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Mandate Short Title

Inspection of Local Correctional Facilities
Adoption and Other Services
Americorps Grant
AlUlual Reports by Guardians
State/Local Hospitalization Program
Terrorist Acts Report

Catalog Number

SHHR.VDH022
SHHR.DSS033
SHHR.DSS057
SHHR.DSS067
SHHR.DSS068

SPS.VSP007
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those assessments that carry recommendations from the administering agency for altering or
eliminating the mandate in question. However, these assessments carry no such recommendation.
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5/fHR· VDHol~
ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES

ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VIRGINIA)

Virginia Department of Health (VDH)

A. Short Title:

Inspection of Loca! Correctional Facilities (SHHR.VDH022)

B. Specific Provision of Mandate:

The Code ofVirginia (Code) authorizes the Virginia Department of Health
(VDH) to implement an oversight program to ensure proper sanitary protection for both
jail inmates and staff, and it requires VDH to conduct health inspections at least annually.
This mandate also requires kitchen areas of local correctional facilities to be evaluated
and permitted as restaurants.

c. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable (with citations):

a) Federal Statute: None.

b) Federal Regulation: None.

c) State Statute: Section 53.1-68 of the Code, relating to the
minimuq1. standards for local correctional facilities, requires the
Board ofCorrections, "in conjunction with the [State] Board of
Health," to establish a procedure for conducting inspections of
local jails. This section also requires the Department of
Corrections (DOC) to conduct at least one annual unannounced
inspection of each local jail and, in consultation with VDH, to
promulgate standards and inspection procedures for the annual
health inspection ofjails by VDH.

Section 53.1-127 of the Code permits access to the interior ofjails
by local or state corrections and health staff for the purpose of
inspections. Additionally, § 35.1-1 of the Code includes local
correctional facilities in the defInition of restaurants that are
permitted and inspected by VDH. Where needed, health standards
for living and working conditions in jails will continue to be
strengthened or developed. These sections of the Code authorize
VDH to implement an oversight program to ensure proper
protection for both jail inmates and staff, and it requires VDH to
conduct health inspections at least annually.



Inspection of Local Correctional Facilities
(SHHR.VDH0220)

d) State Regulation:

Minimum Standards/or Jails and Lockups, 6 VAC 15-40 (adopted
by the State Board of Corrections).

Food Regulations, 12 VAC 5-421 (adopted by the State Board of
Health).

e) Other:

None.

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority:

None.

D. Method by Which Agencv Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

As required by the Code, the Board of Health and the State Board of Corrections
have established a protocol by which local health departments inspect jails for violation
of health and safety standards. An interagency letter of agreement, dated February 8,
1995, and signed by Donald R. Stern, M.D., M.P.H., Acting State Health Commissioner
and Andrew 1. Winston, Chair of the Board of Corrections, established the inspection
protocol. Environmental health specialists employed by VDH enforce applicable
regulations. Environmental health specialists conduct annual on-site inspections of local
correctional facilities to ensure compliance with the appropriate set of regulations
pertaining to the food service and the living and working areas of the facility. In
addition, environmental health specialists investigate complaints and allegations filed
against a facility.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected:

All localities in which a jail is located are affected. Currently, local health
departments inspect 86 local and regional correctional facilities across the
Commonwealth.

2. Funding Mandate:

a) Funding Formula:

Local health departments are funded by a cooperative budget for
implementing the inspection program for local correctional facilities.
Each health district has a cooperative agreement with the localities it
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Inspection of Local Correctional Facilities
(SHHR.VDH0220)

serves and the budget is supported by a mix of funds from the state and the
localities.

b) Estimated Costs to Localities:

The estimated costs are minimal as localities are only responsible
for their share of the cooperative budget as it pertains to the costs of local
health department inspections of local correctional facilities that serve
their locality. Generally, a locality is served by a single local or regional
correctional facility.

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology:

In FY 2004, the expenditures for the local correctional facility
inspection program are estimated for the entire state to total $43,344
[$23,839, or 55 percent, from state general funds and $19,505, or 45
percent, from non-general, i.e., local funds]. This estimation is the total
cost to support the workload for inspecting the 86 local and regional
correction facilities. The estimated average local cost for each facility is
$226.80 per year.

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate:

The purpose of the local correctional facility program is to protect the
health and safety of both jail inmates and staff by conducting oversight·
inspections of health and safety conditions in jails.

2. Description of Essentiality of Public Safety:

Because of the vulnerability of inmates incarcerated in local or regional
correctional facilities, oversight authority of the health and safety conditions is an
important governmental function. VDH inspects and issues licenses for jail
kitchens serving 86 local and regional correctional facilities. The food service
facilities must comply with the standards of the Food Regulations. VDH also
inspects the facilities and evaluates the sanitation and environmental health
conditions relative to the cleanliness and housing areas found under sections
1140, 1150, 1160, and 1170 of the Minimum Standards/or Jails and Lockups (6
VAC 15-40). These inspections are coordinated with the DOC and inspection
results are reported to DOC.

VDH environmental health specialists conduct these inspections, provide
technical assistance and investigate complaints to ensure local jails are complying
with the minimum state standards.
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Inspection of Local Correctional Facilities
(SHHR.VDH0220)

Accomplishments can be recognized through the monthly reports on
compliance audit results submitted to the Board of Corrections and the actions
taken by the Board based on these reports. The Board meets bi-monthly to
determine the certification status of audited facilities. Based on the findings of
the local health departments and DOC, the Director of DOC, through the monthly
reports, recommends the Board to certify, decertify, or place on probationary
certification the audited facilities. In making their detenninations, the Board
considers a facility's response to the inspection findings and how responsive they
are in correcting the violations or submitting a plan of action to address the
deficiencies. Virginia's citizens look to state licensing as their assurance that
local jails are held accountable for maintaining minimum standards of inmate
care. Inspection and licensing by the local health departments and inspection and
auditing by DOC are mechanisms that ensure consistency in the application and
enforcement of the health and safety standards.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches:

Instead of utilizing local health department expertise to provide inspection
of the health and safety conditions in jails, the sheriff or jail administrator could
develop their own expertise or retain the services of a consultant to inspect
correctional facilities from a health perspective. Ifsheriffs were to develop their
own expertise they would recruit for a graduate or accredited four year
undergraduate program in environmental health or related field and should expect
to fund six months of training for consultants to perfonn independently.
Experience in the field of environmental health might be substituted for the
educational requirements.

If sheriffs choose to contract for resources other than the local health
department, the availability of consultants, who specialize in the field of
correctional institutions and environmental health is limited. Another alternative
source of resources is DOC. Since DOC employs environmental health
specialists to conduct inspections at state correctional facilities, those persons are
trained to conduct health and safety inspections. If these alternatives were
implemented, costs of achieving the purpose of the mandate could be shifted from
the cooperative budget of the health district and the localities to the operating
budget of the jailor to DOC, if their environmental health specialists are utilized.
However, except for the utilization of DOC staff, the costs of these alternatives
will still be borne by localities through the operating budget of the jail.

The restaurant permitting mandate requires a minimum of an annual
inspection by VDH staff and renewal of permits by sheriffs. This is the minimum
inspection frequency allowed by the Code for the pennitting of any restaurant in
the Commonwealth. Currently, there is a $40 per year fee for the permit. The
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Inspection of Local Correctional Facilities
(SHHR.VDH0220)

authority to permit the jail kitchen is limited to VDH and, legally, no other
permitting options are available to the sheriff or jail administrator.

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches:

a) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative
Approaches:

The alternative approaches would increase the costs to localities
over the current estimated average cost for each facility of $226.50 per
year. It is estimated that developing their own expertise or retaining
consultant services would cost each local correctional facilities about
$1,700 per year.

b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative
Approaches:

The alternative approaches would increase the costs to the
Commonwealth. If DOC environmental health specialists were utilized
for inspections, DOC costs would approximate the total existing cost of .
$43,344. However, since VDH retains the authority to permit the jail
kitchens, VDH costs would still continue.

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodologies:

The estimation methodology is based on the personnel and non
personnel costs to conduct the inspections.

H. Agency Recommendation:

1. Determination by Agency:

VDH recommends that the Commonwealth retain this mandate in its
current form because it provides, through agency collaboration, a necessary
system of inspections to ensure healthful conditions at local correctional facilities,
with minimal costs to localities.

2. Rationale:

The current method by which the mandate is implemented is more
effective and efficient than any alternative approach. This mandate has been in
effect nearly 10 years and both VDH and DOC believe the coordinated
inspection, permitting, and enforcement system satisfies the purpose of the
mandate appropriateIy. Local correctional facilities are placed under routine
surveillance, provided technical assistance, and afforded the opportunity to
dispute any findings of DOC and VDH before the Board of Corrections. The
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Inspection of Local Correctional Facilities
(SHHR.VDH0220)

audits routinely reveal health and safety violations. If not corrected by the sheriff
or jail administrator, the Board can decertify or place a facility on probationary
status. The Board meets bi-monthly to review and determine the legal status of
facilities under audit. Finally, the cooperation between the staffs ofVDH and

. DOC has been outstanding. The two agencies have worked together extremely
well and each has been very accommodating ofthe other.

1. Agency Contact:

1. Name and Title: Robert W. Hicks, Director, Office of Environmental Health
Services, Virginia Department of Health.

2. Address, Telephone, E-mail: Virginia Department of Health, 109 Governor
Street, Fifth Floor, Richmond, Virginia 23219, (804) 864-7456,
robert.hicks@vdh.virginia.gov

Robert B. Stroube, MD, MPH

d Human Resources
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:5HH-1<· Ds5D33
ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES

ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VIRGINIA)

Department of Social Services April 30, 2004
(Date Assessment is due to the
Commission on Local Government)

A. Short Title of Mandate (5 words or less): Adoption and Other Services

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate (lO lines or less): Each local board shall provide, either directly or
through the purchase of services subj ect to the supervision of the Commissioner and in accordance
with regulations adopted by the Board, any or all child welfare services herein described when such
services are not available through other agencies serving residents in the locality. For purposes of this
section, the tenn "child welfare services" means public social services that are directed toward
placing children in suitable adoptive homes in cases where restoration to the biological family is not
possible or appropriate.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable (with citations):

(a) Federal Statute: Title IV-B, subparts 1 and 2 of the Social Security Act, and Title IV
E Section 477 of the Social Security Act.

(b) Federal Regulation: 45 CFR Parts 1355, 1356, and 1357.

(c) State Statute: Code of Virginia §§ 16.1-283,63.2-100,63.2-319, Chapters 12
(Adoption) and 13 (Adoption Assistance).

(d) State Regulation: Virginia Administrative Code, Title 22 Social Services
Regulations 22 VAC 40-220-10 et._ seq; Department of Social Services Program
Manual Volume VII & III, Chapters C and D.

(e) Other: nla

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authoritv:

Local departments of social services must provide adoption services. If reunification of a
child with his or her family is not appropriate, this service may include the social and legal
process to tenninate parental rights and assist the child in becoming a member of a new family
unit through adoption. Services are provided to the foster family and/or adoptive family
including ongoing counseling, support, training, and other pre and post-placement services.



Post- adoptive services may be included. In addition, adoption assistance is provided on
behalf of children with special needs who are adopted.

D. Method bv Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

The adoption program is provided by each local board either directly or through the purchase of
services subject to the supervision of the Commissioner and in accordance with regulations adopted
by the Board.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected: 120 localities are affected

2. Funding of Mandate:

(a) Funding Formula:

Mandated Adoptions
Actual Expenditures SFY
2003

State
FederallV

E

Federal
IV-B Part

2 Local Total

IV-E Adoptions $9,542,011 $10,269,402

Special Needs Adoptions 11,636,334 $2,697,875
Additional Special Needs
Expenditures 96,301 1,105,143
Total Special Needs
Expenditures 11,732,635 3,803,018

Total Mandated Adoptions $21,274,646 $10,269,402 $3,803,018

60.190/0 29.050/0 10.760/0

$19,811,413

14,334,209

1,201,444

15,535,653

$35,347,066

1000/0
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b) Estimated Range of Costs to Localities
The estimated range of costs to localities is minimal.

Service Administration
Percent for Adoptions

Estimated Service Admin Costs for Adoptions
Matching funds provided by localities

Estimated Range of Costs to Localities

Average Cases Monthly
Adoption Cases (IV-E)
Adoption Cases (Special Needs)
Total monthly cases

$102,862,176
1.050/0

$1,080,053
20%

$216,011

3370
2009
5379

(b) Estimated Range of Costs to Localities:

Not Applicable

(c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology:

Service administration costs are cost allocated to the appropriate programs based
on statistics from the service administration pool. Using the statistics for IV-E adoptions
as a basis, an estimate of the percentage of time spent on non-N-E adoption cases was
determined. The percentage for adoptions was then applied to the total costs for service
administration to arrive at an estimate of the total service administration costs that relate
to adoptions. This amount was multiplied by the percentage of matching funds that must
be provided by the localities for service administration.

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate:

The statutes and policies for adoption are to promote safe, permanent and timely outcomes for
children in foster care who cannot be returned to their biological families.

2. Description of Essentiality to the Public Safety:

The purpose of this mandate is to achieve permanency for all children in foster care who have
the goal of adoption. The vast majority of these children are older; members of minority
races; have siblings with whom they need to be placed; and have physical, mental, and
emotionaldisabilities.-· .
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G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches: n1a

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches: n1a

(a) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative Approaches:

(b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative Approaches:

(c) Explanation of Estimation Methodologies:

H. Agencv Recommendation re Retention.. Alteration, or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination bv Agency:
The Virginia Department of Social Services recommends that this mandate be retained.

2. Rationale:
Foster care is intended to be temporary. Children in foster care who are not able to return to
their family need a permanent family through adoption.

I. Agency Contact Regardine Assessment:

1. Name/Title: Brenda Kerr, Manager Permanency Unit, Virginia Department of Social
Services

2. Address/Telephone: 7 North Eight Street, Richmond, VA 23219 (804) 726-7530

Approval of Assessment:

1Y\~~~
Maurice A. Jones, Commissioner

APR O· 9 2004
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SttttR .DS5051
ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES

ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VIRGINIA)

Department of Social Services

A. Short Title of Mandate (5 words or less):

Americorps Grant

4/30/04
(Date Assessment is due to the
Commission on Local Government)

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate (10 lines or less):

Americorps engages participants in intensive service delivery to meet community needs
in education, the environment, public safety, homeland security and other areas. Local
governments receiving funds for the Americorps grant are required to provide a match of
150/0 in living allowance costs and at least 33% in operational costs and to comply with
program requirements. Also, the local governments receiving funds must establish
volunteer programs to address local problems that employ at leas~20 full-time or 40 part
time individual age 17 years or older.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each .Applicable (with citations):

(a) Federal Statute: The National and Community Service Trust Act of
1993

(b) Federal Regulation: N/A

(c) State Statute: N/A

(d) State Regulation: N/A

(e) Other: N/A

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority: None



D. Method by Which Agencv Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

The Americorps program is administered by the Department of Social Services. Audits
and oversight of the AmeriCorps program are conducted by the Corporation for National
and Community Service and Department of Social Services.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected: Any of the 122 local departments of social services
agencies responding to the AmeriCorps request for proposal. Twenty-two
agencies participate directly.

