from the university to be ofmuch use
for storage. UVAstaffalso indicated that much ofwhat is stored there is surplus tangible
property. The policy of the Commonwealth is to dispose of, rather than store long-term,
surplus tangible property. Therefore, the university's stated use for the propertydoes not
appear to be consistent with this policy. The research conducted there requires indoor
space to house a wind tunnel; there is nothing unique about Milton Airport that requires
the research to be conducted at this property, however. While there is a firing range
located on the property, this firing range occupies only a small portion of the property,
and university staffnoted that the university policegenerally use the indoor firing range
that is located on the university's central grounds.

Part ofthe property is located on a floodplain, but Department of Taxation staff
estimate the property's market value at between $775,000 and $860,000 (between $4,500
per acre and $5,000 per acre). There are no restrictions on future use ofthe property. The
property should be declared surplus, because it meets the study criteria for surplus
property.

Vivarium Property. This property is a 38-acre tract located in Albemarle
County that is held by the university's medical center. The property is shown in Exhibit
20. Approximately half of the property appears to be used to support basic medical
research and to locate an incinerator for disposal ofmedical waste. The remainder ofthe
property (an estimated 19 acres) is an empty field that university staff state provides a
buffer zone for the basic research and waste disposal activities there. While university
staff state that they believe the Commonwealth should retain ownership of the property
because of the sensitive nature of the activities located there, the property meets the
criteria for surplus and should be declared surplus. The sensitive nature of on-going
activities at the portion of the property retained by the university could then be
considered when the Commonwealth determines how to dispose of the property. The
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Vivarium

Agency: University of Virginia

Tract A:
Tract B:

Total

Estimated
Acreage

6
13
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$61,100
$89,300
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property is assessed at approximately $4700 per acre by the local Commissioner of the
Revenue, giving the surplus tract an estimated value of $89,300.

Recommendation (14). The University of Virginia should declare
Milton Airport, the unused portion of the Vivarium property, and the 17 acre
tract at Blue Ridge Hospital as surplus in accordance with applicable Division
of Engineering and Buildings directives. The University of Virginia should
declare the remainder ofBlue Ridge Hospital to be surplus once the university
has relocated substantially all of its existing activities.

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (Virginia Tech) owns real
property throughout the State in support of its mission of teaching, research, and
extension. JLARC staffidentified two surplus properties owned by Virginia Tech, one of
which has already been declared surplus. These properties are located respectively in
Smyth County and in Winchester.

Saltville Property. This 64-acre tract, located in Smyth County, formerly
housed a geology research station. At present, Virginia Tech allows the Museum of
Natural History to informally use the property under a memorandum of agreement.
Virginia Tech has no direct use for the property, and therefore should declare the
property to be surplus. The property's estimated market value is $24,900, due to the low
value of land in this portion of southwest Virginia. An alternative public use for this
property may be in the State's best interest.

Winchester LaboratoryandResearch Station. The 1989 Appropriation Act
granted Virginia Tech permission to sell an 11-acre tract of land located in the city of
Winchester that had formerly housed a College ofAgriculture research station. Virginia
Tech was unable to begin marketing the property until August 1993, due to delays in the
construction ofthe replacement facility caused by the State's budget situation after 1989.
Virginia Tech has retained a real estate broker for the property, but apparently has not
yet disposed of the property. University staff stated that the university is performing
environmental remediation on the property and the completion of this activity may
encourage potential buyers.

The property is currently assessed at $1,076,100 by the local Commissioner of
the Revenue. This property is shown in Exhibit 21. According to the 1989 Appropriation
Act, proceeds from the sale of this property, up to $650,000, were to be used to fund the
replacement facility. Proceeds above $650,000 were to be returned to the general fund.
The 1994 Appropriation Act continued the 1989 provisions for the most part but allows
Virginia Tech to retain all proceeds beyond $650,000. In an interview with Virginia Tech
staff, it was explained that the additional funds would go to support the increased
operating needs of the new facility.

Recommendation (15). VirginiaTech should declare theentire Saltville
property to be surplus in accordance with DEB directives.
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

The Virginia Department of Education has surplus real property at its two
facilities for the deafand blind: the Virginia School for the Deafand Blind in Hampton
and the Virginia School for the Deafand Blind in Staunton. JLARe staft's application
ofthe study criteria for surplus land identified approximately 20 acres ofsurplus land at
the Hampton School. JLARC staff identified approximately 19 acres at the Staunton
school as surplus.

Virginia School for the Deaf and Blind in Hampton

The Virginia School for the Deaf and Blind in Hampton owns three parcels of
land that meet the criteria for surplus (Exhibit 22). The first of these (tract A) consists
of approximately six acres and is planted with three-year-old pine trees. The tract is not
used for any programmatic purpose. The market value of this property is estimated by
Department of Taxation staff at between $55,000 and $60,000 per acre.

The second tract (tract B) consists of 14 acres and is located adjacent to the main
entrance to the facility. This tract includes some mowed lawn and woodlands. The
market value of this tract is estimated by Department of Taxation staff at between
$75,000 and $90,000 per acre. Without these two surplus tracts, the campus would still
be left with outdoor recreation areas. The third tract (tract C) consists of one third of an
acre and its value is estimated by Department of Taxation staff at $75,000. The total
value of the three tracts is estimated at $1,455,000.

In interviewswithJLARC staff stafffromthe HamptonSchoolnoted thattheState
Board ofEducation strongly considered closing the facility during the pastadministration.
Staff also noted that there is a recent pattern of reduced funding for the school. It is
possible that future policy decisions may render the entire complex to be surplus.

Virginia School for the Deaf and Blind in Staunton

The Virginia School for the Deafand Blind in Staunton is located on a campus
consisting of74 acres. JLARC staffidentified one tract (Exhibit 23) of approximately 19
acres, that can be considered surplus. This tract is on a hillside and is not presently used
for any programmatic purposes and is not part of any formal plans for future expansion
of the facility. The entire campus is assessed by the local Commissioner of the Revenue
at approximately $9,000 per acre. The surplus tract has an estimated value of$183,000.

Recommendation (16). The State Board ofEducation should direct the
Virginia Schools for the Deafand Blind in Hampton and Staunton to declare as
surplus the real property identified in this report, in accordance with Division
of Engineering and Buildings directives.
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Virginia School for the Deaf and Blind in Hampton

Agency:

Tract A:
Tract B:
Tract C:

Total

Department of Education
Estimated Estimated
Acreage Value

6 $330,000
14 $1,050,000

0.35 $75,000
20.35 $1,455,000
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Virginia School for the Deaf and Blind in Staunton
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INNOVATIVE TECHNOLOGY AUTHORITY

The Innovative Technology Authority was established in 1983 as the managing
arm ofthe Center for Innovative Technology (CIT), a State-supported, private, non-profit
corporation. CIT was incorporated in 1984. CIT's headquarters is located on a 36-acre
tract of land in Northern Virginia on the border ofLoudoun and Fairfax Counties near
the DullesAirport. This building was occupied in 1989. This property is shown in Exhibit
24.

CIT staff indicate that approximately 20 acres of this tract are presently
unused. When CIT acquired this property through a donation in 1988, its master plan
envisioned use of the entire complex; however, it has not received sufficient funding to
allow this. At present, the 20 acres of unused land meets the study criteria for surplus
real property, as there are no plans for use of the property that have been funded. CIT
staff indicated that CIT has never had concrete discussions about what to do with the
property. The current market value of this property is estimated at between $175,000
and $200,000 per acre based on a review conducted by Virginia Department of Taxation
staff in 1994. The market value of the property is conservatively estimated at
$3,500,000.

While the property was donated, there is no longer any reversion clause for the
property. Since CIT remains a mostly general funded entity, the property should be
transferred to the Department of General Services for disposition. It is noted that DGS
has no presence in the area and may need resources to make provisions for any
maintenance of the property that may be required prior to its disposition.

Recommendation (17). The General Assembly may wish to consider
directing transfer of the surplus property held by the Innovative Technology
Authority to the Department of General Services so that the property can be
disposed of as surplus.

FUTURE SURPLUS PROPERTIES

JLARC staff identified a number of other properties that will become surplus
due to new capital outlay projects, policy decisions, or other changes. These include the
Elko Tract owned by the Department of General Services, the Cheatham Annex held by
the Department of Emergency Services, and the sites of two labs owned by the
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services.
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r-------------- Exhibit 24--------------,

Center for Innovative Technology

Agency:
Estimated Acreage:
Estimated Value:

~nonovative TechnologyAuthor~
$3,500,000 (!
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The Elko Tract consists of2,373 acres located in Henrico County. This tract is
a former army air force base and was acquired by the Commonwealth in 1949 for use by
the then Department of Mental Health and Hospitals. Title to the property was
transferred to the Division of Engineering and Buildings in 1966. Approximately 101
acres of the property were subsequently transferred to VDOT in 1969. These 101 acres
house a residency office, an area headquarters, and the VDOT materials lab. In addition,
VDOT has tentative plans for locating a training academy at the Elko tract and for
requesting transfer of an additional 55·acre tract from the property controlled by DGS.

The remaining 2,272 acres were once considered as an alternative site for the
seat of government. The property was identitiedas surplus in the 1977 JLARC report.
The previous administration planned to use the site for a public safety complex, which
would house the departments ofMilitary Affairs, Emergency Services, State Police, and
Youth and Family Services. According to the Secretary of Administration, this project
is on hold indefinitely. The current capitol area master plan also sets aside part ofthe
property for industrial development in cooperation with Henrico County.

According to the Henrico County Commissioner ofthe Revenue's office, the Elko
tract's land has a 1990 assessed value of$5,680,100, excluding acreage owned by VDOT.
The General Assembly and the Governor may wish to consider clarifying the
Commonwealth's intentions for this property. In the event there are no plans for future
use of the property, it should be sold as surplus with the proceeds going to the general
fund.

Recommendation (18). The Governor may wish to consider clarifying
the Commonwealth's future plans for the 2,272 acres of the Elko Tract remain­
ing under the control of the Department of General Services. If the State
determines that it does not have future plans for use of the tract, then the
Department of General Services should declare the property to be surplus.

Cheatham Annex

The CheathamAnnex consists of460 acres and was purchased by the State from
the federal government in 1981 for use as a emergency fuel storage facility. In 1982, the
facility was closed due to the reduced fuel crisis and lack ofdemand for storage. In 1987,
the State identified environmental contamination on the property. At present, in
coordination with the Environmental Protection Agency, the site is undergoing long­
term environmental remediation, and the fuel storage tanks have been emptied.

Approximately 200 acres of the property are uncontaminated, according to the
Department of Emergency Services. However, the magnitude of the environmental
problems connected with the property might well discourage a potential buyer. The
property is probably too small for alternative uses such as a wildlife management area
or State park. Upon completion of environmental remediation, the property will be
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surplus and potentially attractive to buyers. However, this will not take place for more
than 20 years.

Department ofAgriculture and Consumer Services

The 1993 General Assembly approved funding for the Department of Agricul­
ture and Consumer Services (DACS) to construct replacement sites for its labs in
Warrenton and Lynchburg. DACS requested funds for replacement facilities for its labs
in these two urban areas, because encroachment from the surrounding communities had
become problematic. Both of the existing sites will probably become surplus upon
completion of the replacement facilities during the 1996-1998 biennium.

Warrenton Lab. The Warrenton lab is located on two acres of land adjacent
to a State Police area headquarters on West Shirley Avenue in Warrenton. The site
includes an officebuilding which department staffindicate can be adapted for other uses.
The location of this facility in a fast growing area may make it a potentially valuable site.

Lynchburg Lab. The Lynchburg lab is located adjacent to Route 460 and
consists of a building with two acres. Like the Warrenton lab, the Lynchburg lab will be
replaced by a new facility during the 1996-1998 biennium. Upon completion of the new
facility, the existing facility will probably be surplus.
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III. Recordkeeping and Disposition of
State-Owned Real Property

The Bureau of Real Property Management (BRPM) within the Department of
General Services (DGS) has primary responsibility for oversight ofthe management and
disposition of State-owned real property. In JLARe's survey of State agencies BRPM
received consistently high marks from individual agencies for its helpfulness and
knowledge. This chapter recommends improvements in BRPM's recordkeeping for
State-owned real property and in the Commonwealth's identification and disposition of
surplus real property.

BRPM's primary responsibilities for State-owned real property involve
recordkeeping, disposition of surplus real property, and technical assistance in the
acquisition of real property, and development of policies and procedures. In addition,
BRPM has oversight responsibility for leases of real property entered into by State
agencies and institutions. BRPM's roles in acquiring real property and in leasing are
beyond the scope of this study and therefore are not reviewed. It is noted that BRPM staff
appear to spend the majority of their time handling leases and that the time-consuming
nature of handling leases constricts the time available for BRPM staff to manage the
State's real property assets.

