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I. CH;ARGE OF THE EVALUATION COMMITTEE. 

A . 	Enabling Act. 
1. 	 "On a motion by Keith Smith, seconded by Allen Hale, the Commission appointed a 

committee to investigate the Sustainable Communities Planning project, consisting of 
Keith Smith, Willie Gentry, Ann Mallek and Kathy Galvin, to report back to the 
Commission at the November meeting." (TJPDC meeting minutes, 9/6/ 12) 

2. 	The Evaluation Committee investigated the administration of the aforementioned 
project, with a focus on the fiscal , time management, partner relations, and personnel 
management perspectives. Early on, the investigation focused on personnel issues and 
their effect on grant administration. 

II. METHODS. 

A. 	 Process Overview. 
1. 	 Committee work consisted of conducting interviews of staff from the county, city and 

TJPD and reviewing work plans, cost reports, grant documents and person-hour 
reports from the inception of the grant in February 20 II to the present. 

2. All interviews and meetings were held in the Water Street conference room ofTJPDC. 

B. 	 Committee meeting and interview schedule. The Committee met and conducted interviews 
on the following dates with the TJPDC personnel indicated . (Where no names appear in 
parenthesis, the meeting was among the Committee members only.) 

I. 	September 10, 2012 from 10:00 AM to 12:00 PM 
2. 	September 17, 2012 from 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM 
3. 	 September 27,2012 from 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM 

4. 	October I, 2012 from 10:00 AM to 12:00 PM 
5. 	 October 4, 2012 at 10:30 AM 
6. 	October 8, 2012 from 1 :00 PM to 3 :00 PM 
7. 	October 10, 2012 from 12:00 PM to 2:00 PM 

C. 	 Key Questions asked ofTJPDC permanent senior staff. 
1. 	What was your role in the project? 
2. 	 Who is responsible for managing expenditures and overseeing the budget? 
3. 	 How do you plan to ensure quality of service and effective working relationships? 
4. 	Why the decision to use permanent TJPDC staff to finish the project? 
5. 	 Why the inordinate expenditure of grant monies during the first five months? 
6. 	Do you think the Commission should be conducting this investigation? 

D. 	Key Questions asked ofTJPDC temporary subordinate staff. 
I. 	 What was your role in the project? 
2. 	How has the project been going? 
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3. 	 Wh~n and how was upper level management staff involved? 
4. 	 What are your chief concerns? 
5. Were you allowed to see and/or manage your portion of the project budget? 

E. 	 Key Questions asked of city and county staff. 
1. 	 How has the project been going? 
2. 	 What are your chief concerns? 
3. Would you partner with TJPDC in the future? 

F. 	 Documents Reviewed. (Complete set contained in the appendix) 
1. 	 The original scope (online at l-community.org.) 
2. Grant directives, especially at the beginning of the grant. 
3. Financial summary, submitted with every invoice. 
4. Expenditures by person and by task were requested but because HUD did not require 

that information it was not collected on an ongoing basis. 
I. 	 Financial tracking is established however, to meet the requirements of each 

grant. 
5. Outreach plan for the remainder of the grant for all six tasks. 

III. FINDINGS. 

A. 	 Budgeting. In general, the submitted grant administration plan was not followed in terms of 
scheduling and allocation drawdowns. Ofpar1icular concern was an overestimation of the 
monies available for staff compensation by approximately $500,000. 

I. 	 made a mathematical error during the creation of the 
budget for the grant on which staffing was based. 

2. Although Irst suspected this 
accounting error by in May of2012, . did not act on the $1.5 million versus 
$].0 million mistake until June or July 2012. 

I. At that time . informed who subsequently (by the end of 
July or early August) informed the county and city depar1ment heads. 

rl. 	 In short, a major accounting error was discovered in May of 20 12 (11 months 
after project start- up) and not addressed until July of2012 (13 months after 
star1-up.) 

B. 	 Reporting, Scheduling, and Communication. There were few ifany communications from 
to par1ner depar1ment heads, while the management team and the working group 

met productively on a weekly basis. 

1. 	 The most consequential failure in communication revolved around the overall project 
calendar. 
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I" 	 According to the project grant was awarded in February 2011 and 
the project initiated in April. 

2. 	By contrast, temporary staff and external partners stated that the project did not begin 
until December 2011. 

I. 	 During this initial period TJPDC staff, ••••••• spent 
considerable time on project start-up. 

3. The fact that the project funding drawdown started in April 2011 (seven months 
earlier) was never conveyed to the partner organizations or temporary staff. 

4. 	 did not effectively convey to the partners that beginning the grant work in 
April would change the completion date and the funding of the temporary staff. 

5. 	There was also insufficient communication ••••••• 

•••••for successful monitoring of the budget. 


C. 	 Work Process and Products. 

1. 	 There were errors in traffic modeling which took excessive time to correct. 

2. 	 stated to TJPDC pal1ners that the PDC's permanent staff would complete the 
project. 

D. 	 Relationship with Partner Jurisdictions. 

1. 	 City and county staff and department heads stated that changing to PDC permanent 
staff could : 

I. 	 Jeopardize on-time completion of this project; and 
II. Burden county and city staff. 

2. 	 All parties communicated that the initial months were "rocky" but that the city/county 
management team eventually developed an excellent working relationship. 