2. Fundin20fMandate: Programs must match 15% of the living allowance section
of budget and at least 33% match (cash or in-kind) for the operational portion of
the budget.

(a) Funding Formula: N/A

(b) Estimated Range of Costs to Localities:

The annual cost to localities were $236,440.00 for living allowances and
$328,157.00 for operational costs for Federal Fiscal Year 2003.

(c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology: N/A

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate: To implement and administer quality community
services through the AmeriCorps programs.

2. Description of Essentiality to the Public Safety: N/A

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches: None

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches: None

(a) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative
Approaches: Not Applicable

(b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative
Approaches: Not Applicable
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(c) Explanation of Estimation Methodologies: Not Applicable

H. Agency Recommendation re Retention, Alteration. or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination by Agencv: Retain

2. Rationale: Retention is necessary to ensure the delivery of high quality
services. The agency receives funds from the Corporation for the National
Service. These funds are sub-granted to localities to implement the Americorps
programs.

I. Agencv Contact Regarding Assessment:

1. Name/Title: B. J. Northington, Executive Director

2. Address/Telephone: Department of Social Services
7 North 8th Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219-1849
804.726.7061

Maurice A. Jones, C~mmissioner

APR "0 9' 2004

Date
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ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES
ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENT

(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VIRGINIA)

Department of Social Services

A. Short Title of Mandate: Annual Reports by Guardians SHHR.DSS067

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate: Local departments of social services must
accept and review all annual reports of guardianship for their local jurisdiction.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicabl~:

a) Federal Statute: N/A

b) Federal Regulation: N/A

c) State Statute: §§ 37.1-137.2, Code of Virginia

d) State Regulation: N/A

e) Other: Volume VII, Social Services Policy Manual, Section IV,
Chapters Band C

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority: None

D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

The Virginia Department of Social Services provides oversight and training which
includes review by local staff of guardianship reports. Sample case records are
reviewed by local, area, and central office adult services and licensing programs
staff.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected: 120 local departments of social services agencies

2. Funding of Mandate:

a) Funding Formula: House Bill (HB) 2775 amended the Code of
Virginia and effective July 1, 2003, this bill required that the $5.00
filing fee that accompanies the annual guardianship reports be
retained by the local departments of social services in the



jurisdiction where the fee is collected and be used in the provision
of services to protect vulnerable adults and prevent abuse, neglect,
and exploitation of vulnerable adults.

b) Estimated Range of Costs to Localities: N/A

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology: N/A

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate: The purpose of this mandate is to ensure that
local departments of social-services accept and review all annual reports of
guardianship for their local jurisdiction and that the required $5.00 filing fee is
retained by the LOSS for use in service provision. Last year, 2,110 annual
reports by guardians were filed with local departments of social services.
Fifty-nine of these reports (n=3%

) resulted in the local agency opening the
case for an adult protective services investigation.

2. Description of Essentiality to the Public Safety: This mandate provides
accountability for guardians and conservators and oversight. Protection is
afforded to the elderly and persons with disabilities who have guardians or
conservators.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches: None

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches: N/A

a) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative
Approaches: N/A

b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative
Approaches. N/A.

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodologies: N/A

H. Agency Recommendation Regarding Retention, Alteration, or Elimination
of Mandate:

1. Determination by Agency: Retain

2. Rationale: Retention is necessary to ensure that protection is afforded to
the elderly and persons with disabilities who have public guardians or
conservators.



I. Agency Contact Regarding Assessment:

1.

2.

Name/Title:

Address/Telephone:

Cindy Lee
Adult Services Programs Consultant

Virginia Department of Social Services
7 North 8th Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219-1849
804-726-7538

Approval ofAssessment

_------J~-2t1 ~tJ4
Date I



ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES
ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VIRGINIA

Department of Social Services

A. Short Title of Mandate:

State and Local Hospitalization Program

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate:

April 30, 2004

The State and Local Hospitalization Program (SLH) provides medical coverage for
inpatient and outpatient hospital care, care in approved ambulatory surgical centers and
care provided in local Health Departments. The SLH Program requires all localities
within the Commonwealth to participate and mandates a local match, not to exceed 25%
of the program benefit expenditures with the Commonwealth providing at least 75%.
The program is not an entitlement program and the availability of services is limited by
the annual appropriation. The SLH Program provides for health care services to indigent
people who are not Medicaid recipients. Detennination of eligibility must be made by
the Department of Social Services and is restricted to individuals with income equal to or
less than 100% of the federal poverty level (FPL).

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable

a) Federal Statute: None

b) Federal Regulation: None

c) State Statute: The SLH Program is authorized by the Code of Virginia §
32.1-347.

d) State Regulations: 12 VAC 30-100-70 through 90
12 VAC 30-110-1300
12 VAC 30-150

2. Extension of Federal Mandates bv State Authority:

n/a



D. Method bv Which Agencv Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

Eligibility for the SLH Program is determined by each locally administered department of
social service. The Department ofMedical Assistance Services administers financing,
claims processing and provider reimbursement, and is responsible for provider
communications.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected:

The SLH Program is administered by each of the 120 individual local departments
of social services in the Commonwealth.

2. Funding of Mandate:

(a) Funding Formula:

The SLH Program is financed entirely by state and local funds with the state
providing at least 75% of the cost by allocating the amount of funds appropriated
to each locality on the basis ofcurrent estimated demand for covered services. A
local match is mandated not to exceed 25% of the program benefit expenditures.

During SFY 2003, $13,665,779 in general funds was appropriated for the SLH
Program. General fund expenditures totaled $10,800,741. No federal funds were
appropriated for the program.

(b) Estimated Ranl!e of Costs to Localities:

During SFY 2003, local governments contributed $2,058,151 for services under
the SLH Program. Expenditures ranged from a low of$138 in the city of
Lexington to a high of$1,550,160 in the city of Norfolk.

(c) Explanation of Estimation Methodolol!Y:

The funding methodology for the SLH Program is set forth in
the Code ofVirginia at 32.1-345 which states:

Each county and city shall provide funds for a share of the
estimated total costs as determined by the Director. The share for
each county and city shall be calculated by dividing its per capita
revenue capacity by the statewide total per capita revenue capacity,
as determined by the Commission on Local Government, and by
multiplying the resulting ratio by an aggregate local share of
twenty-five percent. Each local share shall be adjusted according to
local income, as determined by dividing the median adjusted gross
income for all state income tax returns in each county and city by



the median adjusted gross income for all income tax returns
statewide. However, no county or city shall contribute more than
twenty-five percent to the total cost for providing required
hospitalization and treatment for indigent persons.

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate:

To provide health care services to indigent people who are not Medicaid
recipients.

2. Description of Essentialitv to the Pubic Safety:

A person may be eligible for the SLH Program whether employed or
unemployed, insured or uninsured, if the person meets the income and
resource criteria established by the program. The SLH program provides for
payment for services which might otherwise have to be provided as
uncompensated care. The SLH program does not duplicate coverage or
payment of any responsible third party insurer.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches:

One alternative approach would be to make the program an entitlement
program which would ensure that individuals who meet the eligibility criteria
receive funded services.

Another alternative would be to maintain the funding cap, but eliminate the
local contribution and have the program be funded with 100% general funds.

A final alternative would be to eliminate both the spending cap and local
contributions. All of these alternatives would require statutory changes.

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches

a) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative
Approaches

Making the SHL Program an entitlement program would require an increase
in both general and local program funding. The estimated increase is not
known.

b) Estimated Change in range of State Costs of Alternative Approaches



Eliminating the local contribution to the program would increase general fund
costs by approximately $2 million annually. Eliminating the funding cap and
eliminating the local contribution would result in an increase in general funds
well in excess of
$2 million annually.

c) Explanation of Methodology

The estimate of increase in state costs resulting from the elimination of the
local contribution is based on current local expenditures. The cost of
eliminating the funding cap and the local contribution is projected to be well
in excess of $2 million, however, the exact costs are not known.

H. Agencv Recommendation re Retention, Alteration, or Elimination of
Mandate:

1. Determination bv Agencv:

Due to the current fiscal situation in the Commonwealth, it is recommended
that the SLH Program be retained as currently set for the in the Code of
Virginia.

2. Rationale:

The SLH program was enacted in its present fonn in 1989 and provides
payment for essential health care to individuals not eligible for Medicaid who
meet established financial requirements. Without this program
uncompensated care to hospitals and other health care providers would
increase dramatically.

I. Agency Contact Regarding Assessment:

1. Name/Title: Jack B. Frazier, Medicaid Program Manager
2. Address/Telephone: 7 North 8th Street

Richmond, Virginia
804-726-7384



Approval of Assessment:

Maurice A. Jones, Commissioner

APR 092004
Date

Date
4--/f - af



ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES
ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VIRGINIA)

5P5 V5fODI
#

DEPARTMENT OF STATE POLICE

A. Short Title of Mandate: Terrorist Acts Report

April 15, 2004

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate: The Superintendent shall establish and maintain
within the Department of State Police Criminal Intelligence Division (CID) a
central repository for the collection and analysis of information regarding terrorist
acts, suspected terrorist acts, and groups and individuals known or suspected of
carrying out such acts. State, county and municipal law-enforcement agencies
shall report to the Department all terrorist acts and suspected terrorist acts
occurring in their jurisdictions in a form, time and manner prescribed by the
Superintendent. Such reports shall not be open to public inspection except
insofar as the Superintendent shall permit in accordance with State and Federal
Regulations.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable Authority:

a) Federal Statute: Section 534 of Title 28 of the United States
Code

b) Federal Regulation: Title 28 of the Code of Federal Regulation,
Part 20

c) State Statute: 52-8.5 and 52-30 of the Code of Virginia
195, as amended

d) State Regulation: Not applicable

e) Other: None applicable

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority: None

D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate: Field
Representatives from the Department's Criminal Justice Information Services
Division (CJIS) distribute SP-47 (Report of Terrorist Acts) forms to local law
enforcement agencies. Affected agencies send this information to the Criminal
Intelligence Division of the Department, which processes the information
received and stores it in the Hate Crime database. In addition, the local law-



enforcement agencies electronically report each incident to the FBI through
Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR).

Approximately 269 agencies out of 279 agencies use (UCR) to transmit this data.

Statistical information is periodically requested from the Department by local law
enforcement agencies, the media, and various organizations or individuals. All
requests will be directed to the Director of the Bureau of Criminal Investigations.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected: All state, county and municipal law-enforcement
agencies shall report to the Department all terrorist acts occurring within
their jurisdictions.

2. Funding of Mandate: The FBI estimates that each report takes the
originating agency approximately .17 hours to complete. In 2002, there
were 291 total reports received by the Department. This process takes
approximately eight hours each quarter. The purpose of the mandate
was not to require large new commitments of personnel and other
resources by federal, state, and local UCR data contributors. The cost or
funding is negligible because of the method used to implement the
mandate (adding the information through IBR and UCR channels) and the
fact that a small number of reports are received.

a) Funding Formula: None applicable.

b) Estimated Range of Costs to Localities: Negligible.

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology: The cost is minimal and
the actual cost cannot be computed.

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate: The FBI's Training Guide for Hate Crime
Data Collection states that national statistics will result in greater
awareness and understanding of the true dimensions of the problem.

2. Description of Essentially of the Public Safety: Federal and state law
require that these statistics be kept so that they will help law-enforcement
agencies quantify their resource needs and do a better job of directing
available resources to the areas where they will have the most
effectiveness.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches: The FBI considered a "sampling
approach" to collect hate crime data; however, it would have required



approximately 800 participating law-enforcement agencies to identify and
track suspected cases. Another drawback was that it would not provide
statistical breakdowns of local, state, or regional data.

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches: In 1990, the FBI estimated the
"sampling approach" to cost over $12 million annually on a federal level.
There are no known feasible alternatives.

a) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative
Approaches: None

b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative
Approaches: None

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodologies: None

H. Agency Recommendation re Retention, Alteration or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination by Agency: Retain

2. Rationale: Federal and state statutes require that the Department serve
as a central repository for the collection and analysis of information
regarding terrorist acts.

I. Agency Contact re Assessment:

1. NamelTitle: Captain John W. Gephart
Criminal Intelligence Division

2. AddresslTelephone: 7700 Midlothian Turnpike
Richmond, Virginia 23236

(804) 323-2325

Approval of Assessment:

Executive Memorandum 1-98 ( ctober 1998)



Mark R. Warner
Governor

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF

HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Commission on Local Government

July 8,2004

Michael J. Schewel
Secretary of

Commerce and Trade

William C. Shelton
Director

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

REFERENCE:

The Honorable Bruce F. Jamerson, Clerk, House of Delegates
The Honorable Susan Clarke Schaar, Clerk, Senate

Larry McMillan, Senior PolicyAnalYS~
Completed Assessments of Local Mandates

2004 Catalog of State and Local Mandates on Local Governments

Pursuant to Sections 2.2-613 and 15.2-2903 of the Code of Virginia and Paragraph l(g) of
Executive Memorandum 1-98, I am hereby submitting separately to your offices the following
completed assessnlents of local government mandates administered by State executive agencies.
These assessments have been approved by the appropriate cabinet secretary:

Agency

DOE
DOE
DOE

Mandate Short Title

Commercial, Promotional, and Corporate Partnership Policy
Optional K-5 Education Programs
Teacher Intervention/Remediation Training

Catalog Number

SOE.DOEl14
SOE.DOEl16
SOE.DOEl17

Section 15.2-2903(6) directs the Commission on Local Government to bring to your attention
those assessments that carry recommendations from the administering agency for altering or
eliminating the mandate in question. However, these assessments carry no such recommendation.

c: Virginia Association of Counties
Virginia Municipal League
File

Pa~t!de~4 /M B'ett'e~ t?--~ • (P(P(P, "lfe",~,~..
The Jackson Center· 501 North Second Street. Richmond, Virginia 23219-1321 . Phone (804) 371-7000· Fax (804) 371·7090· TDD (804) 371-7089
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A. Short title of mandate: Commercial, Promotional, and Corporate Partnership Policy:
SOE.DOEI14

B. Specific provisions ofmandate: School divisions are required to develop and implement a
policy relating to commercial, promotional, and corporate partnerships and sponsorships
in their public schools.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify each applicable:

a. Federal statute: N/A

b. Federal regulation: N/A

c. State statute: § 22.1-89.4, Code ofVirginia

d. State regulation: N/A

e. Other: N/A

2. Extension of federal mandates by state authority: None

D. Method by which agency oversees implementation of mandate: The Department of
Education does not oversee implementation of this mandate.