State agencies and institutions are responsible for identifying surplus real
property and for complying with policies and procedures promulgated by BRPM. This
chapter discusses:

• the need for improved recordkeeping by BRPM

• the need for compatibility among the State's three real property information
systems

• problems identified by JLARC staff in the proactive identification of surplus
real property by State agencies and institutions

• the need for a consistent policy regarding transfer of real property to localities

• problems that have developed regarding transfer of property among State
agencies

• disposition of surplus real property and recommendations for improving the
State's disposition of surplus real property.
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REAL PROPERTY RECORDKEEPING

BRPM maintains records of real property owned by the Commonwealth on its
computerized real property management system. In addition, many State agencies
maintain records of real property for which they are responsible. The Department of
Accounts (DOA) maintains real property records on its fixed asset accounting and control
system (FAACS). The Division of Risk Management (DRM) within DGS also maintains
real property records (buildings only) on its property information system. Currently,
these systems are not linked and cannot share data.

BRPM's real property management system is the primary database responsible
for identifying and maintaining records of surplus real property. FAACS is intended to
serve as an asset accounting tool, however, and DRM's system serves to valuate State­
owned buildings (as well as tangible property) for insurance purposes.

JLARC staffidentified opportunities for improvement in BRPM's recordkeeping.
For example, agency records often do not match the information in the BRPM's database.
In addition, it appears that some overlap among existing real property recordkeeping
systems could be eliminated.

Real Property Management System Records are Inaccurate.

BRPM initiated its Real Property Management System in 1979 in response to
recommendations for improved recordkeeping made by the 1977 JLARC review ofState­
owned land. A new system was put into place in 1990. JLARC staffreviewed the accuracy
ofrecords contained within this database as of February 1994 by surveying all executive
branch agencies and institutions and requesting that they verify the accuracy of their
real property holdings as reflected in the BRPM database. The JLARC survey identified
significant problems with the accuracy of BRPM's database. It appears that significant
progress has been made towards automating real property records but little progress as
been made in improving the accuracy of records.

Inaccuracies in BRPM Records ofLand Holdings. Of the 122 agencies
surveyed by JLARC, 71 indicated that they had land holdings. The JLARC survey asked
agencies to verify the accuracy of the land tracts, acreage, and tract use that were
reflected in BRPM's records. Forty-two agencies, 69 percent of those reporting having
land holdings, indicated that BRPM's records of their land holdings were inaccurate to
some degree.

Inaccuracies noted by reviewing survey responses included listing land tracts
no longer held by the agency, listing incorrect acreage for tracts held by the agency, or
failing to list tracts of land held by the agency. For example:

One agency indicated that BRPAJI's records: (1) included a 210-acre
tract that had been sold as surplus approximately eight years earlier,
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and (2) over-stated the acreage ofone tract by 240 acres and another by
105 acres.

.. .. '*

Another agency indicated that BRPM's records included a 216-acre
tract that had been sold in 1986.

Among the 42 agencies reporting inaccuracies in their land holdings, there were
a total of192 errors reported. These inaccuracies included the following: (1) land tracts
listed that the agency did not own, (2) land tracts missing from the inventory that the
agency did own, (3) incorrect tract usage given, (4) inaccurate tract acreage given. The
total number of errors are reflected in Table 3.

Inaccuracies in BRPMRecords ofBuilding Holdings. Sixty-six agencies
responding to the JLARC survey indicated that they owned buildings. Seventeen
respondents indicated that BRPM's records of their building holdings were accurate,
while forty-nine (74 percent) indicated that there were some inaccuracies in BRPM's
records of their building holdings. In most cases, agencies reporting errors indicated a
significant number of them.

Agencies were asked to verify the name of the buildings, square footage,
and programmatic use. Inaccuracies noted by survey respondents included BRPM's
inventory listing buildings that had been demolished, failing to list buildings, or having
incorrect square footage or programmatic use. For example:

One agency noted that three buildings, acquired between January 1991
to August 1992, were not listed on the BRPM inventory. In addition, a
building that had been sold in July 1991 was still listed on the DGS
inventory as being owned by the agency.

... '* ...

Another agency indicated that BRPM building records include seven
buildings that have been demolished in the past ten years. In addition,
the DGB inventory did not include four ofthe agency's buildings.

... '* '*

Another agency noted that the DGB inventory included three demol­
ished buildings and did not include nine buildings whose construction
dates ranged from 1960 to 1992.

Inaccuracies in BRPMInventory ofSurplus Real Property. JLARe staff
also noted numerous inaccuracies in the BRPM inventoryofsurplus real property. These
inaccuracies were noted both from survey responses and from findings of site visits
conducted by JLARC staff. These inaccuracies include: failing to list properties as
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Table 3

Errors in DGS Land Records

Tract Listed Surplus
Incorrect Incorrect Tract NotOwned Tract

Agency Acreage Tract Use Missing by Agency Not Listed

State Police 12
VCU 2 1
CIT 1
William and Mary 4 2 3
Fine Arts Museum 2 1
DHCD 1 3
VIMS 1 3
Va. School-Staunton 1
Va. School~Hampton 2 1
Forestry 13 5 1
aDU 1
Military Affairs 3 1
UVA 2 1 1
VEC 1 4 1
MWC 2 1
JMU 1
VP1&SU 2
DMHMRSAS 6 1 2
VMI 4 2
Conservation & Recreation 1 6 3
Port Authority t 1
DYFS 1 2
DGIF 23 3
Motor Vehicles 2 1 1
Information Technology 1
Clinch Vaney 2
GMU 1
POCC 2
NRCC 1
wee
JTCC 1
swvee
SSVCC 1
MEee
Marine Resources 1
Health 1
Visually Handicapped 1
ABC 4
TeC 1
MWe 2
Corrections 2 3
Mines, Minerals &Energy 1 1 1
Transportation 1 13

TOTALS 86 23 28 41 6
Total Errors 192

Source: JLARC analysis ofsurvey ofState agencies and DGS records.
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surplus that had been declared surplus by the agency and incomplete details about
properties that had been declared surplus by the agency (such as acreage).

Periodically during the study, JLARC staffasked BRPM to provide an updated
list of surplus State-owned real property. The most recent such list obtained by JLARC
staffis dated April 16, 1994 (Figure 2). The BRPM inventory ofsurplus real property does
not include 14 properties identified in the JLARC survey ofState agencies as surplus by
the agencies that own them. For example:

One agency included in its survey response a "surplus real property
report" dated February 2, 1992 that declared surplus an office building
appraised at $110,000 to be surplus. This property is not listed on the
BRPM inventory of real property, though it has been over two years
since the surplus real property report was filed.

* * *

One university was given permission in the 1986Appropriation Act to
sell a 11-acre tract it had declared as surplus. The property has been
acknowledged as surplus for eight years by the agency and is currently
vacant, but the property is not reflected on BRPM's list ofsurplus real
property.

'* '* '*

Another agency noted that it has been trying to declare a small parcel
(approximately 1/3 of an acre) surplus for several years without
success. Agency staffstated that an adjacent owner was interested in
purchasing the property, the market value of which is estimated at
$75,000, but had been unable to buy it because DGS had not acknowl­
edged that the property is surplus, despite the agency's repeated re­
quests. DGS states that the appropriate paperwork has never been filed
by the agency.

DGS staff indicate that a lack of staffing has had an impact on their ability to
improve their inventory of real property. In an interview with JLARC staff, the BRPM
director noted that two positions had been eliminated from the bureau in the early 1990's
as a result of State budget difficulties. The DEB director also noted the difficulty faced
by his staffface in declaring surplus property held by other agencies. He suggested that
a periodic review by the Governor's office or the Governor's Secretaries may be needed
to identify surplus real property. The Secretary of Administration's review recom­
mended in Chapter II should also examine this issue.

Recommendation (19). The Department of General Services should
annually update its inventory of State-owned real property and should more
effectively verify the accuracy of its records with State agencies that own real
property.
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r----------------Figure2--------------.,

DGS Inventory: Status of Surplus Real Estate

Agency Location

Central State Hospital
Petersburg

Tidewater Community
College-Suffolk

Western State Hospital
Staunton

Acres
Improvements

+29 Acres
Unimproved

±230Acres
Unimproved

6.62 Acres
Unimproved

Estimated
Value Status

Unknown Noncontiguous. Subdivided.
One parcel sold. DGS plans to list
with a real estate broker by8/1/94.

$10,000,000. Agencyisse~ldngtohaveland
transferred to itsFoundation.

$3,000 Landlocked. Noncontiguous.
Numerous attempts to sell have been
unproductive.

Western State Hospitar
Staunton

±78Acres
Unimproved

.

$100,000 Numerous.attempt$.·to~~llhave
notproduced~dequateo~ers~
Recommend sale with DeJarnette

Pinecrest Learning Center
Walsmley Boulevard,
Richmond

Eastern State Hospital

Southeastern Virginia
Training Center

Western State Hospital

DeJarnette Center

DOCiParsonsHouse
Richmond

20 Acres
Improved

{est.)•.•200•• Acres

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

2 Acres

$200;000 Numerous attempts to sellhave
notproduced adequate offers. DGS
plans to list with a real estate broker
(2nd listing).

Unknown ltemC-6Q_Ch•.994

Unknown Item C-60, Ch. 994

Unknown Item C-60, Ch. 994

Unknown Item C-60, Ch. 994

$225,000 Negotiating sale toVHDA

1Although this property has a superior location, access is through Dejarnette property and islimited to20·foot width under 1-81.

Source: Department ofGeneral Services Inventory ofSurplus Real Property, April 16, 1994.
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Recommendation (20). The Department of General Services should
annually update its inventory ofsurplus real property owned by the Common­
wealth and should report annually to Secretary of Administration on this
inventory. The department should also ensure that surplus real property
reports filed by agencies are processed in a timely manner.

Overlap Among Real Property Records

The State has three principal systems for maintaining records of real property.
Each of these systems is maintained for different management objectives. BRPM's real
property management systemis maintained for real property management, the Depart­
ment of Accounts' FAACS system is maintained for asset accounting, and the Division of
Risk Management's system is maintained for insurance purposes. However, the
maintenance of three separate systems may create an unnecessary overlap that leads to
duplication of effort in data entry and data validation.

Overlap Between Two DGS Systems. There appears to be unnecessary
duplication ofeffort on the part ofboth DGS and State agencies owning real propertywith
the overlap between BRPM's real property management system and the Division of Risk
Management's property information system. Both systems are maintained by units of
the Department of General Services, so it is reasonable to expect that these systems
should at least be compatible. However, at present, this is not the case.

The Division of Risk Management's real property information system is main­
tained on the Department of Information Technology's mainframe computer, while
BRPM's property information system is maintained on a personal computer. BRPM's
system tracks both land and buildings, while DRM's system tracks buildings only. At
present, State agencies and institutions are required to submit the same information on
State-owned buildings to both the DGS Bureau of Real Property Management and the
Division of Risk Management. Since the Commonwealth owns more than 10,000
buildings, this creates a significant duplication of effort that could be eliminated.
Integrating the two systems would both eliminate unnecessary duplication ofeffort and
streamline the task of improving the accuracy of real property records. In addition, the
future accuracy of real property records might well be improved by a reduced burden on
State agencies and institutions in terms of verifying DGS real property data.

Compatibility Between DGS Records and FAACS. In addition to the
overlap between the two real property recordkeeping systems maintained by DGS, there
is overlap between the DGS records and the fixed asset accounting and control system
maintained by the Department ofAccounts. DOA's FAACS system has the advantage of
allowing some individual agencies to enter data, rather than requiring data to be entered
by a central oversight agency. An individual agency's ability to enter data allows for
instant updating of records, rather than the annual or biennial updates attempted by
DGS.
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Once DGS accomplishes the integration of the two DGS real property
recordkeeping systems, DGS and DOA should discuss possible duplication between the
DGS system and FAACS. In particular, the departments should examine the potential
for allowing electronic updating of both recordkeeping systems by State agencies. This
would eliminate duplication ofeffort in real property recordkeeping and would save time
for State agencies and institutions as well as central agencies.

Valuation ofState-Owned Real Property. The three existing real property
management systems take three different approaches to valuation of State-owned real
property. These different approaches are dictated by the different objectives of the three
systems. FAACS values State-owned real property according to acquisition cost,
meaning that the value FAAeS attached to individual properties may not be particularly
meaningful for properties that the Commonwealth has owned for a number of years or
for properties which may be located in areas where real property values are rapidly
changing. The Division of Risk Management's property information system uses
replacement value for State-owned buildings. As a result, the system may substantially
over-state or under-state the value of existing real property.

BRPM staff attempt to estimate the market value of surplus real property,
principally by using local tax assessments. While the real property management system
contains a field for property value, this is seldomly entered except when real property is
declared surplus by the agency holding the real property.

While integrating the existing real property management systems, DGS should
examine approaches for maintaining more accurate information on both the cost and
market value of the Commonwealth's most valuable real property assets. This would
allow for more proactive real property asset management by the Commonwealth. In
essence, the State could adopt the typical practice of a well-run business to carefully
monitor the value and use of its significant assets to ensure that such assets are being
optimally utilized.

