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The 1970 General Assembly was one
which witnessed many important politi
cal changes or variations; it saw con
solidations of gains in many areas; and
it was singularly lacking in any new
programs of Statewide significance. The
shape of things to come is clouded by
the uncertainty with which the new
Governor faces his major legislative
challenges.

A REPUBLICAN GOVERNOR

The number one pol itical change
was, of course, the occupation of the
Governor's Mansion by a Republican
Governor. The solid Democratic rule of
one hundred years was broken and,
with it, many other traditions within
the Legislature. The election of a Re
publican Governor sped many other re
forms which were already underway,
including adequate and separately em
ployed staffs for House and Senate
committees handling budget matters
facing the General Assembly. I have
always felt that it was a mistake to
have the Governor's budget staff serve
as advisors to the House Appropriations
Committee and the Senate Finance
Committee. This situation permitted
the Governor to hand-feed or withhold
information from these committees. It
likewise gave him ready access to in
formation concerning anyone who op
posed h is programs. The election of
Linwood Holton assured the proper
separation between the legislative and
executive budget process.

Prior to the new Governor's election
the House and Senate had been moving
to modernize their rules and procedures
and to streamline their committees. As
a part of a legislative study, vast re
forms had already been undertaken to
provide counsel and adequate staff for
the various committees. The total num
ber of committees was reduced to
those which would and could actually
function. The election of a Republican
Governor crystalized these solutions as
pol itical necessities.

PA.RTY ORGANIZATION

Traditionally, the Governor of Vir
ginia has been the head of the Demo
cratic Party as well as the ch ief execu
tive of the State. With the election of
a Republican Governor, the leadership
of the Democratic Party in the General
Assembly fell on the leadership in each
House. The House of Delegates, in its
Democratic caucus, permitted the Floor
Leader to choose a Democratic Policy
Committee subject to its approval. The
Speaker, (from the First Congressional
District), the Floor Leader (Tenth Con-

gressional District), and 5 whips, each
from a different Congressional District,
comprised 7 of the 11-members of the
Policy Committee. The other four Con
gressional districts that were not repre
sented each selected in a district caucus
its own representative on the Policy
Committee. This committee was the small
and cohesive group which was set up to
recommend policy matters to the Demo
cratic caucus and to work out differences
with the Senate. In the House the Demo-

cratic majority worked well together and
the strong Republican influence served as
an instrument to solidify the party and to
hold the membership together.

The Senate experienced a considera
bly different problem in organizing to
hold the 33 Democrats together. An
unhappy fight erupted between the
Lieutenant Governor and the Senate
Majority Leader over the right of the
Lieutenant Governor to preside as
Chairman over the Senate Rules Com
m ittee. Whatever the merits or demerits
of this question may be, it served to
divide the Democrats in the Senate for
most, if not all, of the 1970 session.
Nonetheless, after one or more futile
attempts, the Senate did organize with
the appointment of a Floor Leader and
Assistant Floor Leader by the President
Pro T em of the Senate. A caucus was
organized and the Senate Democrats
did function as a body.

Despite the small size of the Repub
lican minority, it has consistently met
in caucus and, because of its small size,
operated on specific bills and amend
ments to specific bills. This procedure
would be wholly impractical for the
large Democratic majority.

The functioning of the legislative
process was greatly speeded up and the
membership was better informed
through the Democratic and Republican
caucus systems. Debate in the House of
Delegates was certainly streamlined on
those matters wh ich had received a fu II
study and debate in the caucus.

No effort was made to discipline
members of the caucus nor was any
discipline necessary to carry out the
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will of the majority. This may well
become a problem in the future, as it
has been for the Democratic Party on
a Statewide basis. It is my belief, how
ever, that the Democrats can best serve
their party when they stand behind
broad general principles upon which
they can agree and permit complete
freedom of action of the members.