E. Fiscal impact ofmandate on localities:

1. Localities affected: All localities are affected.

2. Funding of mandate: State funding is not allocated for implementation of this
mandate.

a. Funding formula: N/A



Assessment of Mandate SOE.DOEl14
June 1,2004
Page 2

b. Estimated range of costs on localities: The range of costs on localities is unknown.
However, the costs on localities for implementation of this mandate are expected
to be minimal.

c. Explanation of estimation methodology: N/A

F. Effectiveness of mandate in accomplishing purpose:

1. General purpose of mandate: The general purpose of this mandate is to nurture and
encourage the business and industry community to become involved in and to
contribute to its public schools in appropriate and positive ways.

2. Description of essentiality to the public safety: This mandate is not essential to the
public safety.

G. Alternative approaches to achieving purpose ofmandate: N/A

1. Identification of alternative approaches: N/A

2. Fiscal impact ofaltemative approaches: N/A

a. Estimated change in range of costs to alternative costs to localities of alternative
approaches: N/A

b. Estimated change in range of costs to state of alternative approaches: N/A

c. Explanation of estimation methodology: N/A

H. Agency recommendation re: retention, alteration, or elimination ofmandate:

1. Determination by agency: Retain

2. Rationale: Commercial activities have increased significantly in schools during the
past decade. Most school officials and parents would agree that corporate and business
involvement in education is desirable, and that the contributions of business and
industry have made many activities into reality that would not otherwise have been
possible. There are ethical questions and concerns, however, regarding the influence
of corporate sponsors on the lifestyles and choices of young people. In order to
protect the school divisions and students of Virginia from any unwanted influences,
while nurturing and encouraging desirable business and industry involvement in the
public schools in appropriate and positive ways, Virginia school boards must develop
policies on these issues designed to meet their local needs, circumstances, and
standards.



Assessment ofMandate SOE.DOEI14
June 1,2004
Page 3

I. Agency contact re: assessment: Anne D. Wescott, assistant superintendent for policy and
communications, P.O. Box 2120, Richmond, VA 23218-2120; 804/225-2403.

~prov~ofassessment: ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
~ I (Sigllature of Cabinet Secretary)



50E. DOer/to
ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES

ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
(PURSUANT TO § 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VIRGINIA)

Administering Agency:

Date of Submission:

Virginia Department of Education

June 1, 2004

A. Short title of mandate: Optional K-5 Education Programs: SOE.DOEl16

B. Specific provisions of mandate: School divisions establishing optional education programs
away from the regular classroom for students in grades K-5 who need to be redirected toward
appropriate classroom decorum and acceptable behavior must provide services that will
enable the students to benefit from a public education while away from the regular
classroom. Such programs must be adequately staffed and facilitate parent participation.

c. Source/Authority:

1. Specify each applicable:

a. Federal statute: N/A

b. Federal regulation: N/A

c. State statute: § 22.1-200.1, Code of Virginia

d. State regulation: N/A

e. Other: N/A

2. Extension of federal mandates by state authority: None

D. Method by which agency oversees implementation of mandate: The Department of
Education does not oversee implementation of this mandate.

E. Fiscal impact ofmandate on localities:

1. Localities affected: All localities may be affected.

2. Funding of mandate: State funding is not allocated for implementation oftrus mandate.

a. Funding fonnula: N/A

b. Estimated range of costs on localities: The range of costs on localities is unknown.



Assessment ofMandate SOE.DOEI16
June 1,2004
Page 2

c. Explanation of estimation methodology: N/A

F. Effectiveness of mandate in accomplishing purpose:

1. General purpose of mandate: The general purpose of this mandate is to permit school
divisions to establish optional education programs away from the regular classroom for
students in grades K-5 who have been removed from the regular classroom for
disciplinary reasons. These optional programs will enable students to maintain academic
achievement, attain basic skills and academic proficiencies, and otherwise benefit from a
public education during the time that they may be removed from the regular classroom to
be redirected toward appropriate classroom decorum and acceptable behavior.

2. Description of essentiality to the public safety: This mandate is not essential to the public
safety. However, provision of such optional education programs may facilitate the
efficient transition of students between the optional education program and their regular
classroom, and provide for the continuity of instruction, a nurturing environment,
necessary guidance and supervision, and the participation of the student's parents in
correcting his behavior.

G. Alternative approaches to achieving purpose ofmandate: N/A

1. Identification of alternative approaches: N/A

2. Fiscal impact of alternative approaches: N/A

a. Estimated change in range of costs to alternative costs to localities of alternative
approaches: N/A

b. Estimated change in range of costs to state of alternative approaches: N/A

c. Explanation of estimation methodology: N/A

H. Agency recommendation re: retention, alteration, or elimination ofmandate:

1. Determination by agency: Retain

2. Rationale: In accordance with §§ 22.1-277, 22.1-277.07, and 22.1-277.08 of the Code of
Virginia, students may be suspended or expelled from attendance at school for sufficient
cause. School boards may choose to establish optional age-appropriate education
programs for students suspended or expelled so that students may continue to receive
educational programs during completion of the disciplinary consequences. The optional
programs may provide age appropriate instruction to young students in grades
kindergarten through five who require guidance, supervision, and discipline in a
structured learning environment and who need to be redirected toward appropriate
classroom decorum and acceptable personal behavior. This mandate sets minimum



· Assessment ofMandate SOE.DOEI16
June 1,2004
Page 3

standards that school divisions must comply with in providing such programs. The
mandate requires school divisions that establish optional education programs to provide
instructional and support services that will enable students to maintain academic
achievement, attain basic skills and academic proficiencies, and otherwise benefit from a
public education during the time that they may be removed from the regular classroom.
The programs must be designed to acconunodate students within the school building to
which they have been assigned, facilitate the efficient transition of students between the
optional education program and their regular classroom, and provide for the continuity of
instruction, a nurturing environment, necessary guidance and supervision, and the
participation of the student's parents in correcting his behavior. The mandate requires that
the optional programs be adequately staffed by licensed teachers or other persons with
demonstrated qualifications to instruct and manage students with a range of academic
gifts and deficiencies, disciplinary problems, and the need to develop and use appropriate
social skills.

I. Agency contact re: assessment: Anne D. Wescott, assistant superintendent for policy and
communications, P.O. Box 2120, Richmond, VA 23218-2120; 804/225-2403.

Approval of assessment:
(Signature of Cabinet Secretary)
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Virginia Department of Education

June 1,2004

Administering Agency:

Date of Submission:

ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES
ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

(PURSUANT TO § 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VIRGINIA)

A. Short title of mandate: Teacher Intervention/Remediation Training: SOE.DOEI17

B. Specific provisions ofmandate: School divisions are required to provide training in
instructional strategies and techniques for intervention for or remediation of students who fail
or are at risk of failing the Standards of Learning assessments.

C. Source!Authority:

1. Specify each applicable:

a. Federal statute: N!A

b. Federal regulation: N/A

c. State statute: §22.1-303, Code ofVirginia

d. State regulation: 8 VAC 20-630-20, Board of Education

e. Other: N!A

2. Extension of federal mandates by state authority: None

D. Method by which agency oversees implementation ofmandate: The Department of
Education oversees implementation of this mandate through requirements in the Standards
for State Funded Remedial Programs regulations. The regulations at 8 VAC 20-630-20
require each local school division to develop a remediation plan designed to strengthen and
improve the academic achievement of eligible students, and submit such plan to the
Superintendent of Public Instruction. Within the plan each local school division must
identify whether the school division will provide in-service and training for staff not trained
in remediation techniques that will be assigned to remedial programs, the staff members that
will be trained, and the number ofhours of training staff members will receive.

E. Fiscal impact of mandate on localities:

1. Localities affected: All localities are affected.

2. Funding of mandate: State funding that may be used for implementation of this mandate
includes Standards of Quality funding Basic Aid, and Remedial Education Payments.



Assessment ofMandate SOE.DOEll?
June 1,2004
Page 2

The state Standard of Quality (SOQ) funding provides support for teacher training as a
part of support costs in Basic Aid. Basic Aid to school divisions for fiscal year 2004
includes the state share of approximately $36.5 million or $456 per instructional position
for teacher training. School divisions are encouraged to use these funds to provide teacher
training in the core content areas of the Standards ofLearning. However, school
divisions are not required to use of this funding to provide training in instructional
strategies and techniques for intervention for or remediation of students who fail or are at
risk of failing the Standards of Learning assessments. The SOQ also requires
remediation programs. Although an amount is not specifically allocated, school divisions
may use a portion ofRemedial Education PaYments for remediation training for teachers.

Although specific federal funding is not allocated for this purpose, local school divisions
may use a portion of federal funding allocated under the No Child Left Behind Act of
2001 (NCLB) for this purpose. NCLB funding sources that school division may use
include:

o Title L Part A, which requires that local education agencies (LEAs) use at least 5
percent of their Title I funds for professional development activities to ensure that
teachers who are not currently highly qualified meet that standard by the end of
the 2005-06 school year. In addition, any school identified as in need of

. improvement for failing to make adequate yearly progress must spend 10 percent
of its Title L Part A funds on professional development, including teacher
mentoring programs.

o Title L Part B, the Reading First program, which requires grantees to build on
scientifically based reading research to implement comprehensive instruction for
children in kindergarten through third grade. From the 20 percent state set-aside
funds, 65 percent may be spent in preparing teachers through professional
development activities so the teachers have tools to effectively help their students
learn to read.

o Title II, Part A, Improving Teacher Quality State Grants program, provides
funding to support the reform of traditional teacher training, the iIll10vative
expansion of alternative routes to teacher licensure, the estabiislunent of
mechanisms to recruit highly qualified teachers and provide incentives to retain
them in high-needs schools. Additionally, Title II, Part A funds can support more
effective professional development for teachers currently in the classroom, with a
focus on ensuring that teachers have a deep understanding of the core academic
subjects they teach.

o Title IL Part B, the Mathematics and Science Partnerships program, which
provides funding to state education agencies (SEAs) to competitively establish
lliE-LEA (institutions ofhigher education-local education agencies) partnerships
to enhance teacher subject-matter knowledge and the quality of teaching in
mathematics and science.



Assessment of Mandate SOE.DOEll?
June 1, 2004
Page 3

o Title IL Part C, the Troops-to-Teachers and Transition to Teaching programs,
which support efforts to help school districts hire, train, and retain individuals
from other careers and backgrounds as teachers in high-need schools.

o Title IL Part D, the Enhancing Education Through Teclmology program, under
which each local recipient of funds must use at least 25 percent of those funds for
ongoing, sustained, and high-quality professional development on the integration
of advanced technologies into curriculum and instruction and on the use of those
technologies to create new learning environments.

o Title III, Part A, which authorizes LEAs to use formula grant funds for
professional development of teachers providing instruction to students needing
English language acquisition and language enhancement.

o Title V, Part A, which authorizes LEAs to use formula grant funds to provide
professional development activities carried out in accordance with Title IL Part A,
as well as to recruit, train, and hire highly qualified teachers to reduce class size.

o Title VIL Part A, the Indian, Native Hawaiian, and Alaska Native Education
program, which requires a comprehensive program for meeting the needs of
Indian children that, among other things, calls for professional development
opportunities to ensure that teachers and other school professionals have been
proper!y trained.

a. Funding fonnula: N/A

b. Estimated range of costs on localities: The range of costs on localities is unknown.

c. Explanation of estimation methodology: N/A

F. Effectiveness ofmandate in accomplishing purpose:

1. General purpose ofmandate: The general purpose of this mandate is to provide teachers
with training in instructional strategies and techniques to address the needs of students
who are at risk of failing the Standards of Learning assessments.

2. Description of essentiality to the public safety: This mandate is not essential to the public
safety.

G. Alternative approaches to achieving purpose ofmandate: N/A

1. Identification of alternative approaches: N/A

2. Fiscal impact of alternative approaches: N/A



Assessment ofMandate SOE.DOEI17
June 1,2004
Page 4

a. Estimated change in range of costs to alternative costs to localities of alternative
approaches: NIA

b. Estimated change in range of costs to state of alternative approaches: N/A

c. Explanation of estimation methodology: N/A

H. Agency recommendation re: retention, alteration, or elimination of mandate:

I. Determination by agency: Retain

2. Rationale: Research has proven that to have quality educational programs teachers must
be trained and have knowledge in differentiated instructional strategies to address
individual needs of students.

1. Agency contact re: assessment: Anne D. Wescott, assistant superintendent for policy and
communications, P.O. Box 2120, Richmond, VA 23218-2120; 804/225-2403.

(Signature of Cabinet Secretary)



Mark R. Warner
Governor

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF

HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Commission on Local Government

September 20, 2004

Michael J. Schewel
Secretary of

Commerce and Trade

William C. Shelton
Director

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

REFERENCE:

The Honorable Bruce F. Jamerson, Clerk, House of Delegates
The Honorable Susan Clarke Schaar, Clerk, Senate

Larry McMillan, Senior PolicyAnalY~
Completed Assessments of Local Mandates

2004 Catalog of State and Local Mandates on Local Governments

Pursuant to Sections 2.2-613 and 15.2-2903 of the Code of Virginia and Paragraph 1(g) of
Executive Memorandum 1-98, I am hereby submitting separately to your offices the following
completed assessments of local government mandates administered by State executive agencies.
These assessments have been approved by the appropriate cabinet secretary:

Agency

DCJS
DCJS
DCJS
VDOT
VDOT
VDOT
VDOT
VDOT
VDOT
VDOT
VDOT
VDOT
VDOT
VDOT
VDOT

Mandate Short Title

Community Policing Fund
STOP Violence Against Women Grants
Pretrail Services Program
Metropolitan Transportation Planning
Statewide Transportation Planning
VDOT Revenue Sharing Program
Residential Cut-Through Traffic Policy
Industrial Access Road
Airport Access Road
Recreational Access Road
Subdivision Street Development Control
Urban Street Construction
Urban Street Payments
Removal of Outdoor Advertising
Annual Mileage Report

Catalog Number

SPS.DCJS014
SPS.DCJS016
SPS.DCJS017

STO.VDOT001
STO.VDOT002
STO.VDOT003
STO.VDOT005
STO.VDOT006
STO.VDOT007
STO.VDOT008
STO.VDOT009
STO.VDOT010
STO.VDOT011
STO.VDOT015
STO.VDOT025

iD",.Ue.4 P. S'et'fe. t!_«te4 • (P(P(P. d,fed. fI'(~""4.,~
The Jackson Center· 501 North Second Street· Richmond, Virginia 23219-1321 . Phone (804) 371-7000· Fax (804) 371-7090· TDD (804) 371-7089



The Honorable Bruce F. Jamerson
The Honorable Susan Clarke Schaar
September 20,2004
Page Two

Section 15.2-2903(6) directs the Commission on Local Government to bring to your attention
those assessments that carry recommendations from the administering agency for altering or
eliminating the mandate in question. However, these assessments carry no such recommendation.

c: Virginia Association of Counties
Virginia MU'1icipal League
File
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ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES

ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Department of Criminal Justice Services

A. Short Title of Mandate

Community Policing Fund SPS.DCJS014

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate

The Department, on the approval of the Criminal Justice Services Board, awards
grants to local goverrunents to support community policing. Localities receiving grants
must use the money for community policing purposes, must provide cash matching funds
or to request a waiver based on financial hardship, and must report periodically on
expenditures and progress toward achieving the objectives of the grant.