For example, the Commonwealth owns a significant amount of property with
substantial market value in the Richmond, Hampton Roads, and Northern Virginia
areas. Most of this property is used to support on-going activities and programs.
However, the State's policy makers may determine that these activities and programs
can be more appropriately located on less valuable real property, allowing the existing
site to be sold as surplus. For example, the previous administration examined the
possibility of selling Bon Air Learning Center and relocating the activities there.
According to DGS staff this was examined because of the potential market value of the
property and the high population density around the learning center.

A system for recording the market value of selected property would assist in
making these sorts of decisions. Clearly it is not very useful to know the market value
of land that is unlikely to be disposed of, such as State parks and wildlife management
areas. However. information on the market value of a limited number of selected land
tracts in potentially useful areas can assist the State in assuring that its land holdings
are necessary and are utilized appropriately.
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Recommendation (21). The Department of General Services should
assign priority to integrating the Division of Risk Management's property
information system and the Bureau of Real Property Management's Real
Property Management System.

Recommendation (22). The Department of General Services and the
Department ofAccounts should discuss the potential for addressing overlap­
ping information that may exist among their databases and for allowing for
electronic updating of real property records by State agencies.

Recommendation (28). The Department of General Services should
develop an approach to determining, recording, and regularly updating the
market value of a limited number of selected valuable real property assets of
the Commonwealth.

DISPOSITION OF STATE-OWNED SURPLUS REAL PROPERTY

The disposition of State-owned real property that has been declared surplus is
primarily the responsibility of the Department of General Services Bureau of Real
Property Management. JLARC staffs review suggested that improvements are needed
in the process for disposing of State-owned surplus real property, whether the property
is sold or transferred to another State agency or to a local jurisdiction. At present, the
process for disposing of surplus real property experiences significant delays and has
limited potential for generating general fund revenue. There are several options
available for the State to improve its disposition of surplus real property assets.

Significant Delays in the Sale of Some State Surplus Real Property

The State experiences significant delays in selling some of its surplus real
property assets. DGS is responsible for selling State-owned surplus real property.
However, the Code of Virginia allows DGS to authorize individual agencies to sell
properties in accordance with the procedures set forth in State law. TheCode of Virginia
places several restrictions on procedures used to sell surplus property and provides for
circumstances under which agencies may retain the proceeds of the sale of real property.
These restrictions as well as other factors have led to significant delays in the sale ofsome
surplus State real property.

Code of Virginia Restrictions on the Sale ofReal Property. State law
places several limitations on the methods used to sell surplus real property. Section 2.1­
512 of the Code ofVirginia states that DGS must:

• obtain the Governor's approval to sell pre- erty, and

• sell the property at public auction or by using sealed bid, and
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• determine that exceptional circumstances exist in order to retain the services
of a real estate broker.

Part of this study's mandate was to solicit opinions from the Department of
General Services about potential improvements in the State's management of real
property. DGS staff suggested that allowing them to more freely use real estate brokers
might improve their ability to dispose of some real property. The Commonwealth could
benefit from employing a more business-like approach to the disposition of surplus real
property, in which it routinely considers retaining brokers to sell property. Using
commissions to compensate brokers would give the brokers an incentive to obtain the
greatest possible price for the Commonwealth. The Division of Engineering and
Buildings could work with DGS's Division ofPurchases and Supply to develop guidelines
for employing and compensating real estate brokers to assure that such a process is
consistent with the Procurement Act and with prevailing standards of government
ethics.

Delays in the Sale ofSurplus RealProperty. In some instances, it has taken
State agencies several years to dispose of surplus property. For example:

The 1982 General Assembly gave the University ofVirginia permission
to dispose ofa vacant, unused I Zsacretract at Blue Ridge Hospital and
to retain the proceeds. As of August 1994 this tract has not been
disposed ofand has not been declared surplus by the university, despite
being separated by Interstate 64 from the university's on-going activi­
ties at Blue Ridge Hospital.

* * *

DMHMRSAS continues to hold significant amounts of real property
identified in the 1977JLARC reineuias surplus. While the department's
staf] has identified much ofthis property as surplus, the department's
board has not yet acted to declare the property surplus.

A total of ten properties identified as surplus in the 1977 JIARC report that were also
found to be surplus during the current .JLARC review have not been disposed of.

DGS relies on agencies to declare properties surplus. As State agencies do not
assign a high priority to identification of surplus real property this has lead to significant
delays in identifying and disposing of surplus real property. A process is needed to more
proactively identify surplus real property held by State agencies. Options for the State
include giving DGS greater authority to declare real property held by State agencies to
be surplus or vesting this authority in the Governor's Secretaries. The Secretary of
Administration's review recommended in Chapter II should examine this issue.

Limited Potential for General Fund Revenue from the Sale ofSurplus
Real Property. Under current State law there is limited potential for generating
general fund revenue from the sale of surplus real property:
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• agencies are entitled to retain 100 percent of the proceeds from sale of
properties that were donated or purchased with special funds;

• agencies can, with the approval of the Director of the Department of Planning
and Budget (acting on behalf of the Governor), retain 50 percent of the
proceeds from the sale of properties purchased with general funds; otherwise
this 50 percent is credited to the general fund;

• the remaining 50 percent of the proceeds of properties purchased with general
funds are credited to the Conservation Resources fund;

• the General Assembly, in the Appropriation Act, can authorize an agency to
retain 100 percent of the funds from sale of property purchased with general
funds.

In considering the Commonwealth's priorities in the sale of surplus real
property, the General Assembly may wish to consider the relative importance it places
on generating general fund revenue. If the General Assembly deems generation of
general fund revenue to be a priority in the sale ofsurplus real property, then it may wish
to consider revising State law to allow all the proceeds from sale of surplus real property
to go to the general fund" The Secretary of Administration should examine this issue as
part of the review recommended in Chapter II.

Another option available for generating revenue from surplus properties would
be transfer of properties to the Virginia Retirement System (VRS) in lieu of a cash
contribution. Properties deemed surplus to the needs of the Commonwealth could be
examined by VRS to see ifthey might be prudent investments for the retirement system.
Properties that VRS's Board of Trustees deemed to be prudent investments could then
be transferred to the retirement system in lieu of a cash contribution equal to the
appraised value of the property. No transfer should be made without the concurrence of
the VRS Board of Trustees.

Incentives for State Agencies to Sell Properties Do Not Always Lead to
Timely Disposition ofthe Property. Each of the three mechanisms to allow agencies
to retain proceeds from the sale of surplus real property is intended as an incentive for
agencies to identify and dispose ofsurplus real property. JLARC staffs review suggests
that, in some cases, agencies are reluctant to declare property surplus despite these
incentives. As noted in Chapter II, JLARC staffidentified numerous instances in which
agencies had not declared surplus real property that clearly met criteria in DEB
directives for surplus real property. Interviews conducted by JLARC staff indicate that
State agencies are reluctant to declare property surplus, despite the possibility of
retaining some of the funds, because of:

• an assumption that it is necessary to conserve land for possible needs in the
distant future,

• reluctance to complete the necessary administrative chores required to
declare property surplus, and
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• a low priority given to the identification of surplus real property by agency
managers.

In other cases when properly is declared surplus to the needs of the agency, it
is not disposed of promptly, despite the agency being able to retain some or all of the
proceeds from the property. For example:

The University ofVirginia would retain all proceeds from the sale of
Milton Airport under present State law. Nevertheless, the property has
not been sold or even declared surplus despite having been identified as
surplus in 1977 by the JLARC study ofsurplus land.

* * *

The 1993 Appropriation Act authorized the Department of Mental
Health, Mental Retardation and Substance Abuse Service
(DMHMRSAS) to retain the proceeds ofthe sale ofsurplus real property
at four ofits facilities. Asofthe 1994 legislative session, the department's
management and board had not approved its survey of surplus real
property. Several of the department's properties had been noted as
surplus in the 1977 JLARC report. .

Recommendation (24). The General Assembly may wish to consider
revising the Code ofVirginia to allow the Department of General Services to
authorize use of real estate brokers to market surplus real property owned by
the Commonwealth whenever the department determines that doing so is in
the best interest of the Commonwealth.

Recommendation (25). As part of the review recommended in Chapter
II, the Secretary of Administration should examine (1) options for a more
proactive identification and disposition of surplus real property held by
agencies and institutions of the Commonwealth and (2) the advisability of
revising the Code ofVirginia's provisions for distribution of the proceeds from
the sale of surplus real property. The Secretary of Administration should
present the administration's recommendations on this issue prior to the 1995
General Assembly.

Recommendation (26). The Governor and General Assembly may wish
to consider offering surplus real property owned by the Commonwealth to the
Virginia Retirement System. Any State-owned surplus real property deemed
prudent investments by the VRS Board ofTrustees could be transferred to VRS
in lieu of a cash contribution by the Commonwealth for the property's ap­
praised amount.
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Transfer of Real Property for Other Public Purposes

The State has transferred surplus real property both to other agencies and to
local governments. In the case of transfers to other State agencies, the State may wish
to ensure that the property transferred is appropriate for the use intended by the
receiving agency and that all land used by a particular agency is deeded in the name of
that agency. The State may also wish to examine properties identified as surplus in this
report to determine ifthey meet the needs ofagencies that are lookingfor additional land.
In the case of transfers to local governments, the State should develop a policy on such
transfers that is consistently and fairly applied.

Transfer of Real Property to Other State Agencies. One option for
disposition of surplus real property owned by the Commonwealth is transfer of the
property to other State agencies. Two examples ofthis are the transfer of part ofEastern
State Hospital to the College of William and Mary for the Dillard complex and the
transfer of pasture land held by Catawba Hospital to Virginia Tech for use by the College
of Agriculture. These two examples also highlight two potential problems with transfer
of real property from one State agency to another, however. These are: (1) the real
property transferred may not be optimal for the receiving agency's purposes, and (2)
confusion may arise as to which agency owns particular parts of a property.

The Dillard complex at the College of William and Mary is a 3D-acre parcel of
land that contains two large buildings and four houses. This land and its buildings were
once part of Eastern State Hospital. The narrative portion of the College ofWilliam and
Mary's master plan notes that the Dillard complex is used for dormitory space, but adds
that "the Master Plan proposes the concept of replacing the Dillard residences with new
structures on the main campus." The master plan adds that "the existing buildings have
always been used as residences, and it does not appear practical to convert them to uses
other than residences or office space." The master plan then proposes exploring either
selling or leasing the buildings, to generate revenue to fund a physical plant complex.

William and Mary staff noted in interviews that the college is exploring the
concept ofdeclaring itselfto be a residential college, with the majority ofstudents housed
on campus. In this event, the Dillard complex would be required as there would be no
other college-owned housing available. Nevertheless, the college's contemplation of
surplusing (with the proceeds to go to its own benefit) an asset acquired without charge
from a general funded State agency raises two concerns.

The first is that a potentially valuable general fund purchased property
formerly owned by one agency would be disposed ofat the discretion of and for the benefit
of a second agency. This would be the case were the Dillard complex to be sold to generate
revenue for the College ofWilliam and Mary. The second concern is that the State may
forgo the present value ofimmediate revenue from sale ofa surplus asset in order to meet
a need of another agency in a sub-optimal fashion. This would also be the case if the sale
of the Dillard complex has been forgone in order to pre vide dormitory space to the college,
when the college's master plan states the property is undesirable for dormitories because
of its location away from the main campus.
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Two other examples of this issue of property being transferred from one State
agency to another and then becoming surplus to the needs of the new owner are discussed
in Chapter II. The first of these properties discussed is a five-acre tract in Virginia Beach
owned by the Department of Motor Vehicles that was transferred from the Department
of Military Affairs and has now been declared surplus by DMV. The other property is the
Blue Ridge Hospital that was transferred to the UniversityofVirginia by the Department
of Health. The General Assembly may wish to consider revising the Code ofVirginia so
that real property transferred by State agencies to other State agencies will revert to the
control of the originating agency in the event the receiving agency does not need or does
not fully utilize the transferred property. The Secretary of Administration's review
recommended in Chapter II ofthis report should make recommendations to the Governor
and 1995 General Assembly on the advisability of this revision.

The transfer of land from Catawba Hospital to Virginia Tech raises another
concern about the transfer of real property from one agency to another. This concern
regards clarifying ownership of the property. Catawba Hospital transferred 387 acres to
Virginia Tech in 1990. However, interviews with the hospital director and the dean of
Virginia Tech's College of Agriculture indicate that Virginia Tech is using substantially
more land than the 387 acres. Also, Virginia Tech owns a 64-acre tract in Saltville
(profiled in Chapter II) that is actually used by the Museum ofNatural History. This sort
of informal arrangement between agencies, while seemingly benign in individual cases,
can be problematic when aggregated across all properties owned by the Commonwealth.
Arrangements like these have the potential to create uncertainties about ownership of
property and limits the Commonwealth's flexibility in managing and disposing of assets.

Despite the problems noted above with transfer of real property among State
agencies, there are instances where such transfers may be appropriate. There are some
State agencies looking to acquire additional land. For example, the Department of
Corrections and the Department of Youth and Family Services are looking for property
to accommodate their growing programs. In addition, the Departments of Forestry,
Game and Inland Fisheries, and Conservation and Recreation are also looking for
additional properties.