LEGISLATIVE-EXECUTIVE

DIFFERENCES
Surprisingly, the differences between

the Republican Governor and his Dem
ocratic General Assembly were few.
The Governor recommended a $9.00
tax refund to offset the sales tax on
food and non-prescription drugs; th is
proposal would have cost $80 million
in the revenues already available. In his
initla meeting wit t e RouseAp
propriations Committee, Governor Hol
ton did, however, indicate he was going
to try and carve $80 million from the
Godwin budget. When the Governor
recognized the impracticability of the
proposed $9.00 refund, he recom
mended the enactment of a $9.00 re
fund limited to those persons with in
comes less than $3,000. This amended
version would have cost the Common
wealth some $20 million in revenue.
This proposal was the number one item
of what became Governor Holton's
request for additional appropriations of
almost $60 million. The Governor pro
posed to pay for these expenditures by
a four percent additional tax on alco
holic beverages, a two and one-half
cent tax increase on cigarettes, and two
lesser measures which did not increase
taxes.

The General Assembly was able to
make all of the appropriations re
quested--by the -G-ove-rnor---exeept- his
$9.00 refund and, indeed, the As
sembly went considerably further in
meeting the Commonwealth's needs.
For instance, under the leadership of
the Chairman of the House Appropria
tions Committee, the General Assembly
moved to take over the localities' share
of the welfare costs beginning in Janu
ary 1972. This measure was not even a
part of the Governor's recommenda
tions but he seized upon it to urge
that the tobacco tax be adopted after
the welfare program was announced by
the Chairman of the Appropriations
Committee. Quite naturally, the House
Finance Committee became the grave
yard of the Governor's tobacco tax and
the increased gasol ine tax wh ich the
Governor had supported in an effort to
get the tobacco tax passed. The votes
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in the Committee on these proposed
increases were 15-5 aga inst the tobacco
tax and 19-0 against the gasoline tax
hike. Both of these votes may well be
styled as the most effective votes cast
in the fight to protect the consumer.

The Governor and the General As
sembly also differed on the placement
of the agency to deal with the prob
lems of drug abuse. The General As
sembly enacted legislation to place a
Drug Abuse Council under the direc
tion of the Attorney General who is,
of course, the chief legal officer of the
State. The Governor vetoed th is meas
ure and set up a similar commission to
operate out of his office. The cho ice
was clearly his; he will have to bear
the responsibility, or reap the credit,
for the merits or demerits that his ac
tions have brought about in the field
of drug abuse.

In one other area the Governor put
the prestige of h is office on the line
and came through with flying colors.
The Election Law Study Commission
had recommended that the absentee
voting law be amended to require a
person who would be away from home
on election day on vacation or on busi
ness to go to the Registrar's office in
person and vote between 5 and 40
days before the election. Th is was
made to apply to everyone except sick
persons, armed forces personnel and
their spouses, students and their
spouses, and a person who was outside
the continental limits of the United
States. I opposed th is pol icy change as
did a majority of the House Demo
crats, but the 24 Republicans voting as
a solid bloc with a minority of the
Democrats carried the day for Gov
ernor Helten.-T e-a-Ileged veting scan
dals of Southwest Virginia were the
Governor's justification for the disen
franchisement of many Northern Vir
ginia voters.

The activities of the 1970 session,
however, cannot be blamed on the
Governor if they were bad, nor can he
be given credit if they were good. The
programs presented were those of an
outgoing Democratic Governor and all
of the studies which reported on legis
lation for the 1970 session were the
product of the overwhelmingly Demo
cratic membership that had dominated
the study grou ps.

Governor Holton's real test will
come when he presents his 1972 budg
et to the General Assembly with his
requests for other legislation. This will
be his first and his last effort at pre-

senting a completely Republican pro
gram on which his administration must
stand or fa II. To a large extent the
success of his recommendations will
depend on his ability to generate new
revenue. He must do this to meet his
$9.00 tax refund proposal which will
cost dearly in anticipated revenues.
Beyond this, it will require a supreme
effort on his part to lead the way to
new monies to finance programs which
he has espoused on the political hust
ings.