NOTE: The Community Policing Fund consists of money contributed by
taxpayers receiving Virginia income tax refunds and designating portions of the refunds
for the Fund.

C. Source/Authority

1. Specify Each Applicable

a) Federal Statute: None.

b) Federal Regulation: None

c) State Statute: §§58.1-346.5 and 9.1-102, Code of Virginia; Department of
Criminal justice Services grant guidelines.

d) State Regulation: No

e) Other: None

2. Extension of Federal Mandates By State Authority

No.



D. Method By Vlhich Agency Oversees Implementation ofI\1andate

Departlnent guidelines require localities seeking funds submit grant applications
describing the purposes for which they are requesting funds and the results they expect to
achieve. Grants are conditioned on the recipients' operating the programs as described in
their grant applications and complying with financial and program reporting requirements
during the grant periods.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities

1. Localities Affected: There are currently no localities receiving funds through
this grant program.

2. Funding of Mandate:

a) Funding Formula: None. Proposals submitted are reviewed and funding
decisions are made based on the relative merits of each, and on the availability of funds.

b) Estimated Range of Cost to Localities: Since there are currently no
localities receiving these grants, there are no costs. When grants are awarded, recipients
are required to contribute cash matching funds equal to 25% of the total cost of the
project/activity for which they are seeking grant funding.

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology: See b, above.

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose

1. General Purpose of Mandate: The Fund was created to aid local community
policing efforts. The purpose of the mandate, i.e. the conditions that grant recipients are
required to accept and fulfill in order to receive grants, is to assure that the funds are used
in a timely manner for programs consistent with the legislative intent.

2. Description of Essentiality to the Public Safety: Virginia law enforcement
officials and the General Assembly have for some time recognized the value of the
community policing philosophy in helping law enforcement agencies join with the
communities they serve to prevent crime and improve safety. The Fund provides a
tangible way to help localities enhance their community policing efforts.

2



G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving the Purpose of the Mandate

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches: None identified.

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches: N/A

H. Agency Recommendation

1. Determination by Agency: The agency recommends retention.

2. Rationale: See F 2 above.

1. Agency Contact

1. Name/Title: Joseph R. Marshall, Policy & Planning Coordinator

2. Address/Telephone: DCJS, 805 East Broad Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219
804/786-1577; ioe.marshall@dcis.virginia.gov

Leonard G. Cooke, Director

John W. Marshall, Secretary of Public Safety

3



5P5. DC-:f5Dlb ~~4567B
~'\. ..9
~ ('I", 1C ~
~ v(' p, "......

c:r-, ',AJ "/
C\..j ,~ ~/l ...->
en Z-, -c.;... 1/0.-1' ~
C'-...J -c'::;,/'/r/) ~

ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES ~ ('°;;/0"1,-

ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS \':;, ~/;~; ~

(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VA.) ~~r) -V-c:i)
~22c?iZG2~\~\

Department of Criminal Justice Services August 2, 2004

A. Short Title of Mandate: STOP Violence Against Women Grants; SPS.DCJSOI6

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate: The Department administers federal funds which are
allocated among the states based on population. The Department uses the funds to make
grants to state and local government agencies, non-profit service organizations, and
others to "develop and strengthen effective law enforcement and prosecution strategies to
combat violent crimes against women, and to develop and strengthen victim services in
cases involving violent crimes against women." (Violence Against Women Act of 1994)
To be considered for funding, applicants' programs must meet criteria set out in
guidelines issued by the Department and, if awarded funds, they must report quarterly on
their expenditures of grant funds and on the progress of their grant-funded programs.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable (with citations):

a) Federal Statute: Violence Against Women Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C.,
3711, Chapter 2, Section 40121) and Violence Against Women Act of
2000 (P. L. 106-386)

b) Federal Regulation: Solicitation and application posted annually on the
U. S. Department of Justice website.

c) State Statute: No.

d) State Regulation: No.

e) Other: Department of Criminal Justice Services grant guidelines.
1)

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority:

N/A

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998) 1



D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

Applicants must submit alU1ual grant applications which document need~ identify
measurable objectives and craft a plan for implementation, and if renewing, report on
achievements. Department staff monitor programs funded to assure compliance with
grant conditions and provide technical assistance to increase effectiveness and efficiency.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected: Approximately 100 applicants throughout the state are
awarded grants each year.

2. Funding of Mandate:

a) Funding Formula:

The state does not contribute funds to support this program. Federal funds
vary each year from $2.4 million to $3.2 million. Up to 10% can be used
for administration. (Virginia currently uses 7.5%.) Federal regulations
require that V-STOP awards be made as follows: 25% to law enforcement
agencies, 25% to prosecution offices, 50/0 to courts, 35% to non-profit
victims services agencies, and 150/0 can be used for the former categories
or other programs at the discretion of the state. Awards must also be made
to reflect the geographic diversity of the state and address the needs or
traditionally underserved populations.

b) Estimated Range of Costs to Localities:

Applicants are required to supply cash and/or in-kind match equal to 250/0
of the cost of the funded project. The matching funds, equipment, time,
etc. are subject to the same grant conditions as the federal funds.

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology: Not applicable.

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate:

The legislative intent behind the federal funds is to support programs that combat
violent crimes against women and improve services for victims of such crimes.
The purpose of the mandate, i.e. the conditions that grant recipients must accept
and fulfill in order to receive funds, is to assure that the funds are used in a timely
manner for programs which are consistent with the legislative intent.

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998) 2



2. Description of Essentiality to the Public Safety:

The activities and services supported by the V-STOP program directly address
public safety, specifically the safety of victims of domestic and sexual violence
and their children. V-STOP support enables law enforcement agencies to do
more thorough investigations of domestic violence and sexual assault cases,
enables the prosecution of misdemeanor domestic violence and sexual assault
cases, enables system-based advocates to help victims navigate the criminal and
civil justice systems, and community based advocates to help victims with safety
planning.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches: None identified. The funds are
provided specifically for grants to support victims' services programs. Grants, by
definition, involve applications, performance measures and requirements for
periodic reporting.

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches:

a) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative
Approaches:

N/A

b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative
Approaches:

N/A

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodologies: N/A.

H. Agency Recommendation re Retention, Alteration, or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination by Agency:

The Department recommends retention of this program.

2. Rationale: See F-2 above.

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998) 3



I. Agency Contact re Assessment:

1. Name/Title: Joseph R. Marshall, Policy & Plaming Coordinator

2. Addressffelephone: Departlnent of Criminal justice Services
805 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
804/786-1577
joe.marshallraJ,dcjs.virginia.gov

Leonard G. Cooke, Director

Approval of Assessment:
John W. Marshall, Secretary of Public Safety

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998) 4



ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDA
ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Department of Criminal Justice Services

A. Short Title of Mandate

Pretrial Services Act Program, SPS.DCJS017

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate

Pursuant to the Pretrial Services Act [§ 19.2-152.2 et sq.] effective July 1, 1994,
the Department provides grant funding to localities to establish and operate pretrial
services programs. To be considered for funding, applicants must meet criteria set out in
Department guidelines, Standards, and policies and comply with all applicable state law.
If awarded funds, they must report quarterly on their expenditures of grant funds and
monthly on the progress of their grant-funded programs. In accordance with this law
certain localities can elect to implement pretrial services programs while others are
required by law to participate but "only to the extent funded by the Commonwealth
through the general appropriation act."

c. Source/Authority

1. Specify Each Applicable

a) Federal Statute: No

b) Federal Regulation: No

c) State Statute: The Pretrial Services Act [§19.2-152.2 et seq.] and
§ 53.1-82.1 of the Code of Virginia; Appropriations Act

d) State Regulation: Yes

e) Other: DCJS Grant Guidelines, Standards and policies

2. Extension of Federal Mandates By State Authority

No



D. Method By Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate

The agency has provided annual funding to local units of government acting as
administrative and fiscal agents for pretrial services in accordance with the Pretrial
Services Act for the past eleven (11) fiscal years. Localities are required to submit grant
applications annually. These are reviewed and approved based on performance criteria
established by the Department. These programs are expected to meet criteria set out in
the guidelines issued by DelS. Grants made with these funds are conditioned on
localities operating the programs as described in their grant applications and complying
with DCJS program guidelines and meeting financial and program reporting
requirements during the grant periods. PerfOlmance criteria are preset and programs
report on their performance on a quarterly basis. In addition, the Department maintains
an automated case management and management information system for all local
programs. They submit standardized monthly reports based on this information. No
new programs have been established since FY 2001. There are currently 29 localities
acting as administrative agents for 80 counties and cities with 30 programs in operation
throughout the state.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities

1. Localities Affected: The localities and their partners applying for and
receiving grant funds through this program. There are 80 localities being provided
pretrial services supported in whole or in part with these funds. Sixty-three (63) are
required to participate due to receiving construction reimbursement funds for jail projects
plmmed for and/or approved on or after February 1, 1993. An additional 20 to 24
localities will be required to provide pretrial services during the next 2 (two) years due to
approved jail construction projects or planning ofjail construction projects.

2. Funding of Mandate:

a) Funding Formula: The total amount awarded for pretrial services programs
for FY 2005 was $6,100,412. Individual grant amounts ranged from $92,600 [small
rural] to about $643,800 [multiple jurisdictional program]. These were based on the
amounts awarded in previous years. If sufficient funds were available for starting new
programs, the amounts awarded would be based on assessments projecting the numbers
of pretrial investigations to be conducted and supervision caseloads to be maintained.

b) Estimated Range of Cost to Localities: Localities are not required to
provide matching funds. However, sixteen (16) recipients provided supplemented local
funds totaling $1,755,000 in FY 2005.

c) Explanation ofEstimation Methodology: Actual grant awards made during
the most recent grant cycle.



F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose

1. General Purpose of Mandate: The legislature's intent in appropriating these
funds is to support local programs which \-vill provide judicial officers better defendant
information through pretrial investigations, to expedite the release of defendants held in
local jails and provide supervision to those released. The purpose of the mandate, the
programmatic and statutory conditions that grant recipients must accept and fulfill in
order to receive funds, is to assure that the funds are used effectively and in a timely
manner for programs which are consistent \vith the legislative intent.

2. Description of Essentiality to the Public Safety: As jails are faced with
housing growing numbers of convicted offenders, it becomes increasingly important to
reduce the demand on jail bed space posed by persons awaiting trial and provide for
public safety through supervision of defendants released to local programs by assuring
appearance for trial and by reducing the potential for the commission of new crimes.
Pretrial services programs provide an important option for localities faced with the need
for increased jail space.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving the Purpose of the Mandate

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches: None identified. The funds are
appropriated specifically for grants to support local pretrial services programs. Grants, by
definition, involve applications, performance measures and requirements for periodic
reporting.

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches: N/A

H. Agency Recommendation

1. Determination by Agency: The agency recommends retention.

2. Rationale: See F2, above.

1. Agency Contact

1. Name/Title: Joseph R. Marshall, Policy & Planning Coordinator

2. Address/Telephone: DCJS, 805 East Broad Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219
804/786-1577;joe.marshaU({Udcjs.virginia.gov

Leonard G. Cooke, Director
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ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATE

ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
(PURSVANT TO § 2.1 - 7.1, CODE OF VIRGINIA)

Virginia Department of Transp0l1ation
(Administering Agency)

A. Short Title of Mandate: Metropolitan Transportation Planning and Programming

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate: Encourage and promote the development of
transportation systems embracing various lTIodes of transportation in a manner which
will efficiently maximize mobility of people and goods within and through urbanized
areas and minimize transportation related fuel consumption and air pollution. Prepare
fiscally constrained long-range transportation plans and Transportation Improvenlent
Programs for metropolitan areas.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable:

a) Federal Statute: 23 USC 134

b) Federal Regulation: 23 CFR Part 450 Subpart C

D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

Annual Unified Work Programs

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected: 14 Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO's): Bristol,
Richmond, Kingsport, Tri-Cities, Charlottesville, Danville, Lynchburg, Roanoke,
Northern Virginia, Fredericksburg, Hampton Roads, Winchester, Blacksburg
Christiansburg and Harrisonburg.

2. Funding of Mandate:

a) Funding Formula:

800/0 Federal, 10% State, 10% Local

A portion of the Federal Planning (PL) funds shall be set aside annually for
allocation to the air quality non-attainment areas. The amount provided to an area
shall be based on the severity of the air quality problem in that area (serious 
$20,000, moderate - $15,000, or marginal - $10,000.) When a non-attainment



area contains jurisdictions from more than one llletropolitan study area, the
allocation for air quality plmming shall be propOliioned to these study areas based
on urbanized area population percentages for the non-attainment jurisdictions
only. Adjustments shall be made so that the minimum allocation of Federal PL
funds made for air quality consideration shall not be less than $5,000.

The amount to be allocated annually frOlll the remaining Federal PL funds to each
of the urbanized areas of the state shall be a base amount equal to $50,000 times
the percent that the area's urbanized population within Virginia is to its total
urbanized area populations, plus a proportionate share of the balance based on the
ratio that each area's urbanized population within Virginia is to the total
urbanized area population of the state. Adjustments to the allocations shall be
made so that the minimum allocation of Federal funds to an area shall not be less
than $50,000.