Some of the lands identified in this report may be well suited for transfer to these
or other agencies. For example, the 350 acres of forest land located behind Catawba
hospital on steep terrain may be an ideal candidate to be transferred to the Department
of Forestry or the Department of Conservation and Recreation. Another option for
transfer is the property at Hanover Learning Center. Of the 1,650 surplus acres,
approximately 675 acres ofwooded and swamp land are unused while the other 725 acres
are farmed by the Department of Corrections. The entire parcel could be used by the
Department of Game and Inland Fisheries for use as a Wildlife Management Area. As
noted in chapter II, avenues exist which might allow the use offederal funds to "purchase"
the property from the State to make it a wildlife management area.

Options for co-location of State agencies is another possibility for surplus
properties. Some property might be suited for field offices of other State agencies. For
example, the Virginia Employment Commission acquired two acres from the Woodrow
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Wilson Rehabilitation Center to locate an office in Fisherville in Augusta County. The
State Police division headquarters properties in Culpeper, Appomattox, and Wytheville
have parcels that may also lend themselves to such use.

Transfer ofProperties to Localities. The Commonwealth has transferred
real property to local governments over time with varying compensation arrangements
ranging from full market value as determined by DGS to an average of two appraisals to
no cost. The Commonwealth, at present, has no policy regarding such transfers and the
General Assembly has addressed them on a case by case basis. This lack of an overall
policy has created disparate treatment of local governments interested in surplus assets
and may have deprived the Commonwealth ofrevenue. State agencystaffhave indicated
in interviews that one reason they are reluctant to declare real property surplus is that
they are afraid that the real property will be given to a locality without charge or at a price
substantially below the property's market value.

While local governments are entities of the State and are supported in a variety
of ways, the General Assembly has not yet clarified whether or not transfer of surplus
assets without compensation or at a reduced price is an intended form of supporting
localities. The General Assembly may wish to develop a consistent policy to address this
issue rather than addressing transfers to local governments on a case by case basis.

Recommendation (27). The General Assembly may wish to consider
revising the Code of Virginia so that real property transferred by State
agencies to other State agencies will revert to the originating agency in the
event the receiving agency does not need or does not fully utilize the trans­
ferred property. The Secretary of Administration, as part of the review
recommended in Chapter II of this report, should make recommendations to
the Governor and 1995 General Assembly on the advisability of this revision.

Recommendation (28). The Department of General Services should
require all State agencies to take steps to formally obtain ownership of real
property that they are using on a continuing basis but which is owned by other
State agencies.

Recommendation (29). The General Assembly may wish to consider
adopting a consistent policy for transfer of real property to localities.
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Appendix A

Study Mandate: Item 15-E, 1993 Appropriation Act

The Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission shall prepare a report,
including such recommendations as may seem appropriate, regarding state owned real
property which has been declared surplus, which reasonably could be declared surplus,
or which could be reused or adapted creatively for public purposes. All agencies and
institutions shall cooperate fully in this review.



.n.ppt::.u.u.JA. ..,.

Status of Surplus and Underutilized Properties Identified by JLARC in 1977 Study

Acres Acres
Potentially Underutilized

Aaencv Site SurDlus in 1977 in 1977 Current Status

Department of Louisa County 195 0 Site unchanged but now used byDOC's agriculture program

Corrections Southampton Correctional Center 180 1,149 149surplus aerns were sold for$6O,9n; underutilized acres now used by
DOC's agriculture program

Bland Correctional Center 0 45 Site unchanged but now fully used byOOC·s agriculture program
Powhatan Correctional Center 0 36S Acres incorporated intoDeep Meadow Correctional Center orused inDOC's

agricuUure program
Field Units (unspecified) 270 505* Atotal of267 acres were sold fora total of$1 ,803.500. Atotal of1.338

acres were transferred tolocalities

Department Barrett learning Center 60 0 Site unchanged but deed restriction prevents any other use
ofYouth and Bon Airlearning Center 340 0 Site unchanged; lack ofalternative uses leave only 15acres assurplus
Family Services Hanover Learning Center 450 675 Site unchanged; current use suggests 1.650 acres are surplus

Beaumont learning Center 110 1.239 97surplus acres were sold for$80.000; remainder isunchanged but
planned formajor development

Virginia Tidewater CC Frederick Campus 525 0 44acres were sok:J for$750,000; 241 acres declared surplus bycollege
Communitj John Tyler CC 0 126- 109 acres sold for$646,754
College System

University of Airport Property 172 0 Site unchanged
Virginia

College ofWilliam Airport Property 241 0 241 acres sold for$1,276,000
and Mary Ash lawn 95 0 95acres sold for$28,600

Radford University not specified 27 0 property sold

Virginia State not specified 5 134 status unknown
University

Virginia VaMous Sites (not right-of-way) 1,710 160 lack ofspecificity in1977 report prevents ascertaining thecurrent status
Department of Right-of-Way 0 0
Transportation

?
::j

~

~
~

~.
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Stat~s of Surplus and Underutilized Properties Identified by JLARC in 1977 Study

Acres Acres
Potentially Underutilized

Agency Site Surplus in 1977 in 1977 Current Status

Department Eastern State Hospital 216 0 30acres transferred toCollege ofWiliam and Mary, another portion was
ofMental transferred toJames City County
Health, Mental Central State Hospital 38 200 a total of47 acres were sold fora total of$193,250
Retardation, Western State Hospital (old site) 15 0 property transferred toDOC
and Substance Western State Hospital (new site) 440 0 atotal of 124 acres were sold fora total of$53,800; 78acres transferred te
Abuse Services Frontier Culture Museum; remainder is unchanged but

development plans have changed what property issurplus
Southwestern State Hospital 0 76 property transferred toDOC
Piedmont Hospital 250 0 property transferred toDOC
Catawba Hospital 750 350 387 acres transferred toVPI&SU, other portions remain unchanged
Lynchburg Hospital 0 200 property now utilized
DeJarnette Center 18 0 property remains unchanged

Division of Elko Tract 2,272 0 property remains unchanged
Engineering and
and Buildings

Department of Blue Ridge Sanitorium 200 0 transferred toUVA; UVA sold 89 acres for$500,000; remainder isnow-
HeaUh surplus

Department of Camp Pendleton 580 0 property remains unchanged; undergoing negotiations forsale ofsurplusMilitary Affairs portion toCity ofVirginia Beach

Totals 9,159 5,629"

"Table includes 505 underutDized acres atDepartment ofCorrections field un.sand 126 underutilized acres atJohn Tyler Community College that are discussed inthe1977 report but are not included inthat report's
summary tables.

"Totalnot provided in1977 reports.
-

Source: JLARC analysis of 1977 JLARC study ofsurplus property, Department ofGeneral Services memorandums datedJune 27, 1994 and August 5,1994, and interviews with various department representatives.

?
~
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,..------------Appendlxc-------------,
Other Sites Reviewed by JLARC Staff

reversion clause Indeed.
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Appendixes

As part of an extensive data validation process, State agencies involved in a
JLARC assessment effort are given the opportunity to comment on an exposure draft of
the report. Appropriate technical corrections resulting from the written coments have
been made in this final version of the report. Page references in the agency responses
relate to an earlier exposure draft and may not correspond to page numbers in this
version.

This appendix contains the responses of the Secretary of Administration and the
Secretary of Education in addition to the following responses (in alphabetical order) from
State agencies and institutions:

• Center for Innovative Technology
• Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
• Department of Conservation and Recreation
• Department of Education
• Department of Emergency Services
• Department of Forestry
• Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
• Department of General Services
• Department ofMenta! Health, Mental Retardation and Substance Abuse Services
• Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy
• Department of Motor Vehicles
• Department of Rehabilitative Services
• Department of State Police
• Department of Transportation
• Department of Youth and Family Services
• George Mason University
• James Madison University
• Mary Washington College
• Office of the Comptroller
• Richard Bland College
• University of Virginia
• Virginia Community College System
• Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University



George Allen
Governor

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Office of the Governor

Michael E. Thomas
Secretary of Administration

August 24, 1994

Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
General Assembly Building
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the exposure
draft of "Review of State Owned Real Property." I am in general agreement with
the findings and recommendations in this report and would like to point out
several major concerns of the administration.

1. There is currently no overall policy in place for transfer of real
property to localities..

The administration has concluded in recent weeks that there is a crying
need to develop such a policy. The current lack of policy allows disposition of
property to be determined along political lines, on a case by case basis, subject to
the amount of support which can be developed in the legislature for a particular
action. The transfer or sale of real property should be based on what is in the best
interests of the Commonwealth as a whole and what will produce the best returns
for taxpayers.

Accordingly, I have indicated to you that the administration began this
summer to formulate a comprehensive policy for transfer and sale of real property.

2. There seems to be divided opinion as to the "ownership" of real
property.

Some agencies and institutions seem to regard themselves as the "owner"
of particular properties. It is our feeling that, regardless of who directly maintains
or oversees particular properties, all real property concerned must be viewed as
owned by the Commonwealth, and policy decisions made accordingly.

P.O. Box 1475 • Richmond, Virginia 23212 • (804) 786-1201 • TDD (804) 786-7765



Mr. Philip A. Leone
August 24, 1994
Page Two

3. There are certain impediments in place which hamper the effective
marketing and disposition of surplus real property.

Two recommendations in the report, numbers 25 and 26, partially address
this concern. Currently, it is only in limited circumstances that DEB can authorize
the use of real estate brokers to market surplus property. As a consequence, the
Commonwealth may not be exposing such property to a full range of prospective
buyers, thus not always getting the best deal. The limited potential for generating
general fund revenue from sale of surplus property must also be addressed before
we move forward on any large scale. '

We also need to explore alternatives to simply selling valuable surplus
property. The potential exists to enter into agreements with localities to jointly
develop property, thus increasing revenue to the general fund far in excess of
what would be realized through a sale.

As you are aware, the Governor's Commission on Government Reform has
also been looking at these issues, and we expect to incorporate their
recommendations into any legislative or policy recommendations that the
administration will make for the 1995 session.

Again, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this report and look
forward to working with you and the members of JLARC as we make needed
changes.

Sincerely,

/MJz..
Michael E. Thomas



George Allen
Governor

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Office of the Governor

August 29, 1994

Beverly H. Sgro
Secretary of Education

Mr. Philip A. Leone
Director, JLARC
Suite 1100
General Assembly Building
Richmond, v A 23219

Dear ~..-I:;ebne/U

I and my Deputy, Steve Janosik, have reviewed the recommendations which
relate to the Secretary of Education and higher education and find that there is no
reason to disagree with the recommendations made in the Review.

Please let me know when you would like to meet to discuss the draft report.

With kind regards, I remain,

Sincerely,

Beverly H. Sgro
Secretary of Education '

BHS/jb

P.O. Box 1475 • Richmond, Virginia 23212 • (804) 786-1151 • TDD (804) 786-7765



CHARTERED lti9:'1

THE COLLEGE OF WILLL-\..,\1 .\..'!D lVl.-\RY 1:--'; VIRGI~L\

OFFICE Of THE PRESIDE~I

\VtLLL\..\tSBCRC. VIRGIl\IL-\ 23187~795

804 ~~1-1693. F.\X 804 221-1259

August 19, 1994

Nlr. Philip A. Leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Suite 110, General Assembly Building
Capital Square
Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

The College of William. and Mary is very concerned about the recommendation regarding
College Woods. Losing the woods would be a devastating blow to a long and historic
stewardship, as well as to our academic programs. We cannot imagine anything more
disruptive than to have the Woods declared. surplus and sold, or transferred to someone else's
custody. The Woods are an integral part of who we are and of what we have been for the
better part of this century.

The Board of Visitors, pursuant to section 23-49.1, is "charged with the care and preservation
of all property belonging to the-college." It was in this spirit that the Board of Visitors
designated College Woods and Lake 'Matoaka a natural preserve and teaching laboratory. The
Woods are not used as a park. but as an extension of our academic program. The College
uses the Woods and the Lake extensively for classes in biology, geology, kinesiology and
military science. We maintain trails for the use of our students and local high school classes.

The recommendation concerning the Dillard complex is perhaps the result of
misunderstanding between the College staff and JLARC staff. College staff meant to say that
the College's strategic plan had affirmed the College as a primarily residential College, and
for that reason the use of the Dillard complex for student housing was essential. The College
does not anticipate any new residential building construction in the near future, and therefore
must use all the residential space available. The Master Plan idea of selling or leasing the
Dillard complex has been made obsolete by time; plans for an additional undergraduate
housing complex on the main campus have been abandoned for the foreseeable future.

Some small percentage of the building space in the Dillard complex is now being used for
office space. With the renovation of James Blair Hall, the College needed office space for the
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dislocated staff members; we are using only the Galt Houses in the Dillard complex for this
purpose. The College has no plans to sell or lease the Dillard buildings.

If you need additional information, please let me know. Otherwise, I ask that you please
delete references to the College Woods and the Dillard Complex in your final report.