3. 	Jt was noted that involvement dropped off considerably after the first few 
months and it has only recently resumed. 

I. 	 However, maintains that . has attended almost all meetings. 

4. 	The city's department head and city manager were especially concerned about the 
rapid drawdown of funds during the first five months. 

5. City and county staff and department heads did not seek to accelerate their respective 
comprehensive plan schedules as communicated in . 9/6/12 memo to the 
TJPDC. 
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6. 	 Th~ county and city staff and department heads all expressed serious reservations 
about working with in the future. 

E. Subordinate Personnel 

F. 	 Upper Level Management. failed to appreciate the seriousness of the 
above issues and expressed resentment that an evaluation was being conducted of the 
management of this HUD-funded grant. _ felt that the investigation was taking an 
accounting issue and "blowing it out of proportion," despite the fact that $500,000 worth of 
staff time was somehow over budgeted. 

1. 	There is an overall lack of appropriate collaborative leadership. 

2. The lack of "ownership" of the problem, particularly •••••• 

compounded the problem. 


3. 	 The indignation expressed by during committee interviews 
was inappropriate and misplaced , in light of the seriousness and magnitude of a 
$500,000 accounting error and the clear anxiety expressed by the project partners. 

G. 	Organizational Climate. There is not a clear, effective and functional organizational structure. 

·1. _ expressed constraints on _ ideas; 

2. They were "walking on eggshells"; 

3. ••••••r have not been given the authority to manage time and budgets; 

4. 	 Organizational roles and responsibilities are not clearly outlined and defined. 

IV. CONCLUSIONS. 

A. 	 Financial Responsibility. 
I . 	Despite the significant mathematical error made by when 

the original budget was establ ished, there appears to be no evidence of malfeasance 
(i.e. a willful and or fraudulent miss use, redirection, and misappropriation of TJPDC, 
HUD and or partner funds .) 

2. Any possible deviations appeared to be within the range or I imit of authority and 
scope allowable under the Committee ' s understanding of the terms and conditions of 
the Grant. 
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B. 	 Accountability, Communication and Transparency. 
1. 	 the size of this project called for greater scrutiny, reviews, management and 

communications to staff, project partners, the 
Commission and the public. 

C. 	 Structural and Systemic Problems. The committee is concerned that the TJPDC is not a well
functioning organization. This has caused mistrust among " external partners, and the 
public. This ultimately has lead to a decrease in productivity and revenue. 

I. The following observations substantiate this conclusion: 
I. 	 ? did not have a clear understanding of her role within the 

organization. 
II. 	 gave differing accounts as to who was responsible for 

making and managing the budget. 
I I I. 	 The project manager was not given budgetary oversight of the project. 
IV. 	 felt that expectations were not clearly 

communicated and were in danger of not being adequately met. 

v. 	 RECOMMENDATIONS. 

A. 	 The Livable Communities Grant. With respect to the grant, the Commission should 
undertake the following: 

1. 	 Direct that the full TJPDC, with the oversight of the 
Committee Chair, issue a written statement to the Commission's project partners 
within seven (7) business days of the Commission taking formal action. That 
statement should: 

I. 	 Acknowledge the excellent teamwork demonstrated by the combined 
city/county management team for the duration of the grant. 

II. 	 Recognize the city and county staff for their cooperation and forthrightness 
during the work of the Committee. 

III. 	 Admit the mistakes and errors made on the part of ••••••••1!Ir 
with regards to planning, management, scheduling and communication of the 
grant. 

2. 	Make the following management decisions immediately: 
I. 	 until 

the project is completed on or about June 2013. 
a. 	 Use TJPDC reserves to cover any budget shortfalls as funding 

allows. 
I J. to assist in the crafting of 

"goals and strategies" by the joint city/county planning commissions, until 
this portion of the project is completed. 

a. 	 Use TJPDC reserves to cover any budget shortfalls as funding 
allows. 
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Va. Code §2.2-3711 A (7) 
III "••••••••• 

3. Create a "steering committee" with the following oversight responsibilities; 

I. 	 Together with and project partners, establish a mutually 
acceptable completion date for the project with a defined schedule by task, 
allocations and man-hours that also identifies persons responsible for 
completion. 

II. 	 Provide clear direction to for the express purpose of 
getting the project "back on track" and repairing partner relationships. 

III. Report the project 's progress to the commission at its regular meetings. 
IV. 	 Meet with 

address the findings and conclusions identified in 
this report. 

B. 	 TJPDC Organizational Changes. The following should be in addition to the responsibilities 
of the "Steering Committee" outlined above in item #3 

I. 

2. 
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3. 

4. Proiect Management. Project managers in the future will track the project budgets and 
repolt immediately any deviation in writing to the ED and or COO. . 

5. 	Organizational Chart. Develop goals, objectives and working relationships statements 
within the organization. Create an effective and functional organizational chart with 
clear delineation of duties , lines of communication and job descriptions. 

6. 	 Human Resources. TJPDC enlists the services of a Human Resources consultant to 
establish written protocols, policies and procedures for the organization. 
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