FY 2005 Work Program: Total FY 05 PL Funds Available as of 7/1/04

URBAN AREA
Blacksburg
Bristol
Char'sville
Danville
Fred'burg
Hampton Roads
Harrisonburg
Kingsport
Lynchburg
No. Virginia
Richmond
Roanoke
Tri-Cities
Winchester

Total

FEDERAL
$95,462
$50,045

$115,176
$122,158
$132,144

$1,467,640
$91,831
$50,000

$144,977
$1,615,437

$606,089
$274,004
$134,555

$92,541
$4,992,059

STATE
$11,933

$6,256
$14,397
$15,271
$16,518

$183,455
$11,479

$6,250
$18,122

$201,930
$75,761
$34,251
$16,820
$11,568

$624,011

LOCAL
$11,933

$6,255
$14,397
$15,269
$16,518

$183,455
$11,479

$6,250
$18,122

$201,929
$75,761
$34,250
$16,819
$11,567

$624,004

TOTAL
$119,328

$62,556
$143,970
$152,698
$165,180

$1,834,550
$114,789

$62,500
$181,221

$2,019,296
$757,611
$342,505
$168,194
$115,676

$6,240,074

b) Estimated Range of costs to localities:

10% match share (80-10-10)

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in accomplishing purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate:

Local input in developing regional transportation system



2. Description of Essentiahtv to Public Safety:

The plans and programs for each Inetropolitan area shall provide for the
development and integrated management and operation of transportation systems
and facilities, including pedestrian \~lalkways and bicycle transportation facilities,
that will function as an intermodal transportation systelll for the metropolitan area
and as an integral part of an intennodal transportation system for the State and the
United States.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches: N/A

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches:

a) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities for Alternative Approaches:

N/A

b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative Approaches: N/A

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodologies: N/A

H. Agency Recommendation re Retention, Alteration, or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination by Agency: Retention

2. Rationale: Ensures the development of regional transportation plans that provide
for the efficient movement of people and goods. Required federal mandate to
insure flow of federal transportation funds to Virginia.

1. Agency Contact Ie Assessment:

1. Name/Title: Marsha Fiol
Acting State Transportation Planning Engineer

2. Address/Telephone: VDOT
Asset Management Division
1401 E. Broad Street
Richmond, VA 23219



r (Signature of Agency Head)

Approval of Assessment: ~&~
(Signature of Cabinet Secretary)

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998)



ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES
ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

(PURSUANT TO § 2.1 - 7.1, CODE OF VIRGINIA)

Virginia Department of Transportation
(Administering Agency)

A. S11011 Title of Mandate: Statewide Transportation Planning

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate: Encourage and pron10te the development of
transportation systems embracing various modes of transportation in a manner that
will serve all areas of the state efficiently and effectively.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable:

a) Federal Statute: 23 USC 135

b) Federal Regulation: 23 CFR Part 450 Subpart B

D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

Rural Planning Scopes of Work and quarterly progress reports

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected: 20 Planning Districts (see attachments A-I and A-2)

2. Funding of Mandate:

a) Funding Formula:

Each of the 20 planning districts receive $48,000 of federal State Planning and
Research (SPR) funds annually for the rural planning assistance program. A
20% local match is required to be provided by the planning district.

800/0 Federal, 00/0 State, 20% Local

b) Estimated Range of Costs to Localities:

20% local (80-0-20)



F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

Local input in developing transportation plans. such as pedestrian \valk\vays and
bicycle facilities, as well as highway needs.

1. General Purpose of Mandate:

PrOlTIotes the maintenance and development of a transportation infrastructure that
provides for the safe and efficient movement of people and goods, effectively
integrates all transportation n10des and stimulates economic development.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches: N/A

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches: N/A

H. Agency Recommendation re Retention, Alteration, or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination by Agency: Retention

2. Rationale: This process is the established transportation practice within the
Commonwealth's Planning Districts.

I. Agency Contact re Assessment:

1. Name/Title: Marsha Fiol
Acting State Transportation Planning Engineer

2. Address/Telephone: VDOT
Asset Management Division
1401 E. Broad Street
Riclunond, VA 23219

~(SignatureofAg~nCYHead)

Approval of Assessment:
(Signature of Cabinet Secretary)

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998)



RURAL TRA.NSPORTATION PLANNING ASSISTANCE ATTACHI\·1ENT A-I

Plmming Districts--------------------------

11. West PiedlTIOnt
Franklin County
Henry County
Patrick County
Pittsylvania County (portion)
Martinsville City

13. Piedmont
Amelia County
Buckingham County
Charlotte County
Cumberland County
Lunenburg County
Nottoway County
Prince Edward County

12. Southside
Brunswick County
Halifax County
Mecklenburg County
South Boston City

14. Richmond Regional
Charles City County
Goochland County (portion)
New Kent County
Powhatan County (portion)

16. Northern Neck
Lancaster County
Northumberland County
Richmond County
Westmoreland County

1O. Central Virginia
Amherst County (portion)
Appomattox County
Bedford County (portion)
Campbell County (portion)
Bedford City

9. Thomas Jefferson
Albemarle County (portion)
Fluvanna County 15. RADCO
Greene County Caroline County
Louisa County King George County.
Nelson County

8. Rappahannock-Rapidan
Culpeper County
Martinsville City
Madison County
Orange County
Rappahannock County

7. Lord Fairfax
Clarke County
Frederick County
Page County
Shenandoah County
Warren County
Winchester City

6. Central Shenandoah
Augusta County
Bath County
Highland County
Rockbridge County
Rockingham County
Buena Vista City
Harrisonburg City
Staunton City
Waynesboro City

5. Fifth
Alleghany County
Botecourt County (portion)
Craig County
Roanoke County (portion)
Clifton Forge City
Covington City

4. New River Valley
Fauquier County
Giles County
Montgomery County
Pulaski County
Radford City

3. Mount Rogers
Bland County
Carroll County
Grayson County
Smyth County
Washington County (portion)

Wythe County
Galax City

2. Cumberland Plateau
Buchanan County
Russell County
Tazewell County

1. LENOWISCO
Lee County
Scott County (p0l1ion)
Wise County
Norton City



RURAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ASSISTANCE ATTACHMENT A-2

17. Middle Peninsula
Essex County
Gloucester County (portion)
King and Queen County
King William County
Mathews County
Middlesex COllllty

19. Accomack-Northampton
Accomack County (portion)
Northampton County

20. Hampton Roads
Southampton County
Franklin City

18. Crater
Dinwiddie County (portion)
Greensville County
Prince George County (portion)
Rockbridge County
Surry County
Sussex County
Emporia City
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Virginia Department of Transportation August 11. 200f"~a \0t\;
(Administering Agency) (Date of Submission 0/8/ £.1 S'l '=;.\\)'-

A. Short Title of Mandate (Mandate # STO.VDOT003):

VDOT Revenue Sharing Program

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate (l0 lines or less):

This is a voluntary program in which VDOT provides a dollar-far-dollar matching
allocation to a county of up to $500,000 for use in either maintaining, improving, or
constructing the primary and secondary systems within such county; or bringing
subdivision streets, used as such prior to July 1, 1988, up to standards sufficient to
qualify them for inclusion in the state primary and secondary system of state highways.
The county must submit specific project requests if they opt to participate.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable (with citations):

a. Federal Statute:

b. Federal Regulation:

c. State Statute:

d. State Regulation:

e. Other:

Code of Virginia, Section 33.1-75.1

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority:

N/A

D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:
VDOT invites all counties in the Commonwealth to participate in the annual program.
Counties submit statements of intent to participate. Each participating county provides a
list of potential projects, indicating the dollar amount it intends to contribute towards
each project, as well as a request for matching funds. The Commonwealth Transportation
Board approves all projects that meet established criteria.



E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

] . Localities Affected

All counties in the COl1llnonwealth (including the former Nansemond County
portion of the City of Suffolk) that elect to pa11icipate.

2. Funding of Mandate:

(a) Funding Formula:

State contribution:

50% of the total program cost up to $10,000,000 per § 33.1-75.1 unless
specified differently by General Assembly Appropriations Act

(FY99 through FY05, appropriation by the General Assembly and State
match was $15,000,000).

(b) Estimated Range of Costs to Localities:

Locality cost: from $0 (if county elects not to participate) to $500,000 if the
county requests the maximum amount

(c) Explanation of Estimated Methodology:

Estimation methodology: statutory authority dictates the program is a 50-50
matching program and dictates the maximum allocation per county and total
state funding available.

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

General Purpose of Mandate

This is a voluntary program that provides matching funds to counties to accelerate
or fund projects that might otherwise be delayed. The Commonwealth is relieved
of the burden of fully funding road improvements from regular allocations
because the participating counties provide 500/0 of the funding. The requirement
to provide a listing of the proposed projects ensures the funds are allocated to
eligible projects.

2. Description of Essentiality to the Public Safety

Counties have used this program to fund projects that might otherwise remain
unfunded due to other pressing needs. The projects vary; spot guardrail
improvements, signalization, at-grade rail crossing improvement, rural additions, and
major highway widening, all of which enhance public safety.



Citizens of the participating counties benefit because projects that benefit public
safety are financed and completed faster than would be accon1plished without the
supplemental funding.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches:

Since this is a voluntary program, alternatives to participation are entirely at the
discretion of the county.

There are no alternatives to submitting project specific requests and ensuring the
integrity of the program.

The locality contribution could change but a SO/50 cost participation is considered
the most equitable incentive program.

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches:

(a) To Locality: If a county decides not to participate, the fiscal impact to
the county would range from $0 (perform no additional
construction or improvement outside that funded with
regular allocations) to providing 100% of the cost of
unscheduled improvements.

If required cost participation increased-higher cost to
locality.

If required cost participation decreased-lower cost to
locality.

(b) To State: Any change in cost participation rate would have opposite
impact for state.

(c) Estimation methodology: Self-explanatory.

H. Agency Recommendation Re: Retention, Alteration, or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination of Agency

Retention

2. Rationale

This is a voluntary program. The Revenue Sharing program has a proven track record
of accelerating much-needed and desired improvements for localities that desire to
supplement their transportation allocations. This program allows counties to
implement certain projects in an earlier time frame. Demand for program funds by
counties annually exceeds available funding. Due to the demand, it is not
reconunended the cost participation be changed.



1. Agency Contact

1. Nanle

~\'1ichael A. Estes. PE
Interim Director, Local Assistance Division

2. Address/Telephone

Virginia Department of Transportation
1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804) 786-2745

Approval of Assessment:

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998)
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r(Signature of Agency Head)

~
(Signature of Cabinet Secretary)
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Virginia Department of Transportation
(Administering Agency)

August 3, 2004
(Date of Subnlission)

A. Short Title of Mandate(Meu~tlfiteH20):

Residential Cut-Through Traffic Policy

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate:

Counties and towns are required to submit a formal resolution to the Department of
Transportation, provide engineering support data, and hold public hearings before
Cut-thru traffic restrictions can be implemented on local roads and streets. Exceptions to this
policy are Henrico and Arlington Counties, which maintain their own local streets.

C. Source/Authority:
1. Specify Each Applicable: (with citations).

a) Federal Statute:
None

b) Federal Regulation:
None

c) State Statute:
None

d) State Regulation:
Comlllonwealth Transportation Board Resolution dated May 9, 1996.

2. Extension of Federal Mandate by State Authority:
None

D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandates:

VDOT installs the traffic control devices and evaluates them after resolution and support data
have been received from county/town, and public hearing (s) has been held

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected: County/Town

2. Funding of Mandate: State & Local Funds





a) Funding Fonnula:

Cost of Engineering suppon data and public borne by county/town:
Cost of traffic control devices and/or roadway changes provided by state secondary
allocations.

b) Estimated Range of Costs to Localities:

Cost of traffic engineering support data and public hearing for a particular cut
through traffic investigation is minimal (range $3,000 to 6,000). VDOT will
provide assistance in developing traffic engineering support data when
locality does not have the resources.

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology:

It is difficult to estimate to estilnate the cost of a public hearing because they are, in
some instances, held at the same time the county boards of supervisors
have the regularly scheduled meetings. Moreover, the hearings are sn1all in
scale because they area directed only to a particular neighborhood.

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in AccOlnplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate:

To ensure public input into the process of determining remedial measures.

2. Description of Essentiality to Public Safety:

Problem identification is initiated by the citizens to and through their local
elected representatives, and they should have a voice in problem solution.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches:

Localities could assume responsibility for local roads and residential streets
and establish their own policies and provisions relative to traffic control.

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches:

a) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities for Alternative Approaches:

Locality would assume responsibility for engineering, equipment, maintenance, and
administration.



b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative Approaches:

State would reduce its engineering, equipment maintenance, and maintenance
Costs.

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodologies:

Without comprehensive analysis of each locality of county, actual cost of
Transferring responsibility for transfer of local roads and streets to their
Jurisdiction cannot be determined.

H. Agency Recommendation re Retention, Alteration, or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination by Agency:

Retention

2. Rationale:

The Residential Cut-Through Traffic Policy provides a mechanislll for local government
and private citizens to exercise a great deal of control over local
roads and streets without the expense of maintaining them.

1. Agency Contact re Assessment:

1. Name/Title:

Raymond J. Khoury, P. E.
State Mobility Management Engineer

2. Address/Telephone:

Virginia Department of Transportation
Mobility Management Division
1401 E. Broad Street
Richmond, VA 23219
Telephone: (804) 786-2961

Approval of Assessment:
(Signature of Cabinet Secretary)

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998)



ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES
ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VA)

Virginia Department of Transportation
(Adlninistering Agency)

A. Short Title of Mandate: Industrial Access Roads Program (STO.VDOT006)

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate (l0 lines or less):

This is a voluntary program that provides funding for construction of access roads to
qualifying new or expanding industries, or to industrial parks that do not have adequate
access.

Any town maintaining its own streets, any county or city, and any regional industrial
facility authority, as defined in §15.2-6400 et seq. of the Code of Virginia, Inay apply.
Funding is based on the amount of capital outlay documented by the industry, and is
limited to a maximum amount per jurisdiction per fiscal year. Funds may be allocated for
construction of an access road project to a site owned by a regional industrial facility
authority without penalty to the jurisdiction in which the site is located. The local
governing body must request funds by formal resolution, provide right of way at no cost to
the program, and provide matching funds up to $150,000 for allocations over $300,000.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable (with citations):

a) Federal Statute:

b) Federal Regulation:

c) State Statute: Code of Virginia, § 33.1-221

d) State Regulation:

e) Other:

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority:

Not applicable



D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

A formal resolution fronl the local go~verning body is required as part of the application
for funds. An environmental review. including obligations resulting fronl this reviev.·, and
the provision of right of \vay and matching funds, if required, are contingencies of the
Commonwealth Transportation Board's allocation process. No expenditure of funds on a
project is authorized until contingencies have been met.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected:

All towns that maintain their own streets, all counties, and all cities are eligible to
participate.

2. Funding of Mandate:

a) Funding Formula:

State funds - Maximum per fiscal year of $300,000 unmatched per
locality or site owned by a regional industrial facility authority and an
additional $150,000 if matched dollar-for-dollar by the locality or regional
industrial facility authority. Funding ranges from 100% to less than 500/0
ofproject cost, depending on total cost.

b) Estilnated Range of Costs to Localities:

This is a voluntary program that aids localities. There is no cost unless the
locality requests funding through this program and the localities actual
costs are reduced by the amount of the allocation.