Cordially,

TJS/rjr
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Virginia's Center for lnnoratire Technology

August 19, 1994

Mr. Philip A. Leone
Director
JLARC
General Assembly Building, Suite 1100
Capitol Square
Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Phil:

...... ,"·n·'"," ..... 'fl ....."4'-;

Herndon. VA 22070-400;>
TpL: (70:1) h89-:WOO
FAX: (70:1) 08<)-:W41

This will respond to your letter of August 8, to Dr. Templin, requesting comments on an
exposure draft of a recommendation that the General Assembly consider transferring 20
acres of the CIT Complex, in Loudoun and Fairfax Counties, to the Department of
General Services for disposition as surplus. Dr. Templin suggested that I respond in
view of the fact that your August 22 deadline for comment will occur before my term of
office expires.

The 36 acre tract was donated in contemplation of its use for CIT as the center piece of
a high technology office park. The donors, Loudoun, Fairfax County, and CIT itself
shared that contemplation. Loudoun has zoned adjoining property for such an office
park pursuant to that contemplation. Status of the adjoining property in Fairfax County
is less clear because of the effects on the donor-developer of the real estate recession
which has been in effect at least since 1988, but which now appears to be coming to an
end.

It seems to me that it would be unfair to the two donors, both of whom continue to own
adjoining property, and to the two Counties who cooperated to implement the envisioned
high technology office park, to sell the property to the highest bidder for just plain
commercial development at this time. Prospects for high technology economic
development in the Dulles Corridor, particularly centered around this CIT Complex are
considerable brighter in the next five years than they were during the last five years.

In any event, we have a relatively new Administration, and an even newer Board of
Directors of CIT which has recently elected a new President of CIT who will take office
on September 1.

I suggest, before a recommendation to sell the property is implemented, that CIT be
given an opportunity to consider at Board level all of the possible ramifications of such a
proposed sale and its effect on the Counties, on its neighbors, and on the potential
overall development of the Dulles Corridor.

Cordially yours,

~~
Linwood Holton
President

c: Or- Robert G_ Ternnlin. r-.
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services

PO Box 1163, Richmond, Virginia 23209

August 12, 1994

DivisiollS

Administration
AnimalHtillth

Consumer A{fllirs
Dairy & Foods

Marketing
Product & Industry Regulation

Mr. Phillip A. Leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Suite 1100, General Assembly Building, Capital Square
Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Mr Leone:

Thank you for your letter of August 8 and the opportunity to comment on
JLARC's review of state owned real property as it relates to land and buildings owned
by the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services.

The attached "suggested draft" of the review excerpt pertaining to the
Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services is being submitted for your
consideration. We feel the "suggested draft" provides greater detail relative to the
conditions that would allow surplus and subsequent sale of agency properties at
Warrenton and Lynchburg. Please do not hesitate to contact me or Louis Garey,
Facilities Director 786-3532 if there are any questions concerning our comments.

J. Carlto Courter, III
Commissioner

cc: Louis M. Garey

_______ anequal opportunity employer
TD D vi)icc 804 /371-6344 ---



SUGGESTED DRAFT

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND CONSUMER SERVICES

The 1993 General Assembly approved funding for the Department of Agriculture
and Consumer Services (DACS) to replace its regional animal health laboratories in
Warrenton and Lynchburg, Virginia. DACS requested funding because both facilities
were over forty (40) years old and had become functionally and physically inadequate
to: support program requirements. Alternate sites for both laboratories are being
considered due to difficulty of construction at the present sites and encroachment
from surrounding residential and commercial developments. Both sites also include
an office building that serves as regional headquarters for various DACS programs.
Both offices could be adopted for use by the private sector.

Warrenton Laboratory: The Warrenton Laboratory is located on two acres of
land adjacent to state police area headquarters on West Shirley Avenue in Warrenton.
Replacement of the laboratory at another site is planned for the 1996-98 biennium.
Although not presently funded, replacement of the office building at the new
laboratory site would allow surplus of the existing office building and site. This is a
potentially valuable site due to its location in a fast growing area.

Lynchburg Laboratory: The Lynchburg Laboratory is located adjacent to U.S.
460 east of Lynchburg on two acres of land. Replacement of the laboratory during
the 1996-98 biennium is planned. Relocation to another site is also being considered
by DACS staff. Should the new laboratory be built on another site, surplus of the
existing office building and land would be feasible provided funding is approved to
build a new office building at the new laboratory site.



H. Kirby Burch
Director

Administration
Natural Heritage
Planning & Recreation Resources
Soil & Water Conservation
State Parks

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND RECREATION

TDO (804) 786-2121

203 Governor Street, Suite 302

Richmond. Virginia 23219-2010 (804) 786-6124
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MEMORANDUM

FAX: (804) 786-6141

DATE: August 17, 1994

TO: Philip A. Leone

FROM: H. Kirby Burch 1l1B
SUBJECT: Exposure Draft, JLARC's Review of state-owned Real

Property

This Department received pages 2, 4, 5, and 67 of the
Exposure Draft. These pages have been reviewed for accuracy.

Page 2: Landholding Agencies

Due to continued acquisition activity in our new Real
Property Section, further research on our land holdings shows
that the total acreage owned by OCR should be listed at 66,522
acres.

Page 5: state-Owned Land for Conservation Purposes

Suggest the second sentence of the definition of
"Conservation" be amended. Following the phrase "and prevent any
commercial development" add "except as warranted for natural
resource management and the provision of public outdoor
recreational opportunities." Commercial development of these
Conservation lands is restricted or limited to those activities
deemed compatible with the natural resources and with use by the
pUblic. However, the original phrase d~es not capture the
thought that most of the Conservation. lands have forest
management plans, agricUltural plans, and nearly all such lands
are open to the pUblic for recreation and environmental
education.

Most Conservation lands have forest management plans
that produce repeated crops of commercial timber which is
periodically sold on the open market to the forest industry. In
addition, this Department has several properties which are under
lease for agricUltural production. In fact, OCR has a
responsibility under § 10.1-207 to make lands under our control
available, whenever practicable, for agricultural and timbering
purposes which are compatible with the other responsibilities of



the Department. Such activities provide opportunities to educate
the general pUblic on good conservation and stewardship
practices. In addition our state Parks utilize a variety of
public and private partnerships to provide pUblic services.

Our state Parks are often the economic stimulus for
rural areas. The recent bond issue is an example of recreational
facilities developed to provide natural resources, and
recreational and educational opportunities for the people of
Virginia. Our state Park facilities include opportunities for
private concessionaires operating restaurants, swimming pools,
boat rentals, etc. The Department rents cabins and campsites and
operates certain concessions where necessary to continue levels
of service to the public.

Page 67:

OCR is in agreement with the consideration to place existing
state lands that are surplus to other agencies under the
management of one or more of the natural resource agencies.

In regard to the Catawba Hospital property, please be
aware that the Appalachian Trail goes through the property
described. OCR is the lead agency in Virginia in regard to the
Appalachian Trail (§ 10.1-203 COV). This Department has had
discussions for over 15 years with the Department of General
Services and the Department of Mental Health, Mental Retardation
and Substance Abuse concerning our interest in that portion of
the Catawba property for its recreational resource should it be
declared surplus.'

Thank you the opportunity to comment.

cc: Joseph Elton
G. Warren Wahl, II
Thomas L. smith
Tyson B. Van Auken
Richard S. Groover
Leon E. App



WILLIAM C. BOSHER, JR.
Superintendent of Public Instruction

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

P.O. Box 2120
Richmond, Virginia 23216-2120

August 17, 1994

Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
suite 1100, Generai Assembly Building
Capitol Square
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

Office: (804) 225-2023
Fax: (804) 371-2099

This letter is in response to your letter requesting my
written comments on the factual accuracy of the draft copy of
JLARC's Review of state-owned Real Property.

After conferring with Dr. Ken Magill, my staff person whose
responsibilities include the two schools, and the two
superintendents, Frank Bryan at Hampton and Joe Panko at staunton,
I offer the following comments:

virginia School for the Deaf and the Blind in Hampton

Tract A boarders Gloucester street instead of Shell Road. The
back entrance to the campus is on Gloucester. Shell Road borders
the front side of the campus.

Other than that, the excerpt appears accurate. However, if
Tract A is sold, it is recommended that a right-of-way to the back
entrance is maintained.

Tract B contains the lot used for storing buses, tractors,
trucks, grounds-keeping equipment, and a variety of supplies and
materials used by the buildings and grounds staff. In addition,
there are approximately nine acres outside of the fenced area not
shown on Tract B.

Perhaps another survey should be conducted to correctly
calculate the property, leaving the area now shown as tract B, for
school purposes.



Mr. Philip A. Leone
Page 2
August 17, 1994

Tract C appears accurate and, according to Mr. Frank Bryan,
superintendent, the owner of the business located on Tract C may be
interested in purchasing the tract.

virginia School for the Deaf and the Blind in Staunton

Exhibi t 22 appears accurate, but the back entrance to the
school winds through part of the property closest to the school
buildings. Also, the hillside provides space for some nature trail
activities for students. Perhaps half or more of the tract
inclUding the Statler Brothers Boulevard frontage should be
declared as surplus, leaving some of the acreage for the school.

Recommendation (16)

I agree with the recommendation that some of the property
should be declared as surplus with the exceptions noted above;
however, Section 22.1-346 of the Code of Virginia places the
control of said property to the Board of Education.

Please let me know if you would like to discuss my comments.

Sincerely,.

. -....
~'J~ liam C.\, Bosher I Jr.
Superintendent of Public InstruGtion

WCBJr\jd

cc: Dr. Ken Magill
Mr. Frank Bryan
Dr. Joseph Fank~



A. E. SLAYTON, JR.
State Coorcmator

Keith R Keister
Deputy Coordinator

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Department of Emergency Services

August 22, 1994

310 Turner Road
Richmond, Virginia 23225-6491

(804) 674-2499
(TOO) 674-2417

FAX (804) 674-2490

Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Suite 1100
General Assembly Building
Capitol Square
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

In consonance with our earlier discussion with Bill Murray,
enclosed is the modified excerpt to be included in your Review of
State-owned Real Property.

Sincerely,

AESjr/LRJjr/bgm

Enclosure

c: Keith Keister



Cheatham Annex

The Cheatham Annex consists of 460 acres and was purchased by

the state from the federal government in 1981 for use as an

emergency fuel storage facility. It was closed in 1982 due to the

reduced fuel crisis and lack of demand for storage.

In 1987 the state identified contamination on the property

which required a full-scale site assessment and long-term

remediation. At present, in coordination with EPA, the site is

undergoing this remediation, and the fuel storage tanks have been

emptied.

Approximately 200 acres of the prope~ty are uncontaminated,

according to the Department of Emergency Services. However, the

magnitude of the environmental problems connected with the property

might well discourage a potential buyer. The property is probably

too small for alternative uses such as a wildlife management area

or state park. Upon completion of environmental remediation, the

property will be surplus and potentially attractive to buyers.

However, this will not take place for more than 20 years.



JAMES W GAR~ER

State Forester

COMMONvVEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT O~ FORESTRY

Alderman & McCormick Roads

Box 3758. Charlottesville, Virginia 22903

(804)977·6555 (VITDD)

August 17, 1994

Mr. Philip A. Leone
Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
General Assembly Building, Suite 1100
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

Thank you for the opportunity to review portions of JLARC's Review of State-owned
Real Property. I offer the following comments for your consideration.

pp. 2

pp. 8

pp. 32

pp. 67

See change in acreage, according to our records.

Net revenues were either deposited with the General Fund or distributed
to agencies classified with II special fund property" where the Code
indicates net profits would be returned to the controlling agency. The
figure is accurate but distribution went in different directions.

Minor changes for clarification. Thank you for the recommendations, we
really do need to move from our present location.

Reference Hanover Learning Center. While it is logical to consider
transfer to DGIF since they may have the option to "purchase' the
property, OOF would appreciate consideration in this recommendation.
We have had active forestland management and special projects on this
property for almost 20 years. Youth camps, nature trails, and
recreational development by the young inmates, forest research projects
and wildlife plantings have made this a special property to DOF and the
Learning Center. We have averaged some type of project on this
property about every other year. The Hanover Learning Center parcel

Mission: A Forest Resource to Meet the Needs of the Commonwealth
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could become a model, especially if the open land were included, of stewardship
management by the Commonwealth. Wildlife projects and recreational projects
already co-exist in unison with intensive forest practices. It could be of exceptional
educational value for such multi-use management due to the close proximity of the
Richmond metropolitan area. OOF would welcome the opportunity to have it included
in our State Forest system.

We appreciate the time your staff has put into this review, and for having participated
in the field visits.

Please contact us if you need additional information.

Sincerely.

James W. Garner
State Forester



COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Department ofGame and Inland Fisheries

August 22, 1994

Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Suite 1100, General Assembly Building
Richmond, Virginia 23219

~
DearMr~f~

I have reviewed the draft exerpts of JLARC's Review of State-owned Real Property for
factual accuracy and comment as you requested. ..l

The acreage figures indicated in Table 1 of page 2 are accurate as of this date. I would
suggest a possible addition for your consideration on line 5 of page 5. I suggest inserting
"provide recreational opportunity," following 'control the use of natural resources' since these
lands are so heavily used by several hundred thousand constituents.

Sincerely,

William L. Woodfm, Jr.
Acting Director

WLW,jr/JWRldw

4010 WESTBROADSTREET, P.o. BOX 11104, RICHMOND, VA 23230-1104

C_..... I n ....rv.rt..nitll 1=mn/nvmtmt Pronrams and Facilities FAX (804) 367-9147
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DONALD C. WILLIAMS
DIRECTOR

D. B. SMIT
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES

August 9, 1994

202 NORTH NINTH STREET
SUITE '209

RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23219

(804) 786-6152 VOtCE/TDD
(804) 371-8305 FAX

MEMORANDUM

To:

From:

Subject:

Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Com/tssiogI . \

Donald C. Williams~HN!Jt R~
JLARC Review of State Owned Real Property
August 26, 1994 Exposure Draft

We appreciated having the opportunity to meet with your staff on August 25 to discuss
the draft report and suggest changes. It appears that the August 26 draft incorporates the
majority of our recommendations. However, we are still concerned about Recommendation
(3) pertaining to Bon Air Learning Center.

Though we can consider selling 15 acres and identifying potential uses for the
remaining buffer as recommended, we feel there may be other preferable options, including
sale of the entire site. We plan to conduct a more detailed study to determine the feasibility
of other options. We also are not inclined to recognize the claimed "buffer" areas at this
time. In any event, we will address the Bon Air property and undertake those disposal
actions that are most advantageous to the Commonwealth.

We have begun making changes that comply with your recommendations. With
respect to the records-keeping issues, we have in place a newly developed relational database,
and we have made internal changes that will lead to much better controls. We have also
initiated a project to merge the Risk Management System with the Real Property Management
System. In addition, the Governor's legislative package will include a proposed amendment
to Section 2.1-512 that will allow easier use of real estate brokers in selling surplus real
property.

As you know, selling surplus property is a high priority for this Administration, and
the Department of General Services is moving forward to optimize this program. Though not
necessarily agreeing with all of the observations contained in this report, we do appreciate
your good work and congratulate your staff for a job well done.

Consolidated Laboratory SelVices • Engineering &Buildings
ForensicSCience· Purchases &Supply• Risk Management



COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF

Mental Health, Mental Retardation and Substance Abuse Services
TIMOTHY A. KELLY, Ph. D.

COMMISSIONER

August 22, 1994

Philip A. Leone
Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
General Assembly Building, Suite 1100
Capital Square
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

P. O. BOX1797
RICHMOND, VA23214

(804)786-3921
(804)371-89n VOICEITOD

We have reviewed the exposure draft of JLARC's Review of State-owned Real
Property dated August 9, 1994. The review is, in general, acceptable to this Agency.

The first sentence of the first paragraph states that D:MHMRSAS has 14 major
institutions. This should be amended to state the Department is comprised of 15 facilities at
12 geographic locations.

The 45 acre parcel identified as "Tract D" at Central State Hospital and the
possible utilization of selected D:MHMRSAS facilities, either jointly or fully, by the
Department of Mental Health, Mental Retardation and Substance Abuse Services
(Dl\.1HMRSAS) and other public facilities are of concern.

It is recommended that Tract D be deleted in its entirety. This parcel is and will
continue to be the site of the active cemetery for the three facilities located at the Petersburg
complex. The cemetery is sited on the west side of the parcel, and access to the remainder of
the property is difficult; therefore, development potential is considered to be limited.

Inclusion of the additional paragraph on page 23, as agreed between Robert
Shackelford and Bill Murray on August 19, 1994, addresses concerns regarding potential use
of sites for other state uses.

We recommend that the provision of the 1993 Appropriation Act (Item C-60,
Chapter 994), that authorized proceeds from the sale of surplus real property be retained by the
Department, be supported in your report.

The opportunity to participate in this review, during this exposure draft, is
appreciated.

Sincerely,

~~Cl(fLiD
Timothy A. Kelly~

pc. Olivia 1. Garland
Robert H. Shackelford, Jr.



O. GENE OISHNER
DIRECTOR

KATHY J. REYNOLDS
OEPUlY DIRECTOR
FOR RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

BENNY R. WAMPLER
oEPUlY DIRECTOR
FOR REGULATORY SERVICES

DIVISIONS
ENERGY
GAS AND Oil
MINED LAND RECLAMATION
MINERAL MINING
MINERAL RESOURCES
MINES
ADMINISTRATION

COMMONWE'ALTH of VIRGINIA
Department ofMines, Minerals and Energy

9th Street Office Building 18th Floor
202 North Ninth Street

Richmond, Virginia 23219-3402
(804) 692-3200 FAX (804) 692-3237

August 9, 1994

Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit and

Review Commission
General Assembly Building, Suite 1100
Capitol Square
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

I have reviewed the excerpt from the draft copy of JLARC's Review of
State-owned Real property and am submitting our suggested revisions. Please
call me at 692-3202 if you have any questions or would like to discuss.

;6:lLL
o. Gene Dishner

ec

Enclosure:

The Department of Mines, Minerals, and Energy (DMME) owns one piece of

surplus real property located in Big Stone Gap. This office builoinq (and less than one
the coal mine safety staff.

acre of land) formerly housedjl~ar-tef-9MME's staff. The department's-centraf-offiee
~ the coal safety and the coal reclamation staffs

-sta#mWestefn-Virgfn1a-have-now-consolidated..in a new bUilding built on land with administrative
7\ personnel

transferred from Mountain Empire Community College. The surplus property has been
a professional appra~ser

appraised b~-t~e-depar-tfnefltat $110,000. The department declared this property

surplus in 1-993:- 2/28/92.

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
TTY I TDD (800) 828- t 120 - Virginia Relay Center



RICHARD D. HOLCOMB
COMMISSIONER

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Department ofMotor Vehicles

2300 West Broad Street

August 18, 1994

MAIL ADDRESS
POSTOFFtCE BOX 27412
RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23269-000I

MEMORANDUM

To:

From:

Subject:

Philip A. Leone

Richard D. Holcomb I
State-Owned Real Property

I am responding to your August 8 letter regarding excerpts from a draft copy of
JLARC's Review of State-Owned Real Property.

The information provided for Virginia Beach is accurate. However, for
Annandale, the Fairfax County Tax Assessor's Office advised that the assessed value of
the property is $1,151,130. All other information appears to be accurate.

If you have questions or need additional information, please contact Bernie Barker
at 367-6610.

RDHlbsb

~ A Partnership With the Public



Response of the Department of Rehabilitative Services

WWRC was the first comprehensive rehabilitation facility in the country. Its
status as a leader in the field of rehabilitation is world renowned. With the
support of a strong non-profit Foundation, many capital outlay projects were
funded throughout the years. For example, the Student Activities building was
totally built with private funds. Portions of the medical building was supported
with private resources as well.

During the previous Administration, the Woodrow Wilson Rehabilitation Center
Foundation and other volunteer groups such as the Council of Organizations,
were significantly hampered and even discouraged from pursuing unique
opportunities with private funding. However, the current administration has
recognized the value of reconstituting the foundation.

With that direction, the Foundation has recently been revitalized with
experienced and proven members. The membership is committed to focusing
on fund raising efforts for innovative and state-of-the-art activities to reinforce
Virginia's heritage of exceptional rehabilitation services for citizens with
disabilities.

A concept which is just being considered includes developing a model,
accessible transitional community for individuals with the most severe
disabilities. Funding for such a project would be raised by private or non-profit
organizations.

Individuals with the most severe spinal cord injuries, head injuries, etc., would
have the opportunity to pursue self-sufficiency and independence through
alternative, accessible housing options. In a safe and therapeutic environment,
individuals can experience self-sufficiency in as independent environment as
possible. Other examples of benefit: Individuals with spinal cord injuries could
pool attendant managers to provide daily living services such as dressing,
bowel and bladder programs, etc.

This alternative would allow individuals to experience exactly what support
systems they need to have in place before transferring to the community and
encountering health and safety issues. It is also appealing for individuals who
are at risk of institutionalization, nursing home placements, or for those who
would be dependent on public assistance, if they are unable to maintain
independence in their communities. This option would include clients who are
at the end of their training programs and those desiring independent living skills
training.

Work related activities would be a major component of the community. Included
would be an on-site manufacturing component operated by the Foundation
which would offer realistic work experience manufacturing products for
consumer use.



The Department of Motor Vehicles has approached the Center proposing ,
satellite work training site which clients would use as a training/work experie.
This could also be included as part of the work sites for the transitional
community.

Leisure and independent living skills training would include integration of family
members to facilitate as independent transition back into the community as
possible. Research has demonstrated individuals with strong, support systems
are more likely to maintain independence and achieve a greater degree of self­
sufficiency.

Centralizing the community for maximum access to the surrounding
communities is a critical component. It is important that clients be able to safely
and reasonably access local available transportation. Current transportation
service providers transport individuals using Route 250. Therefore, the front
portion of the property needs to remain an alternative for the concept. It is
important to separate this community from the more controlled environment of
the Center.

Recognizing the large acreage surrounding the Center, the proposal of the
Department of Forestry to locate a forestry equipment storage facility could be
accommodated on other areas of the property. The management of the land
could be included as an alternate job training site for Center clients. The
Forestry personnel could train individuals with disabilities through our existing
External Training Program managed by Center's vocational training department.

Although the community concept is only in the beginning stages, we request
the acreage fronting Route 250 be protected for future development by the
Foundation. The Center is willing to work with the Department of Forestry to
locate other suitable space for a storage building.

It should be noted that the current road providing entry and exit to the Center,
Augusta County School Board Offices, and Valley Vocational Technical School
is adequate to handle an emergency evacuation should there need to be one.
It is the only access. Adding personnel to this area will require a second
entry/exit road. This is a serious safety issue.



Col. M. Wayne Huggins
Supermtendent

(804) 674.-2000

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF STATE POLICE

P.O. BOX 21472. RICHMOND, VA 23261·7472

August 16, 1994

Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Suite 1100, General Assembly Building
Capitol Square
Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

We have reviewed the draft copy of JLARC's Review of State-owned Real
Property. At this time, we do not recommend declaring 15 acres located at
the Division Headquarters in Culpeper surplus property.

We are presently in the planning stage of constructing a new headquarters
building at this location. The plans are for the new structure to be
located next to the parking lot beside the existing headquarters building.
This facility will combine all our offices in the Culpeper area and
necessitate additional parking space.

The new structure and accompanying parking lot will be located on tract A of
exhibit 10. This new facility will most likely require a new well be
drilled on tract A. Also, since there is no public sewage disposal avail­
able at this location, additional land in tract A will be utilized for
sewage field bed.

In addition, we believe a portion of the sewage field bed for the existing
building is located in tract B. Since future circumstances could
necessitate the need to expand or relocate this sewage field bed even
further into tract B, we believe it would be unwise to consider sale of it
at this time.

As you point out in your report, this headquarters also houses a firing
range. During our periodic firearms training, we fire pistols, shotguns,
tear gas guns and disperse tear gas and ac spray. These agents dissipate in
the open air; however, they could be a nuisance and possibly irritating to
occupants of nearby buildings. Additionally, the noise generated at the

·range during firearms training could be disruptive to occupants of nearby

A NATIONALLY ACCREDITED LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY
TOO 1-800-553-3144



Mr. Philip A. Leone
August 17, 1994
Page Two

buildings. The periodic firearms training is conducted during both day and
evening hours. Our long range plans are for expansion of the ranges located
at Culpeper, Appomattox, and Wytheville, when funding is available.

Furthermore, we use helicopters in our operations and will have to maintain
a suitable landing site at this headquarters. In constructing a new
building, it will be necessary to relocate the helicopter landing site in
tract A.

In the event a decision is made to sell all or a portion of A and B tracts,
it would be necessary to retain right-of-way from the highway to our
property. It would also be desirable to retain sufficient property,
adjacent to the highway, in either tract A or B to erect and maintain a sign
identifying the State Police Division Headquarters.

Sincerely,

;f((~~~------
Supe

MWHjSCR:jc



DAVID R. GEHR
COMMISSIONER

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTAllON

1401 EAST BROAD STREET
RICHMOND, 23219

August 22, 1994

Mr. 'Philip A. Leone
Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
General Assembly Building, Suite 1100
RiChmo~t~.·.rginia 23219

Dear~one:

As requested in your letter of August 8, VDOT has provided
comments on the excerpts of your Review of State-owned Real
Property draft copy.

Please give us a call if you need further clarification or
additional information.

~ru~y yours,

David R. Gehr
Commissioner

Enclosure

TRANSPORTATION FOR THE 21ST CENTURY



Comments on JLARC's Review of State-owned Real Property
(August 22, 1994)

Nansemond Field Unit #3

In a conversation between Bob Clay of VDOT's Administrative
Services Division and Bill Murray of your office, the Department
of Corrections may have found an alternative use for this
property. If the property eventually reverts to VDOT, we will
identify a use or declare it surplus.

Rosedale Satellite Engineering Office

VDOT has already notified the Division of Engineering and
Buildings of our intent to surplus this piece of property.