Cost to the participant ranges from $0 to $150,000 (if project cost exceeds
$300,000). Local costs to conduct enviromnental review, including meeting
obligations resulting from this review, and to provide right of way could
range from $0 to an undetennined amount, depending on the location, the
results of the environmental review, and the extent of the project.

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology:

The maximum annual allocations and the requirement for providing right
of way are prescribed by Industrial Access Policy of the Commonwealth
Transportation Board. Additionally the requirement for providing right of
way at no cost to the State is implied under §33.1-229, Code of Virginia.
The cost to the participant is dependent on the costs required to perform an
environmental review, to acquire right of way, and to construct the desired
access facility.



F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accon1plishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate:

This prograJl1 assists local govenunents with an economic developn1ent tool by
funding, either fully or partially, the construction of access roads to new or expanding
industry, or to industrial paJ-ks. Requirement for resolution from local governi.ng
body ensures that the locality has discretion in the use of its limited annual funding
eligibility. An environmental review, including adherence to environmental
obligations, and the provision of right of way by the locality ensures that program
funds are used only for construction of the access road. The matching funds
requirement enables localities to receive program funds exceeding the $300,000
unmatched maximum when the cost of the access road is more than $300,000.

2. Description of Essentiality to the Public Safety:

This program has been used to attract new industries to Virginia, to retain existing
industries wishing to expand, and to provide adequate access to ensure public safety.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches:

Since participation is voluntary, alternatives determined by the locality could
range from no assistance to funding a similar program at 100% local cost.

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches:

a) Estimated Change In Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative
Approaches:

A range of costs to the localities cannot be quantified because the program
is a voluntary participation program and the scope of work to be funded is
indeterminate.

b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative Approaches:

A range of costs to the State cannot be quantified because the progrmTI is a
voluntary participation program and the scope of work to be funded is
indeterminate.

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodologies:

Not applicable.



H. Agenc\" Recommendation Re: Retention. Alteration. or Elimination of t\1andate:

1. Deternlination of Agency:

Retention

2. Rationale:

This program provides industrial development assistance to localities that choose
to participate.

I. Agency Contact

1. Name

Michael A. Estes, PE
Interim Director, Local Assistance Division

2. Address/Telephone

Virginia Department of Transportation
1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804) 786-2745

Approval of Assessment:

'r (Signature of~gencyHead)

~~
(Signature of Cabinet Secretary)

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998)
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A. Short Title of Mandate: Airport Access Program (STO.VDOT007)

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate (10 lines or less):

This is a voluntary program that funds construction of access roads to licensed,
public-use airports. Any town maintaining its own streets and any county or any city may
apply.

The amount of funding is limited to a maximum amount per airport per fiscal year.

The local governing body must request funds by resolution, provide right of way at no
cost to the program, and provide matching funds up to $150,000 for allocations over
$300,000.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable (with citations):

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Federal Statute:
Federal Regulation:
State Statute:
State Regulation:
Other:

Code of Virginia, § 33.1-221

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority: N/A

D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

A formal resolution from the local governing body is required as part of the application
for funds. An environmental review, including obligations resulting from this review, and
the provision of right of way and matching funds, if required, are contingencies of the
Commonwealth Transportation Board's allocation process. No expenditure of funds on a
project is authorized until contingencies have been met.



E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

I . Localities Affected:

All towns that maintain their o\vn streets, all counties. and all cities are eligible to
participate.

2. FWlding of Mandate:

a) Funding Formula:

State funds - Maximums per airport per fiscal year as follows:
$300,000 unmatched
$150,000 additional if matched dollar-for-dollar by the locality.

b) Estilnated Range of Costs to Localities:

This is a voluntary program that aids localities. There is no cost unless the
locality requests funding through this program and the locality's actual
costs are reduced by the amount of the allocation.

Cost participation for construction is $0 to $150,000 (if project cost
exceeds $300,000). Local cost to conduct environmental review and
adhere to obligations resulting from this review, and to provide right of
way could range from $0 to an undetermined amount, depending on the
location and extent of the project.

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology:

The maximum annual allocations and the requirement for providing right
of way are prescribed by Airport Access Policy of the Commonwealth
Transportation Board. Additionally the requirement for providing right of
way at no cost to the State is implied under §33.1-229, Code of Virginia.
The cost to the participant is dependent on the costs required to perform an
environmental review, to acquire right of way, and to construct the desired
access facility.

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate:

This program assists local governments with airport development by providing a
funding tool that either fully or partially funds the cost of constructing new access
roads or improving existing roads to airport facilities.



2. Description of Essentiality to the Public Safety:

The program has been used both to build access roads to new airports and to
improve inadequate existing roads serving expanding airports to ensure public
safety: thus enabling localities to advance proposed airport development or to use
an equivalent an10unt of funds for other public infrastructure developn1ent.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches:

Since participation is voluntary, alternatives determined by the locality could
range from no assistance to funding a similar program at 100% local cost.

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches:

a) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative
Approaches:

A range of costs to the localities cannot be quantified because the program
is a voluntary participation program and the scope of work to be funded is
indeterminate.

b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative Approaches:

A range of costs to the State cannot be quantified because the program is a
voluntary participation program and the scope of work to be funded is
indeterminate.

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodologies:

Not applicable.

H. Agency Recommendation Re: Retention, Alteration, or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination of Agency: Retention

2. Rationale:

This program provides airport development assistance to localities that choose to
participate. Airport accessibility is often a factor in site selection by new or
expanding business.



I. Agency' Contact

1. Name

iv1ichael A. Estes, PE
Interim Director~ Local Assistance Division

2. Address/Telephone

Virginia Department of Transportation
1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804) 786-2745

Approval of Assessment:
(Signature of Cabinet Secretary)

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998)
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ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES

ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VA)

Virginia Department of Transportation
(Adlninistering Agency)

August 11. 2004
(Date of Submission)

A. Short Title of Mandate: Recreational Access Program (STO.VDOT008)

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate (l0 lines or less):

This is a voluntary progrmTI that funds construction of access roads or bikeways to or
within publicly developed recreational areas or historic sites operated by the
Commonwealth of Virginia, or by a local government or authority.

All towns receiving state maintenance payments, and any county and any city may apply,
but must:

o Request the funds by formal resolution of the local governing body,

o Provide right of way for the facility at no cost to the State, and

o Provide matching funds (1: 1) to a maximum of $100,000 for a road and up to
$15,000 for a bikeway; and

o Adopt a zoning ordinance before requesting funds for a bikeway.

C. Source!Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable (with citations):

a) Federal Statute:
b) Federal Regulation:
c) State Statute: Code of Virginia, § 33.1-223
d) State Regulation:
e) Other:

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority: Not applicable

D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

A formal resolution from the local governing body is required as part of the application
for funds. An environmental review, including obligations resulting from this review, and
the provision of right of way and matching funds, if required, are contingencies of the
Commonwealth Transportation Board's allocation process. No expenditure of funds on a
project is authorized until contingencies have been met.



E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected:

All towns that maintain their own streets. all counties. and all cities are eligible to
participate.

2. Funding of Mandate:

a) Funding Formula:

Maximum State funds per project for:

Road projects serving a facility operated
by a locality or authority $250,000
An additional $100,000 from other than highway sources is available if
matched dollar-for-dollar by the locality.

Bikeway_project $60,000
An additional $15,000 from other than highway sources is available if
matched dollar-far-dollar by the locality.

b) Estimated Range of Costs to Localities:

This is a voluntary program that aids localities. There is no cost unless the
locality requests funding through this program and the locality's actual
costs are reduced by the amount of the allocation.

Construction: $0 to $115,000 (if project cost exceeds $250,000 and
includes both road and bikeway).

Right of Way: Local cost to provide right of way could range from $0 to
an undetermined amount, depending on the location and extent of the
project.

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology:

The maximum annual allocations and requirement for providing bikeway
right of way are established by Code of Virginia.

The requirement for providing right of way is prescribed by the
Recreational Access Policy of the Commonwealth Transportation Board
and §33.1-229, Code of Virginia.



The cost to the participant is dependent on the costs required to perfonn an
environn1ental review, to acquire right of way, and to construct the desired
access facility.

F. Effectiveness of 1'vlandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate:

This program assists local governments to provide access to publicly operated
recreational areas and historic sites by either fully or partially funding the
construction of roads or bikeways providing access to these sites.

The requirement for a formal resolution frOlll local governing body establishes the
public ownership status of the recreational facility and provides formal
cOlnmitment by the locality to provide the necessary right of way for the facility.

Requiring a locality to provide right of way ensures the program funds are used
only for construction of the access road or bikeway.

Matching fund requirements enable localities to receive program funds exceeding
the unmatched maximum of $250,000 for roadways or $60,000 for a bikeway.

2. Description of Essentiality to the Public Safety:

The program has been used to construct access roads and bikeways to establish
and improve the public's access to recreational and culturally significant historic
sites in a manner that ensures public safety. The program enables localities to
advance the development of such facilities or to use an equivalent amount of their
own funds for other public infrastructure improvements or operating costs.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches:

Since participation in the program is voluntary, alternatives, determined by the
locality, would range from doing nothing to constructing access roads and
bikeways at 100% local cost.

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches:

a) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative
Approaches:

A range of costs to the State cannot be quantified because the program is a
voluntary participation program and the scope of work to be funded is
indeterminate.



b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative Approaches:

This cannot be estilnated because it is a voluntary program dependent
upon the recreational and cultural development opportunities available
within a locality.

c) Explanation of EstiIl1ation Methodologies: Not applicable.

H. Agency Recomnlendation Re: Retention, Alteration, or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination of Agency: Retention

2. Rationale:

This program provides access to publicly operated recreational areas and historic
sites at either no cost or a reduced cost to the locality if it chooses to participate.

1. Agency Contact

1. Name

Michael A. Estes, PE
Interim Director, Local Assistance Division

2. Address/Telephone

Virginia Department of Transportation
1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804) 786-2745

(r(Signature of Agenc! Head)

Approval of Assessment:
(Signature of Cabinet Secretary)

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998)
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ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES2C cD

ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VA)

Virginia Department of Transportation
(Administering Agency)

A. Short Title of Mandate: Subdivision Street Requirements (STO.VDOT009)

Subdivision Street Requirements 24-VAC-30-90-10 et. seq., currently being repealed via
the administrative process act procedures and re-enacted as, 24 VAC 30-91-10 et seq.

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate:

To qualify for VDOT maintenance or maintenance payments, new subdivision streets
must be developed and constructed to prescribed minimum standards and meet a
minimum service level that warrants maintenance at state expense.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable:

a) Federal Statute: None
b) Federal Regulation: None
c) State Statute: Code of Virginia, § 33.1-12,33.1-69, §33.1-229
d) State Regulation:

Subdivision Street Requirements, pursuant to the statutes noted
above and consistent with the provisions of § 15.2-2240.

e) Other:
§ 15.2-2240, Code of Virginia, which requires localities to adopt
ordinances to regulate subdivisions and the development of land.

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority: None

D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

Subdivision Street Requirements are adopted pursuant to the Administrative Process Act.

VDOT's acceptance of streets for maintenance is subject to concurrent review procedures
by the VDOT area Resident Engineer, local government staff, and the local governing
body, with final action on behalf of the Commissioner taken by the Director of the Local
Assistance Division.



E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected:

Directly, all Virginia counties (except Arlington and Henrico, but including the
fonner Nansemond County area ofthe City of Suffolk) and towns with populations
under 3500 that operate under §33.1-79 or §33.1-82. Code of Virginia.

Indirectly, the counties of Arlington and Henrico, which receive maintenance
payments from VDOT, may be affected and the independent cities and towns ofthe
Urban System ofstate highways may use the provisions of the SSRs to identify
qualifying streets to receive maintenance payments.

2. Funding of Mandate:

a) Funding Formula:

There is no federal contribution.

The Commonwealth currently sustains 100% of the costs for the
Department's periodic review and adoption of the requirements plus the
costs for administrative, engineering, and inspection services associated
with the development of new subdivision streets. These services are
provided as a cooperative effort to the counties, consistent with the
secondary system partnership as prescribed under §33.1-229, Code of
Virginia and established by the Byrd Act of 1932. VDOT's minimal cost
is typically sustained as a line item in the secondary construction fund
budget for each locality.

b) Estimated Range of Costs to Localities:

The cost of developing roads to minimum VDOT standards is sustained by
subdividers and the developers of land rather than the local governments,
which, by ordinance, require developers to provide the infrastructure
needed by government to serve the citizens who occupy that land.
Consequently, there is no initial cost to the localities for the development
of new streets, dependant upon the extent of the locality's program to
monitor the efforts of developers to build new subdivisions and streets.
Most counties rely on VDOT to perform these services.

Localities have the option of adopting the state's minimum standards or
adopting their own standards as part of the locality's subdivision control
ordinance, pursuant to § 15.2-2240, Code of Virginia. The more stringent
standard governs in each locality. Ultimately, however, requiring new
streets to be built to VDOT standards so that they qualify for VDOT



maintenance minimizes any future cost to the locality~ as these new streets
figure into the funding formula specified in the Code of Virginia for the
Inaintenance of streets and roads and~ by requiring quality streets. the
counties eliminate any burden that either the locality or the landowners
served would bear without state assistance.

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology: None.

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

General Purpose of Mandate:

The overriding purpose of the regulation is to influence the planning, design,
development, and regulation of streets serving residential, commercial, and
industrial subdivision of land in a manner that ensures the public's safety and that
the streets established meet recognized criteria that is deemed necessary to serve
the traffic volume anticipated when the land served is fully developed; thereby
avoiding costly improvements or corrections at public expense.

2. Description of Essentiality to Public Safely:

Prescription of minimum standards is appropriate to the Department's assumption
ofjurisdictional responsibilities and related liabilities for streets and roads
established by local governments and developed by others. This is necessary to
ensure that such streets and roads meet recognized minimum standards, either the
State's or the locality's, whichever is more stringent, to assure the safety and
welfare of the public at large.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches:

Return jurisdiction, operation, maintenance and responsibility for the continuing
development of the local roads system to the individual counties.

However, this may require reversing the Byrd Act of 1932; which, when read in
conjunction with the Dillon Rule, appears to remove the authority previously
enjoyed by county governments to operate and maintain a system local roads. The
Byrd Act transferred that responsibility from the counties to the State unless the
voters, by referendum, elected to retain that authority in their Board of
Supervisors.