Victoria Area Headquarters

There are two Victoria Area Headquarters parcels. One
parcel is the New Victoria Area Headquarters which consists of
approximately 10.8 acres. This parcel is not surplus to the
district's needs. The other parcel of land is the old Victoria
lot which consists of approximately 1.4 acres and is surplus to
our needs. The district has identified a local school board
interested in purchasing the property. The value of the 1.4
acres is correct--$20,880. Several buildings are also located on
this property; the district has placed a value of $44,740 to
these structures should the property be sold. This property has
already been declared surplus to DGS/DEB.

Bower's Hill Area Headquarters

The information provided in your draft is the latest status
VDOT has from the district. The property will be declared
surplus to our needs.

Richmond District Office

VDOT previously stated that approximately 25% of the 210.4
acres was not utilized. To be exact, 34.0 acres are wetlands and
an additional 46.0 acres is listed as a flood plain or resource
management area. It's use may be very limited. The remaining
130.4 acres are being utilized.



Patricia L. West
DIRECTOR COMMONWEALTH of VllRGllNllA

Department of Youth & Family Services

August 18, 1994

700 Cr-ntrr-. 41h Floor
7th and Franklin Streets

P O. Box 11 10
Ri~ lunond. Vlr~lI)i<\ 23208-11 10

lH(4) 371-0700
Fax (804) 371-0773

Voice/TOD (S04) 371-0772

Philip A. leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
General Assembly Building, Capitol Square
Suite 1100
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

I appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on your Exposure Draft
Review of State-owned ReaI Property.

An important factor to be considered in discussing DYFS' land holdings is the
impact of the Serious Juvenile Offender legislation passed by the 1994 General
Assembly. The Department is required by Item 332C of the 1994-96
Appropriations Act to prepare a plan to address the legislation's impact. It is likely
that this plan will call for the addition of new facilities to house the influx of
juvenile offenders, and some of these new facilities may be on land yet to be
acquired by the Department.

It is also likely that, to expedite any construction needs that may be identified in
the plan, the Department will look first to land that it already owns -- such as the
Hanover, Beaumont, and Bon Air sites. Should these resources prove either not
feasible or insufficient, then additional land may be sought -- either by transfer of
land surplused by other agencies, or through acquisition by other means. In fact,
DYFS plans to pursue the availability of DMHMRSAS property that you have
identified in recommendation (1) at the bottom of page 23.

Consequently, this Department does not support declaring any of its landholdings
to be surplus until such time as it is determined that the land is not needed for
further construction of juvenile facilities.

I also have several comments of a more technical nature concerning the Exposure
Draft Report.

" To Reduce Juvenile Dclinquencv cuul Protect [he People o] the Commonwealth"



Philip A. Leone, Director
August 18, 1994
Page Two

The names of the facilities operated by DYFS have been changed from "learning
centers" to "juvenile correctional centers."; While changes to the Code of Virginia
have not yet been made, the, Department has implemented the name change.

On page 25 it is noted that the 1994 Appropriations Act"'~granted the department
authority to purchase options on additional land." Changing the word "authority"
to "funding" would be more accurate. The Act provided $50,000 for this purpose,
but it is not clear that the language authorizes the agency to follow through on an
option and actually purchase the land. The Department is now in the process of
determining whether legislation may be required to explicitly authorize the
acquisition of real property. '

Under "Bon Air Learning Center" on page 26, I recommend the first paragraph be
reworded to reflect the actual sltuatlon.tas. follows:

DYFS also operates three facilities in Bon Air, in Chesterfield County.
These include the Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center, Oak Ridge
Juvenile Correctional Center", and the Reception and Diagnostic
Center.

On page 27, in the first full paragraph, the report should note that the "closed 22­
acre landfill" was operated by Chesterfield County, not by the Commonwealth or
DYFS.

DYFS and DGS are currently neqotlattnq :a Ltilities easement to upgrade the
electrical service to Bon Air and Reception and Diagnostic facilities. It appears
that this easement crosses the 15 acre parcel that the report addresses (Plat
Attached).

In regard to the two photos used as exhibits in the draft report, the orientation of
each is not clear. You may wish to note which way ,is North, or to indicate some
prominent local feature such as a road or river, to help orient the reader.

Again, I appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft.

Patricia L. West
Director

PLW:WLS:lch

c: The Honorable Fred Finkbeiner
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George MasonUniversity
Office of the President
Fairfax. Virginia 22030-4444

(703) 993-8700

August 22, 1994

Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Commonwealth of Virginia
General Assembly Building, Suite 1100
Capitol Square
Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

I write in response to your letter of August 8, 1994, requesting comment on the accuracy of
the exposure draft of JLARC's Review of State-owned Real Property. I wish to clarify the
need for retaining the 81 acres referred to as "Woodland Acres" for future expansion of the
main Fairfax campus of George Mason. University.

The property, although not yet programmed in the original version of the University's
master plan, is very much needed for long-term development of GMU. The absence of a
master plan for the 81 acres is due to the timing of the purchase of the property by the state
(in 1989), subsequent to the adoption of the current University master plan in 1987. The
University will indeed submit its required revised master plan by June 30, 1995, which will
fully incorporate the subject property.

The future expansion of the University was the major driving force behind the purchase in
1989, and continues today to be the crucial rationale for retention of the land within the
bank of land available for University development. The prudent, fiscally sound decision of
both the University and the Commonwealth of Virginia to acquire this land is further
evidenced by the following major factors:

• The growing regional demand for higher education from GMU is evidenced by the
SCHEY-approved enrollment projections for GivfU to add over 12.000 FTE students
by the year 2006. These needs will be addressed by GMU through a distributed
university node concept in Fairfax, Arlington and Prince William.

• The urban growth of the surrounding area has been such that the availability of
undeveloped tracts of land close to the University has become virtually nonexistent.
It should be noted that if the University is able to acquire two small tracts of land
between the developing West Campus and the undeveloped subject property, the
University would have established approximately 300 acres of contiguous land for
future development.



Mr. Philip A. Leone
August 22, 1994
page 2

These primary factors justified the purchase of the 81 acres in 1989. Today, five years
later, these factors are even more crucial, and have become even more apparent.

You have indicated that the current assessed value of the property is $427,500. Although
property market values declined during the recession of the last few years, the actual market
value of the land greatly exceeds the local government's assessment, used primarily for tax
purposes. For example, under the current zoning (residential use, minimum 5-acre lots), the
value of the site would be $125,000 per five-acre lot, inclusive of fees and site
improvement. Subtracting the fees and site improvement, the value would approximate the
actual purchase price of the property, despite the effects of the recession. Therefore, the
statement as presented in your excerpt implies a value that does not reflect-vor even
approximate--the current market conditions for the site based on market comparables.

Please do not mistake our position. The 81 acres was a sound investment in 1989, and has
become a crucial part of the University's plan to serve the rapidly expanding demand for
higher education in Northern Virginia well into the next century.

Your consideration of my comments is appreciated. I will have Reid Herlihy, Vice
President for Facilities. follow up with Bill Murray or Glen Tittermary for further
discussion.

GWJ:kbh



James Madison University
Office of the President
Harrisonburg, Virginia 22807
( 703) 568-6241

August 22, 1994

Mr. Philip A. Leone
Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Suite 1100, General Assembly Building
Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

Thank you for providing an opportunity to review your statement and recommendation
concerning the university farm. The only change I would suggest is that the sentence referring
to "...university staff and faculty social functions," be revised to reflect student use as well. The
sentence might read "...university faculty, staff and student social functions. t.

I hope that the university farm will not be declared surplus property; in the long term,
it will be a valuable piece of land for the university's programs. Its usage has never been
developed to what I believe it could contribute to the university's educational mission. As we
expand our continuing education programs, it has potential for noncredit classes and leadership
training programs for our faculty and staff. I hope that you will consider allowing us to keep
this property.

sincere~s, .

~;m.a.w....~.
President

REC/jj



MARY WASHINGTON COllEGE
OFFICE OF TilE PRESIDENT

August 19,1994

Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director
JLARC
Suite 1100, General Assembly Building
Capitol Square
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

I write in response to your exposure draft of surplus property pertaining to Mary .
Washington College. The College does not agree wit'h the recommendation developed by JLARC
and there are some factual corrections to be made in the draft as well.

First, the exposure draft states in the second paragraph that "a college official noted that
Rowe tract two, in particular, is located too far from the main campus to be useful for academic
purposes and is located on the other side of U.S. Route 1, further complicating expansion there."
The attached map, however, labels tract A (tract 2) on the eastern side of'Ll.S. Route 1. This is
the tract that the College is looking to possibly use for further expansion of its athletic complex or
for other purposes. The review of this tract of land has been interrupted as VDOT completes its
planning for the development of the EastlWest Connector that will separate tract 1 from tract 2.
VDOT plans call for the construction of an underpass to facilitate our use of tract 2, but as ofyet
we have not had the opportunity to meet with representatives ofVDOT to see exactly what
access will be provided. In any event, tract 2 is easily accessible from tract 1 and the College
intends to use this tract in its future expansion.

Secondly, the exposure draft indicates that the College intended to construct a profit­
making retirement community on Rowe tract 3. This was never seriously considered and was
only a suggestion by a Board member at a planning retreat in reference to a similar facility then
being constructed at the University of Virginia. This idea was never incorporated in any of the
Board's formal deliberations and should not be a part of the exposure draft. There is land
adjacent to the main campus that could become available in the future and we would like to use
Rowe tract 3 in a possible land swap deal that would provide additional expansion capabilities to
the Mary Washington College campus.

Finally. because open land is in short supply within the City of Fredericksburg, both tract 2
and tract 3 are vitally important to the College's future expansion plans. Due to the changing
events that I have already noted in the previous paragraphs, the opportunities to use these parcels

BOl College Avenue • Fredericksburg, Virginia :?240l53SD
(703) 899-4621
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Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director
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will not unfold for several years. I, therefore, strongly recommend that JLARC recognize that this
land represents significant potential for the College and that the recommendation be modified as
follows: MaryWashington Collegeshould continueto carefully review the use of Rowe tracts 2 and
3 and, if in the future the Collegedecides that neither parcel fits into its expansion plans, then pursue
the sale of the parcels in accordance with Division ofEngineering and Buildings directives..

I will be happy to meet with you or representatives of JLARC to further discuss this matter.

Sincerely,

Wt-:~.~
'William M. Anderson, Jr.
President

WMAJr/vc

4~) Tract A:
Tract B:

Total

Mary Washington College
Estimated Estimated
Acreage ~

35 $520.700
44 $653,300
79 $1,174,000



COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
WILLIAM E. LANDSIDLE, CPA Office of the Comptroller P. O. BOX 1971
COMPTROLLER RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23215-1971

August 22, 1994

Philip A. Leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Suite 1100, General Assembly Building
Capitol Square
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear~rl~
t·

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on excepts from the draft copy of JLARC's
Review QfState-Qwned Real Property. Your review should note that FAACS and our
fixed asset policies are primarily designed to facilitate statewide financial reporting.
Accordingly, our real property valuation policies are dictated by Generally Accepted
Accounting Principles (GAAP), which require such assets to be valued at historical cost.
While a requirement for agencies to provide market value information in addition to
historical cost for real property assets would be useful to facilitate DGS and agency level
asset management and stewardship responsibilities, FAACS would need to be modified to
support this additional data.

Also, while I fully support the single entry concept for recording assets, the current
volume of FAACS transactions related to real property assets is not great enough to
produce significant efficiency savings.

Finally, in considering the integration of the State's real property management systems it
should be noted that agencies operating agency-based fixed asset systems are not required
to maintain detailed asset records in FAACS. For these agencies, the Commonwealth's
financial reporting needs are achieved through summary level reporting of agency fixed
asset historical cost balances. These agencies consist mostly of higher education
institutions which, as a result of previous decentralization initiatives, perform all asset
management and stewardship functions without the support of central systems or
oversight. The move towards decentralization is particularly prevalent among higher
education institutions which currently own many of the State's real property assets.

(804) 225-2109 FAX (804) 371-8587 TDO (804) 371-8588
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I raise this point for two reasons. First; strategies for the potential integration of State­
owned real property asset management systems must consider the significantnumber of
assets which may not be currently recorded in statewidesystems. Second, over the past
several years there has been a steady implementation of many decentralization initiatives
whichhave radicallychanged the way central serviceagencies operate. The intuitive
appeal of centralizedreal property asset managementoversight must be weighed against
the significant support which exists to decentralize such responsibilities to the agency
level.

SID&rt
William E.Landsidle

WEL:ewa



August 17, 1994

Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Suite 1100, General Assembly Building
Capitol Square
Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

We have discussed the draft copy of JLARC's Review of
State-Owned Real Property. Staff members at Richard Bland
College are in strong agreement that the College and the
Commonwealth would be better served by maintaining ownership
of the campus at its current size. The existing master plan
will be revised in ten years and enrollment projections for
an additional 50,000-60,000 students during that time
indicate a need for flexibility and expansion within the
higher education community. Wetlands currently are an
important part of the biology curriculum and provide a
valuable resource for community use.