2. Fiscal Inlpact of Alternative Approaches:

a) Estinlated Change in Range of Costs to Localities for Alternative
Approaches:

This cost is indetenninate and directly related to the nlileage of each
county's local road systenl, the geographic location of the locality within
the state, and the population density that depends on the roads. Costs will
vary significantly by locality. In general, localities do not have the
manpower, equipment, and resources readily available to assume
jurisdiction over the publicly maintained system of local roads (secondary
system) maintained by VDOT.

b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative Approaches:

Indeterminate.

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodologies: None

H. Agency Recommendation re Retention, Alteration, or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination by Agency: Retention

2. Rationale:

The consistent application of minimum design and construction standards
governing street development is deemed to be in the interest of public safety and
welfare. While new streets are constructed by developers, their costs to build new
streets are recovered from the citizens that buy land the new streets serve and
those citizens expect their investment to be preserved through an adequately
funded and experienced maintenance authority (VDOT). Additionally, the welfare
of the public is protected by ensuring a certain quality is achieved through the
requirement of recognized design standards, construction, and uniformity, plus
assumption of related liabilities.

I. Agency Contact

1. Name

Michael A. Estes, PE
Interim Director, Local Assistance Division

2. Address/Telephone

Virginia Department of Transportation
1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804) 786-2745



Approval of Assessment:
(Signature of Cabinet Secretary)

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998)
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ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES
ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VA)

Virginia Department of Transportation
(Administering Agency)

A. Short Title of Mandate: Urban Street Construction (STO.VDOTO10)

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate:

From the funds available for highway construction, 300/0 are allocated for the
construction, reconstruction, or improvement of streets and highways in cities and towns.
Municipalities are allotted funds for projects approved by the Commonwealth
Transportation Board on the basis of population. If a municipality does not have a
construction project for which it may use funds in a particular year, it may accrue
allotments for up to five succeeding years.

All cities, and those towns with a population over 3,500, must contribute 2% of the cost
of any project out of its own funds. For towns with a population under 3,500 and which
maintain their own streets and are not specifically listed under Section 33.1-44 of the
Code of Virginia, the State will pay 1000/0 of the costs of any project.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable (with citations):

a. Federal Statute:

b. Federal Regulation
c. State Statute:
d. State Regulation:
e. Other:

Public Law 105-178 (The Transportation Equity
Act for the 21 " Century)

Code of Virginia, 33.1-23.1, 33.1-23.3, 33.1-44

Urban Manual (May 200 1)

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority:

N/A While federal legislation provides funding to the urban
construction program, it does not require a local government
match. State law requires a local match and its origin is unrelated
to federal legislation.

D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

VDOT develops and manages the implementation of the urban construction program and
ensure municipalities contribute the 20/0 required.



E. Fiscal Irnpact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected:

Eighty-one cities and town are eligible to have projects funded under the urban
construction program.

Funding of Mandate:

a. Funding Formulas

Basic funding -participation is 800/0 federal, 180/0 state and 2% local, or
980/0 state and 20/0 local. Other rates of participation may be used
depending on the source of the funds. Municipality contributes 20/0 of
project cost.

b. Estimated Range of Costs to Localities:

2% of the total cost of the project

Funds are apportioned to localities on the basis of their population to the
total state urban population. Consequently, the larger the population the
larger the allocation and the 2% local match increase from a dollar
standpoint as the allocation increases.

However the towns under 3,500 population are not required to provide any
match. The range, therefore, is from $0 match to approximately $540,000
in the current year in Virginia Beach.

Also, there is a provision requiring the localities to reimburse VDOT its
expenditures on any project the locality decides to cancel after the locality
had requested VDOT to do the work. This provision rarely comes into
play.

c. Explanation of Estimation Methodology:

See above.

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate:

The urban construction program is intended to assist local governments in
providing safe, effective, efficient and environmentally balanced urban
transportation improvements for the citizens of the Commonwealth, now and into
the twenty-first century. Requiring the 2% match provides financial



accountability for locality and helps fund features of urban projects that Inay
increase project cost.

2. Description of Essentialitv to Public Safety:

These improvements reduce congestion. reduce accident potential and stimulate
economic developn1ent and the 2% locality contributor helps accomplish this.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches:

There are no alternate approaches to achieving purpose of mandatory.

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches:

a. Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative
Approaches:

N/A

b. Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative Approaches:

None.

c. Explanation of Estimation Methodologies:

Multiplied total urban construction budget by 20/0.

H. Agency Recommendation Re: Retention, Alteration, or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination of Agency:
Retention.

2. Rationale:
It is felt the 2% match requirement and its attendant financial responsibility
causes local governments to be a better partner in providing transportation
improvements.



1. Agencv Contact

1. Name

Michael A. Estes. PE
Interim Director. Local Assistance Division

2. Address/Telephone

Virginia Department of Transportation
1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804) 786-2745

r(Signature of Agency Head)

Approval of Assessment:

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998)

/']dfM;
(Signature of Cabinet Secretary)



Virginia Departlllent of Transportation
(Administering Agency)
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A. Short Title of Mandate: Urban Street Payments (STO.VDOT011)

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate (l0 lines or less):

Virginia Department of Transportation makes quarterly payments to eligible cities and
towns to provide financial assistance for the costs of maintaining, constructing and
reconstructing urban streets and highways.

The localities are required to maintain their streets to VDOT standards. Additionally,
localities are required to make annual reports accounting for all expenditures and
certifying that none of the money received has been expended for other than
maintenance, construction, or reconstruction of the streets.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable (with citations):

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Federal Statute:
Federal Regulation
State Statute:
State Regulation:
Other:

Code of Virginia, § 33.1-41.1

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority: N/A

D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

VDOT conducts annual inspections of eligible city and town streets and by random
sample reviews annual audits of the program to ensure the adequacy of the maintenance
and appropriate expenditure of funds.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected: 81 cities and towns



2. Funding of Mandate:

a. Funding Fornlula:

Each eligible municipality receives paylllents based on the number of
moving lane-nliles available at peak hour travel within its jurisdiction that
meet the established criteria. There are two reimburselnent rates. The
higher rate is for principal and minor arterial streets; the lower rate applies
to collector roads and local streets. The initial payment rates were
specified by statute and the DepartInent is required to update those rates
amlually based on the method established in the code of Virginia or
Appropriations Act.

b. Estimated Range of Costs to Localities:
Cost of documenting expenditures and having audit reports prepared

c. Explanation of Estimation Methodology: N/A

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate:

The mandate for financial reporting is intended to ensure public funds are spent
appropriately.

2. Description of Essentially to Public Safety:

Ensuring funds are spent on transportation helps provide for unobstructed
movement of people and goods and enhance motorist safety.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches

There are no viable alternative approaches.

2. Fiscal hnpact of Alternative Approaches:

a. Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative
Approaches: N/A

b. Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative Approaches:
N/A

c. Explanation of Estimation Methodologies: N/A



H. Agencv Recommendation Re: Retention. Alteration, or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination of Agency:

Retention

2. Rationale

It is essential that proper controls be in place to ensure funds are spent for
highway maintenance and/or construction. It is in the best interest of the citizens
to continue to provide a safe and well maintained urban street system.

1. Agency Contact:

1. Name

Michael A. Estes, PE
Interim Director~ Local Assistance Division

2. Address/Telephone

Virginia Department of Transportation
1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804) 786-2745

f (Signature of Agency He

Approval of Assessment: ~~
(Signature of Cabinet Secretary)

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998)



ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES
ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

(PURSUANT TO § 2.1 - 7.1, CODE OF VIRGINIA)

Virginia Department of Transportation
(Administering Agency)

A. Short Title of Mandate: Removal of Outdoor Advertising

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate: If a local government decides to be more restrictive
than federal and state law and remove, under local ordinance, lawfully erected and
maintained outdoor advertising signs visible from an interstate, national highway system,
or federal-aid priluary highway (as that system existed on June 1, 1991) the locality must
pay just compensation to both the sign owner and the property owner.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable:

a) Federal Statute: 23 U.S.C. 131 (b) and (g)

b) Federal Regulation: 23 C.F.R. Part 750.705 (e)

c) State Statute: § 33.1-370 (E) and (F)

d) State Regulation:

e) Other:

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority: State authority is no more
restrictive than federal law and regulations require.

D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate: Agency staff
responsible for regulating outdoor advertising interact with local government officials
to ensure they are aware of state and federal requirements for the payment ofjust
compensation prior to the removal of nonconforming signs. Consultation with the
Office of the Attorney General has continued to ensure the mandate is required and
no more restrictive than is necessary to protect federal transportation apportionments.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected: All localities within the Commonwealth



2. Funding of Mandate: Mandate does not require additional funding unless a local
government wishes to remove nonconforming signs visible frOIn federal-aid
highways within its jurisdiction. The mandate would require the payment of just
compensation to both the sign owner and the property owner prior to removal of
each sign.

a) Funding Formula: None

b) Estimated Range of Costs to Localities: Unknown

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology:

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose: Mandate has acconlplished its
objective of requiring the payment ofjust compensation prior to the removal of
nonconforming signs. Failure to pay just compensation would result in the U. S.
Secretary of Transportation withholding 10 percent of all federal transportation
apportionments due to the Commonwealth until compensation has been paid.

1. General Purpose of Mandate: Protection of property rights and compliance with
federal mandate.

2. Description of Essentiality to Public Safety: Does not relate to public safety.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches: (1) Allow local governments to
alnortize nonconforming signs and remove without the payment ofjust
compensation thereby subjecting the Commonwealth to the loss of 10 percent of
their transportation apportionment. (2) Change federal law (23 U.S.C. 131 et
seq.) to allow removal of nonconforming signs without the payment ofjust
compensation. (3) Use transportation enhancement opportunity funds to remove
nonconforming signs within their localities.

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches:

a) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities for Alternative Approaches:
(1) Reduce the locality share of transportation funding by 100/0
(2) No change in costs to localities
(3) Locality would be required to provide a 20% match for the funding

received.

b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative Approaches:
(1) Loss of $49 million in federal transportation apportionments.
(2) No change in costs to the State
(3) No change in costs to the State



c) Explanation of Estimation Methodologies:
(1) Federal law (23 U.S.C. 131 [b]) requires the U.S. Secretary of

Transportation to reduce a state's federal transportation apportionment by
10% for failure to provide effective enforcen1ent of the federal Highway
Beautification Act. This would include allowing a locality to remove
nonconforn1ing signs visible frOlll federal-aid highways without the
payment ofjust compensation.

(2) If the federal law is changed to eliminate the just compensation provision
of23 U.S.C. 131 the Commonwealth could change its statutes to allow the
removal of outdoor advertising without the payment ofjust compensation.

(3) Currently the transportation program has a category allowing funds to be
authorized to remove nonconfonning signs using the enhancement funds
to pay just compensation. The locality receiving the funds is required to
match the grant with 20% funding or an in-kind match.

H. Agency Recommendation re Retention, Alteration, or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination by Agency: Retention

2. Rationale: Failure to retain this provision of § 33.1-370 would subject the
Commonwealth to a loss of $49 million annually if any locality or the State
government failed to pay just compensation for the removal of nonconforming
SIgns.

1. Agency Contact re Assessment:

1. Name/Title: James R. Barrett
Program Administrative Specialist

2. Address/Telephone: VDOT
Asset Management Division
1401 E. Broad Street
Richmond, VA 23219

Approval of Assessment:

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998)



STO, VbDTo25
ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATE

ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
(PURSUANT TO § 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VIRGINIA)

Virginia Departlnent of Transportation
(Administering Agency)

A. Short Title of Mandate: Annual Mileage Report (STO.VDOT025)

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate (lO lines or less):

VDOT requires counties not in the State Secondary System (Henrico and Arlington) to
report additional mileage added to local road systems in order to calculate payments for
maintenance of their local roads.

C. Source!Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable (with citations):

a) Federal Statute:

b) Federal Regulation:

c) State Statute:

d) State Regulation:

e) Other:

Code of Virginia, § 33.1-23.5:1

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority:

None

D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

Mileage report verified by Resident Engineer prior to calculation of maintenance
payments.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected:

Arlington and Henrico Counties (These counties do not participate in the Secondary
System)



2. Funding of Mandate:

3. Funding Formula:

b. Estimated Range of Costs to Localities:

Nominal. Compliance amounts to transluittal of l11ileage log.

c. Explanation of Estimation Methodology:

County may certify mileage added.

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate:

VDOT gives accurate inventory of mileage for applying mileage allowance and
calculation of payment due the county.

2. Description of Essentiality to the Public Safety:

Maintenance payments provide funding to counties to maintain their local roads to
provide a safe transportation system.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches:

None identified

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches:

a. Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative
Approaches:

Failure to add new mileage to inventory will result in a county receiving
less maintenance funding than it is entitled to receive under the statute.

b. Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative Approaches:

No increase in mileage payment if county fails to include new mileage.

c. Explanation of Estimation Methodologies:

No estimation methodologies employed.

H. Agency Recommendation Re: Retention, Alteration, or Elinlination of Mandate:

1. Determination of Agency:

Retention



2. Rationale:

To ensure counties receive maximun1 entitlen1ent.

1. AgencY Contact Re: Assessment

1. Name/Title:

Michael A. Estes, PE
Interim Director, Local Assistance Division

2. Address/Telephone:

1401 East Broad Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804) 786-2745

~(Signature ofAgenc~Head)

Approval of Assessment: ~
(Signature of Cabinet Secretary)

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998)



Mark R. Warner
Governor

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF

HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Commission on Local Government

October 14, 2004

Michael J. Schewel
Secretary of

Commerce and Trade

William C. Shelton
Director

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

REFERENCE:

The Honorable Bruce F. Jamerson, Clerk, House of Delegates
The Honorable Susan Clarke Schaar, Clerk, Senate

Larry McMillan, Senior Policy Analyst ~~
Completed Assessments of Local Mandates

2004 Catalog of State and Local Mandates on Local Governments

Pursuant to Sections 2.2-613 and 15.2-2903 of the Code of Virginia and Paragraph l(g) of
Executive Memorandum 1-98, I am hereby submitting separately to your offices the following
completed assessments of local government mandates administered by State executive agencies.
These assessments have been approved by the appropriate cabinet secretary:

Agency

DEQ
DSS

Mandate Short Title

Water Withdrawal Report
Child Support Income Withholding

Catalog Number

SNR.DEQ001
SHHR.DSS069

Section 15.2-2903(6) directs the Commission on Local Government to bring to your attention
those assessments that carry recommendations from the administering agency for altering or
eliminating the mandate in question. However, these assessments carry no such recommendation.

c: Virginia Association of Counties
Virginia Municipal League
File

PtUlWU p¢ S'dU¢~ • fpfpfp, "",,,I, tM~'fllU'
The Jackson Center -501 North Second Street - Richmond, Virginia 23219-1321 ' Phone (804) 371-7000, Fax (804) 371-7090, TDO (804) 371-7089



A.

ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDA TESSJVRI DE 0 [)I
ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS .' 7')? ,/)(1

(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OFVA')~1»)l\_l_ ~j- /(:s?)
2004 Assessment c:;:"..J ? ' (-J~

"-." --
Water Withdrawal Report ::::::,~:=:') 2004 ~.

SNR.DEQOOI !::2 ~
c.....,

('!' c:::J
.J",:>J' .,':'.";.~~"-J "').:; 5::::!

"'"'"Short Title of Mandate: 0

Water Withdrawal Reporting

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate:

All persons, including local governments, are required to report their water withdrawals if
the average daily withdrawal exceeds 10,000 gallons per day in anyone month for uses
other than agricultural irrigation or more than one million gallons in any month for
agricultural irrigation uses.

c. Source/Authority:

1. Applicable Statutes and Regulations:

(a) Federal Statute:

None

(b) Federal Regulation:

None

(c) State Statute:

Code of Virginia § 62.1-44.38

(d) State Regulation:

State Water Control Board Regulation 9 VAC 25-200-10 et seq.

(e) Other:

None

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority:

N/A



ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES
ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VA.)
2004 Assessment

Water Withdrawal Report
SNR.DEQ001

D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

Localities receive a reporting fonn at the end of the calendar year and have until January
31 to return to DEQ. Water withdrawal data is entered into database and made available
to the Public.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected:

All localities withdrawing water in the amount of 10,000 gallons or more per day.

2. Funding of Mandate:

No funding to localities

(a) Funding Formula:

N/A

(b) Estimated Range of Costs to Localities:

$0.00-$35.00

(c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology:

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$5.00
$30.00
$35.00

Postage
Labor
Total

Costs vary as to method and amount of data retrieval necessary to
accomplish mandate.

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate:

The mandate's intended purpose is to supply DEQ with water withdrawal data to
support water resource management activities and water supply planning
activities.

2



ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES
ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VA.)
2004 Assessment

Water Withdrawal Report
SNR.DEQOOI

2. Description of Essentiality to the Public Safety:

Reliable supplies of water are essential to support public welfare, safety and
health. Therefore, it is incumbent on the Commonwealth to manage water
resources and assure that water supply planning activities are adequate to meet
current and future water supply demands. The amount of water that is withdrawn
within the Commonwealth is a critical data component of water resources
management and localities withdraw a significant amount of the total water
utilized within the state.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches:

No water withdrawal data required of localities.

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches:

$0.00

(a) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative
Approaches:

$0.00

(b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative
Approaches:

No significant change, the Commonwealth would still be required to
manage water withdrawal information associated with other users.

(c) Explanation of Estimation Methodologies:

Estimates based on the assumption that the current required level of effort
imposed upon localities would be eliminated and that the Department
would continue to manage water withdrawal information provided by
other water users in the Commonwealth.

3



ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES
ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VA.)
2004 Assessment

Water Withdrawal Report
SNR.DEQOOI

H. Agency Recommendation re Retention, Alteration, or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination by Agency:

Retention of mandate

2. Rationale:

Without adequate water withdrawal data and the knowledge of its impact on the
water source, future water resource management activities and water supply
planning activities will not be supported. Inadequate water resources
management and water supply planning activities will endanger the public
welfare, safety and health.

I. Agency Contact Regarding Assessment:

William K. Norris, Environmental Program Analyst
Department of Environmental Quality
609 East Main Street, 6th Floor, P.O. Box 10009
Richmond, VA 23240-0009
804.698.4022
\vknorrisCl"l)deg.virginia. gOY

W. Tayloe
Secretary of

Date: _---'--q_-_2o_~-_~f_.__

Robert G. Burnley, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
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ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATES ~,' (:-:?\

ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ~~"\

(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VIRGINIA) ,r-' >~J
(::~: --:"!J
\,,:'7

,'If' "'::..:.1
'~f:~"'-c' .,

Department of Social Services September 30, 2004

A. Short Title of Mandate:
Child Support Income Withholding

SHHR.DSS069

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate:
Federal and state laws and regulations require local governments to comply with child
support income withholding orders issued by courts or the Department of Social Services'
Division of Child Support Enforcement (DCSE), as well as those from other states. Local
governments must request all newly hired employees to disclose whether a child support
obligation with an income withholding order exists and if so, to begin withholding in
accordance with the terms of the order. Employers withhold and payout of the
employees' disposable income a single monetary amount or the maximum amount
permitted under § 34-29 (the Consumer Credit Protection Act), whichever is less, for
each regular pay period of the child support obligor. Employees' dependents must be
emolled in a health coverage plan and required premiums are deducted from the
employees' pay.

C. Source/Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable:

(a) Federal Statute: 42 U.S.C. 666(b)

(b) Federal Regulation: 45 CFR § 303.100

(c) State Statute: §§ 20-79.1, 20-79.2, 20-79.3, 20-88.64
through 20-88.65,62.2-114.1,
63.2-1923, 63.2-1924

(d) State Regulation: 22 VAC 40-880-270

(e) Other: N/A

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority: None



D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:
DCSE oversees implementation of this mandate. DCSE staff routinely issue child
support income withholding orders and monitor compliance by employers.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected: All local government offices in Virginia

2. Funding of Mandate:

(a) Funding Formula: N/A

(b) Estimated Range of Costs to Localities:
Income withholding has been mandated by the Code ofVirginia since
1988. Localities already had procedures in place to garnish wages for
other creditors prior to 1988. The primary cost to localities regarding the
specific garnishment of income for child support involved the time it took
staff to become familiar with the child support income withholding order
and where to send payments. The majority of localities have, by now,
incorporated child support income withholding into existing garnishment
procedures and no longer have any significant costs. Many localities have
automated the process in their payroll departments. The percentage of
child support payments sent electronically to DCSE continues to increase.
Virginia statute allows employers (localities) to charge $5 for each child
support remittance which may be withheld from the employee's income in
addition to the child support amount. This fee offsets the cost and time
associated with the processing of the orders. Localities contacted report
no or insignificant costs to meet this mandate.

(c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology: The Virginia New Hire
Reporting Center contacted a number of localities of various sizes to
inquire about the cost of meeting the income withholding mandate.

F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate:
The primary objective of the mandate is to increase child support collections to
families. Withholding child support due from employee's wages has proven to be
the most expeditious enforcement method employed by DCSE. Approximately 75
percent of all child support received by DCSE is a direct result of income
withholding orders. Income withholding insures that child support will be paid on
a regular consistent basis.

2



2. Description of Essentiality to the Public Safety:
Income withholding helps to protect the welfare of children by guaranteeing that
child support will be received by their custodial parents timely and in the full
amount due, providing the family with financial stability.

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches: None

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches: None

(a) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative
Approaches: N/A

(b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative Approaches:

N/A

(c) Explanation of Estimation Methodologies: N/A

H. Agency Recommendation re Retention, Alteration, or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination by Agency: Retain

2. Rationale: Retention of this mandate is necessary to ensure effectiveness of
enforcing and collecting child support.

I. Agency Contact Regarding Assessment:

1.

2.

Name/Title:

Address/Telephone:

Nathaniel L. Young, Jr.
Deputy Commissioner
Director, Child Support Enforcement

Department of Social Services
7 N. 8th Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
(804) 726-7416/7

3
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Mark R. Warner
Governor

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF

HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Commission on Local Government

November 24, 2004

Michael J. Schewel
Secretary of

Commerce and Trade

William C. Shelton
Director

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

REFERENCE:

The Honorable Bruce F. Jamerson, Clerk, Virginia House ofDelegates
The Honorable Susan Clarke Schaar, Clerk, Senate ofVirginia

Larry McMillan, Senior Policy Analyst'/tA~

Completed Assessments ofI~cal Manftlt:s' I

2004 Catalog of State and Local Mandates on Local Governments

Pursuant to Sections 2.2-613 and 15.2-2903 of the Code ofVirginia and Paragraph l(g) of
Executive Memorandum 1-98, I am hereby submitting separately to your offices the following
completed assessment of a local government mandate administered by a State executive agency.
This assessment has been approved by the appropriate cabinet secretary:

Agency

VEC

Mandate Short Title

Virginia Workforce Development Program

Catalog Number

SCT.VEC002

Section 15.2-2903(6) directs the Commission on Local Government to bring to your attention
those assessments that carry recommendations from the administering agency for altering or
eliminating the mandate in question. However, this assessment carries no such recommendation.

c: Virginia Association of Counties
Virginia Municipal League
File

fl'tt'eUe'I<I /M B'eUe<: t?-m-1Ne4 • f# f# f#. "'''~ "'. ",~Itt.p"'"
The Jackson Center· 501 North Second Street· Richmond, Virginia 23219-1321 . Phone (804) 371-7000· Fax (804) 371-7090· TDD (804) 371-7089



5CT.VECDOZ

CommisSiof! on
Local Government

October 25, 2004

ASSESSMENT OF STATE AND FEDERAL MANDATE
ON VIRGINIA LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ~

(PURSUANT TO SEC. 2.1-7.1, CODE OF VA.) ~
~

Virginia Enlploytuent COIUluission

(Administering Agency) (Date of Submission)

A. Short Title of Mandate (5 words or less):

Virginia Workforce Developlnent PrograIn

B. Specific Provisions of Mandate 00 lines or less):

Local govemlnents, through the chief local elected official or his/her designee, are responsible
for the following under WIA: Application for designation of the Workforce Investment Area,
appointlnent, and replaceluent as necessary, of Inembers of the Local Workforce Investluent
Board, serve as grant recipient and fiscally liable party for grant funds under WIA Title I adult,
dislocated worker and youth prograIus, approve budget for carrying out duties of the Local
Board, provide cOlnprehensive oversight of the activities of the board, and ensure that
partnerships are functioning effectively

c. Source!Authority:

1. Specify Each Applicable (with citations):

a) Federal Statute: Public Law 105-220, The Workforce Investtnent Act of
1998

b) Federal Regulation: 20 CFR Part 652 through 671

c) State Statute: § 2.2-2670 Code of Virginia

d) State Regulation:

e) Other:

2. Extension of Federal Mandates by State Authority:

(Where the mandate is founded concurrently on State and federal authority,
describe specifically those additional elements or details prescribed by State
authority.)

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998) 1



D. Method by Which Agency Oversees Implementation of Mandate:

The VEC, as administrative entity for the operation of WIA in Virginia, reviews local plans that
are sublnitted by the local workforce investInent boards and local elected officials for each o(the
17 local workforce areas in the COlnmonwealth. These plans indicate both the strategic and
operational elelnents by which the local areas adlninister the program and also 17 negotiated
levels of perfonnance. In addition, the VEC has four regional consultants stationed in different
paIis of the state to provide lnore ilnlnediate technical assistance for the local areas and also to
conduct annual compliance lnonitoring of the local programs.

E. Fiscal Impact of Mandate on Localities:

1. Localities Affected: Each of Virginia's 134 counties and cities

2. Funding of Mandate: Each local area receives an annual allocation of funding
frOln the United States DepartInent of Labor, through the Virginia Elnploylnent
COlnlnission, to operate local progrmTIs. Up to 10% of the local area's allocation
Inay be used for adlninistrative purposes.

a) Funding Formula:

The fonnula for allocating the WIA funds to local areas is prescribed in
Federal law and is not altered by the State. For adult and youth progrmTI
funding, the fonnula is weighted equally on three factors: substantial
unemployment rate, excess unelnploYlnent rate and poverty rate. For
dislocated worker program funding the fonnula is based on seven factors:
(1) UI Claimants (2) Excess Unelnployed (3) Initial Claimants (4) 15
Weeks+ ClailTIants (5) Final PaYlnents (6) Declined Elnployment and (7)
Agricultural ElllploYlnent Loss.

b) Estimated Range of Costs to Localities:

Cost recovery

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodology:

For the itelns identified in Section B. above that carry actual cost
associations to local government (serving as grant recipient and providing
oversight of the local systelll, i.e. through the auditing process, those costs
can be charged to the federal WIA funds allocated to the area. Other
activities such as appointing local board melnbers, applying for local area
designation and planning activities are typical functions of local
government that involve the time of individuals and incidental costs such
as postage, advertisement, etc.

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998) 2



F. Effectiveness of Mandate in Accomplishing Purpose:

1. General Purpose of Mandate:

The WIA is intended to implement major refonns of the nation's job training
systeln and provide guidance for statewide and local workforce investment
systelns that increase the elnployment, retention and earnings of participants, and
increase occupational skill attairunent by participants, and as a result, ilnprove the
quality of the workforce, reduce welfare dependency, and enhance the
productivity and cOlnpetitiveness of the Nation. Key cOlnponents of this refonn
include stremnlining services through a One-Stop service delivery systeln,
empowering individuals through infonnation and access to training resources
through Individual Training Accounts, providing universal access to core
services, increasing accountability for results, ensuring a strong role for Local
Boards and the private sector in the workforce investlnent system, facilitating
State and local flexibility, and improving youth programs.

2. Description of Essentiality to the Public Safety:

(Describe the manner and the extent to which the mandate has protected
and/or improved the health, safety, and welfare of residents of the
Commonwealth. Describe the essential public purpose that this mandate
accomplishes.)

G. Alternative Approaches to Achieving Purpose of Mandate:

1. Identification of Alternative Approaches:

The WIA is a Federally funded public workforce service delivery progrmn. Any
alternative approach would require replacelnent funding fonn another Federal
source, a State source or local sources.

2. Fiscal Impact of Alternative Approaches:

a) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to Localities of Alternative
Approaches:

(Give the anticipated change in range of costs of compliance for
localities and indicate specific factors affecting the variation in local
impact.)

b) Estimated Change in Range of Costs to State of Alternative
Approaches:

c) Explanation of Estimation Methodologies:

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998) 3



H. Agency Recommendation re Retention, Alteration, or Elimination of Mandate:

1. Determination by Agency: Retention

2. Rationale:

The WIA provides Virginia with roughly $40 Inillion annual to create a publicly funded
and adlninistered workforce systeln, that is also used to leverage other funding sources in
each area of Virginia to the benefit of youth, adults and dislocated workers. Actual
required costs born by local govermnents that cannot be recovered through Federal
reilnburselnent are Ininilnal.

I. Agency Contact re Assessment:

1. Name/Title: Blian Davis - Planning, PrograIns and Services Supervisor

2. Address/Telephone:

Virginia Employtnent Commission
PO Box 1358, Richtnond, VA 23218
(804) 786-4161

~4,~
(Signature of Agency Head)

Dolores A. Esser, COffilnissioner
Virginia Employtnent COlnlnission

Approval of Assessment:

ra Ie Michael J. Schewel
COlnlnerce and Trade

Executive Memorandum 1-98 (October 1998) 4


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