We appreciate the opportunity to respond to your draft
report. Please advise if you have questions or need
additional information.
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August 22, 1994

Mr. Philip A. Leone
Director
Joint Legislative Audit

and Review Committee
Suite 1100, General Assembly Building
Capitol Square
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Phil:

President Casteen asked me to respond to the exposure draft ofJLARC's Review of
State-owned Real Property. The University does not object to declaring Blue Ridge Hospital
Tract A (17 acres) and a portion ofthe Milton airport tract as surplus property. We would want
to discuss the conditions for disposing of the properties and the disposition of the proceeds.

As requested, the comments below are limited to the factual accuracy of the excerpted
sections of the draft.

General comment:
We are surprised to see numerous references to un-named "University officials" and

"University staff." We believe that some of these comments may have been taken out ofcontext.
We also question the inclusion of speculations by University staff(for example, p. 39, line 21)
that do not represent official University positions. In the final report, we ask that personal
opinions or speculations be deleted.

Blue Ridge Hospital (BRill:
The University has legislative authority to dispose ofBRH Tract A and to retain the proceeds
(see attachment). We ask that this fact be noted in the final report.

p. 39, line 25~ "...this official noted the hospital's use [ofBlue Ridge] for storage ofsurplus
tangible property." The University is complying with state policy on the disposal of surplus
tangible property at Blue Ridge Hospital. The draft report states that BRH is used fOl-long-term
storage (p. 40). BRH is used (in part) as a staging area for sales of surplus property (the
University holds three to six sales at this site each year); thus, its use should becharacterized as
short-tenn storage. Some non-surplus equipment is being stored there while the addition to
Jordan Hall is under construction. In addition, the Medical Center stores some pieces ofcritical



equipment at Blue Ridge until it is needed. We ask that the report be changed to reflect this
description of activities at BRR and that the reference to non-compliance with state policy be
deleted ..

Milton:
p. 41, line 8~ "..purchased with special funds." Milton was purchased initially in 1939 with
"general funds," not state appropriations. According to University records, there was a state
appropriation for the Milton property in 1940 to reimburse the University.
p. 41, line 3~ "University staff noted, however, that the police generally use the indoor firing
range located on the university's central grounds." The firing range on central Grounds is an
ROTC range designed for .22 caliber target weapons only. University police do not use this
range. The firing range at Milton is used by University and City of Charlottesville police and
other agency personnel (FBI, ABC, Joint Security Complex). It is the only range in the area that
meets their needs for required training and compliance with state-mandated qualifications.
p. 41, line 5~ "...part of the property is located on a flood plain."; "...staff estimate the property's
market value at between $775,000 and $860,000..." Approximately 90 acres ofthe 172-acre
tract is in a flood plain. The University estimates that the property is worth substantially less
than the amount stated in the draft. In addition to the large portion of acreage lying in a flood
plain, the property contains a sink-hole, is zoned RA, and is in the Monticello viewshed ..

Vivarium:
p. 41, line 18~ "...the property meets the criteria for surplus... II The criteria for surplus
determination, section II of the Real Property Management Directive, states that land may be
retained as for use as a buffer zone if "there is demonstrated need for buffer zones at the facility
in order to protect the safety, health, or welfare of clients or the general public in the area. II We
believe that the 19-acre tract in question falls into this category and ask that this be noted in the
report.

Exhibit 17:
The agency name in the legend should be changed to University of Virginia.

Phil, thank you for giving us a chance to review the draft. I hope it will be possible to
make the changes that we have recommended. Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Jn~-f
Leonard W. Sandridge
Executive Vice President
and ChiefFinancial Officer

LWS:lpk
cc: Mr. John T. Casteen, III

Ms. Colette Capone
Attachments



VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM
Tames Monroe Building -101 North Fourteenth Street - Richmond, Virginia 23219

August 17, 1994

Mr. Philip A. leone, Director
Joint legislative Audit and

Review Commission
General Assembly Building, Suite 1100
Capitol Square
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Phil:

I have reviewed the attached draft copy of JlARC·s Review of State-owned Real
Property. You asked that I respond to the accuracy. I will do so, but I am also raising a
separate issue as well.

Paragraph two of the draft is inaccurate. Governor Allen has approved the
transfer of land at Tidewater Community College to the State Board Foundation. (See
attached memo from Steve McCarthy).

I would plead that the report delete paragraph four, not because of an
inaccuracy, but because the particular example of this land at Tidewater Community
College is complex. Clearly, the State Board for Community Colleges holds the title.
However, individuals involved in the actual donation of the land have recalled for me that
the intent of the donation was to further that particular campus, not the State system.
These individuals, such as Governor Godwin, Dr. Dana Hamel, and others are keen in
this recollection of intent.

The State Board for Community Colleges debated this issue for several
meetings, as 1negotiated with the folks at Tidewater Community College. Finally, it was
agreed that the Governor would be asked to approve the transfer of land to the VCCS
Foundation in accordance with 4.401p of the Appropriations Act. Further, the VCCS
Foundation would hold 20%) of the proceeds in a trust for the System while 80% of the
proceeds will be placed in three trusts at the Tidewater Community College Foundation
for different uses at the Portsmouth Campus.

804-225-2117, FAX 804-786-3785, TDD 804-371-8504
An Equal Employment Opportunity/Affirmative Action Employer
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Phil, this was an extremely delicate and thorny issue; it is now resolved with a
compromise that has quieted those who were prepared to litigate actions removing any
proceeds from Tidewater Community College as well as those who were insistent on the
fact that the property was under the control of the State Board.

I would be happy to discuss this with you or your staff further, if that would be
helpful.

Sincerely,

f1~
Arnold R. Oliver
Chancellor

Attachment

ARO/cj
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[IlTech
I'IJl VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE

AND STATE UNIVERSITY

August 26, 1994

Mr. Philip A Leone
Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Commonwealth of Virginia
General Assembly Building, Suite 1100
Capitol Square
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Phil:

President and John W. Hancock, Jr. Chair

Office of the President
210 Burruss Hall, Blacksburg, Virginia 24061-0131
(703) 231-6231 Fax: (703) 231-4265

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the excerpt from the Joint Legislative Audit and
Review Commission's draft copy of the Review.Q[State-owned ~PrQperty. Our response
offers comments on several items related to Virginia Tech property and the proposed reversion
of control of property to the Department of General Services once property has been transferred
to another agency or institution and is not fully utilized.

The first property addressed in the report is the Saltville property in Smyth County. The
report suggests that the property be declared surplus and transferred to the Museum of Natural
History provided the museum has a valid use. The property was acquired by donation from the
Olin Corporation, and the university is willing to transfer the property to another state agency
or institution through an interagency transfer agreement upon payment of the fair market value
of the property.

TIle second property named in the report is the Wmchester property. The way in which the
report is worded may lead one to conclude that the university was negligent by not proceeding
earlier to sell property since authorization to sell was granted several years ago. For that
reason, it is important to understand the chronology of events associated with the project, and
why there was a lapse in time from the initial authorization in 1987, to the completion of the
construction in 1994.

When the initial authorization was obtained in 1987, the preplanning for the new facility was
completed, However, the construction funds were among those that were withheld in 1990
when funds tor capital projects were suspended, hence there was no authorization for the
construction until November, 1992, when funds were released. After authorization for the
funding was obtained, the property was placed on the real estate market for sale in August
1993. Sale was not authorized earlierbecause of the need to occupy the property until the
new facility was completed. (The property continues to be listed for sale with a Winchester
real estate firm.) Construction of the new facility began in February, 1993, and it was
occupied in April, 1994. The proceeds from the sale of the former site will also be used to
reimburse the university's costs of environmental remediation and costs associatedwith the sale
as well as a portion of the new construction and operating expense.

A Land-Grant University- The Commonwealth Is Our Campus
All Equal Opportunity / Affirmative Action Institution



Mr' Philip 1\. Lconr
l\ugusL 26. 1991

Par,e 2

On page 66 of the draft report, reference is 'made to Virginia Tech property located in Catawba
which is represented as a transfer of 320 acres of land from the Department of Mental Health,
Mental Retardation and Substance Abuse Services to Virginia Tech in 1987. We have
reviewed the transfer agreement and determined that 387 acres was transferred to Virginia Tech
in 1990. (See attached agreement.)

The discussion on the reversion of real property to the control of the Department of General
Services should be reconsidered. The purpose for such a reversion is unclear, unless the intent
is addressed elsewhere in the report. More explanation of what is anticipated with a transfer to
the Department of General Services would be useful in this section. Properties acquired
through gift or use of non-general funds should remain under the control of the agency or
institution.

Informal arrangements between agencies tor property use should not create uncertainties about
the ownership of real property. Local records reflect current legal ownership of property, and
an informal agreement (use agreement or memorandum of understanding) to use property
simply affmns a set of guidelines or conditions for use by current and future program adminis­
trators. We believe such informal use agreements or memoranda of agreement shouldbe
reported to the Department of General Services through an annual update to their records, hut
that there does not need to be any additional approval for such informal arrangements.

If you have questions or require additional information concerning this response, please contact
Raymond D. Smoot, Jr., Vice President for Finance and Treasurer, at 703-231-5751.

Sincerely,

Paul E. Torgerson
President

c: Minnis E. Ridenour, Executive Vice President
Raymond D. Smoot, Jr., Vice President for Finance and Treasurer
Peter 1. Karp, A.LA., University Architect
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Recent JLARC Reports

Regulation and Provision of Child Day Care in Virginia, September 1989
1989 Report to the General Assembly, September 1989
Security Staffing in the Capitol Area, November 1989
Interim Report: Economic Development in Virginia, January 1990
Review ofthe Virginia Department ofWorkers' Compensation, February 1990
Technical Report: Statewide Staffing Standards for the Funding ofSheriffs, February 1990
Technical Report: Statewide Staffing Standards for the Funding cfCommoruoealtli's Attomeys, March 1990
Technical Report: Statewide Staffing Standards for the Funding ofClerks ofCourt, March 1990
Technical Report: Statewide Staffing Standards for the Funding ofFinancial Officers, April 1990
Funding ofConstitutional Officers, May 1990
Special Report: The Lonesome Pine Regional Library System, September 1990
Review ofthe Virginia Community College System, September 1990
Review ofthe Funding Formula for the Older Americans Act, November 1990
Folloui-Up Review ofHomes for Adults in Virginia, November 1990
Publication Practices ofVirginia State Agencies, November 1990
Review ofEconomic Development in Virginia, January 1991
State Funding ofthe Regional Vocational Educational Centers in Virginia, January 1991
Interim Report: State and Federal Mandates on Local Governments and Their Fiscal Impact, January 1991
Revenue Forecasting in the Executive Branch: Process and Models, January 1991
Proposal for a Revenue Stabilization Fund in Virginia, February 1991
Catalog ofVirginia 's Economic Development Organizations and Programs, February 1991
Review ofVirginia 's Parole Process, July 1991
Compensation ofGeneral Registrars, July 1991
The Reorganization ofthe Department ofEducation, September 1991
1991 Report to the General Assembly, September 1991
Substance Abu.se and Sex Offender Treatment Services for Parole Eligible Inmates, September 1991
Review ofVirginia's Executive Budget Process, December 1991
Special Report: Evaluation ofa Health Insuring Organization for the Administration ofMedicaid in

Virginia, January 1992
Interim Report: Review ofVirginia's Administrative Process Act, January 1992
Review ofthe Department ofTaxation, January 1992
Interim Report: Review ofthe Virginia Medicaid Program, February 1992
Catalog ofState and Federal Mandates on Local Governments, February 1992
Intergovernmental Mandates and Financial Aid to Local Governments, March 1992
Medicaid Asset Transfers and Estate Recovery, November 1992
Medicaid-Financed Hospital Services in Virginia, November 1992
Medicaid-Financed Long-Term Care Services in Virginia, December 1992
Medicaid-Financed Physician and Pharmacy Services in Yirginia, January 1993
Review Committee Report on the Performance and Potential of the Center for Innovative Technology,

December 1992
Review ofVirginia's Adsninistrative Process Act, J anuary 1993
Interim Report: Review ofInmate Dental Care, January 1993
Review ofthe Virginia Medicaid Program: Final Summary Report, February 1993
Funding ofIndigent Hospital Care in Virginia, March 1993
State I Local Relations and Service Responsibilities: A Framework for Change, March 1993
1993 Update: Catalog ofState atui Federal Mandates on Local Governments, June 1993
Evaluation of Inmate Mental Health Care, October 1993
Review of Inmate Medical Care and DOC Management ofHealth Services, October 1993
Local Taxation. ofPublic Service Corporation Property, November 1993
Rpllj.pw of' tlie Department ofPereonrud and Training, Docornbcr- 1993

Review of the Virginia Retirement System, January 1994
" The Virginia Retirement System's Investment in the RF&P Corporation, January 1994

Review ofthe State's Group Life Insurance Program {or Public Employees, January 1994
Interim Report: Review ofthe Involuntary Civil Commitment Process, January 1994
Special Report: Review of the 900 East Main Street Building Renovation Project, March 1994
Review ofState-Owned Real Property, October 1994


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