APPROPRIATIONS

Without attempting to be critical,
the 1970-72 Appropriations Act was al
most entirely a Democratic document.
The total State expenditures of $3.9
bn Ion were attributa e 0 $ .8 billion
in General Funds and $2.0 billion in
Special Funds. Special funds arise from
taxes which are committed to a special
purpose like the gas tax is committed
to road uses. General funds arise from
all other tax sources. Of these sums,
the Governor only recommended $60
million in additional expenditures over
those requested by Governor Godwin.
The General Fund budget represents an
increase of $430 million, or 31 per
cent.

The total appropriations for capital
outlay were substantially below those
of previous sessions. Capital outlay
funds are, of course, those committed
to current building programs. Governor
Godwin, who had so forcefully pushed
c-apital projects early in his term, rec
ommended very few new projects in
the 1970 session and Governor Holton
did not substantially expand on this
aspect. Less than $43 million in new
capital -outlay was -made available for
the 1970-72 biennium. Reappropria
tions of projects not yet completed
and revenue bond projects bring the
total of capital outlay to $104 million.
T his was only one-fourth of the
amount requested by the various State
agencies and illustrates the demands
that will be made on Governor Holton
and the 1972 General Assembly.

Public education received $825 mil
lion in General Fund appropriations.
This was an increase of $138 million,
or 20 percent over the 1968-70 bienni
um.

Higher education's capital outlay ap
propriations (including the community
colleges) totalled $26 million. Mainte
nance and operation budgets for higher
education for 1970-72 total $280 mil
lion from the General Fund, or an in-
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nating candidates must do so within 30
days preceding the regular primary
date.

The requirements for reporting cam
paign receipts and disbursements have

been tightened to provide for a full and
complete disclosure by each candidate.

Absentee voter provisions, as noted
earlier, were severely restricted. Specif
ically, voters who may be away from
home on business or vacation will be
permitted to vote, in person only, in
the Registrar's office from 5 to 40 days
prior to the election.

A comprehensive conflict-of-interest
bill was passed to cover all officials in
governmental service. As the legislation
pertains to the General Assembly, it
affirms the right of members to in
troduce, debate, and vote on legislation
with which a member is familiar be
cause of his employment, background,
etc., unless the member decides that
the action involves a conflict of inter-

Registration will be computerized in
Richmond so that the records can be
accurately kept in all cities and coun
ties. The central office will advise the
localities of those who have died, failed
to vote in a four-year period, or who
have become disqualified because they
have been convicted of a crime or have
become mentally incapacitated. The
localities can thus accurately purge
their registration lists.

All urban areas will be required to
have voting machines by October 1,
1972 and all rural areas will be re
quired to have the machines for each
precinct with as many as 500 voters by
October 1, 1976.

Primary elections were changed from
July to the second Tuesday in June for
those general elections to be held in
November. The primary for the May
general elections (city councils, etc.)
will be held on the first Tuesday in
March.

Run-off elections were eliminated
and the candidate with the highest
number of votes in the primary will
henceforth be the winner. A party that
uses the convention method for nomi-

6,800,000

3,700,000

10,000,000

10,000,000

$21,200,000

authority to appoint school board
members provided approval is given in
a referendum. Local school boards,
with the recommendation of the juve
nile and domestic relations court, can
excuse a ch iId from attend ing school if
that child cannot benefit from the
educational program.

In the field of criminal reform, Gov
ernor Holton began with an appropria
tion of $3.7 million to move the State
Penitentiary to a new site outside of
Richmond. In conjunction with this ef
fort, the work release program for
felons and misdemeanants was widely
expanded and improved to continue
Virginia's emphasis on rehabilitation in
the State's correctional system.

The General Assembly adopted an
entirely new election law. The provi
sions of that law are far reaching and
should insure the voters of Virginia
that their wishes as expressed in elec
tions will be recorded accurately.

GENERAL LEGISLATION

General legislation in the 1970 ses
sion touched almost every area. Almost
all of this legislation was, of course,
the product of the Democratic legis
lature which had initiated the studies
in the 1968 session.

Several important changes were
made in the field of education. County
boards of supervisors were given the

TABLE 2/ INCREASES IN APPROPRIATIONS BY THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
Purpose Amount
1. I ncreased capital outlay expenditures for community college programs $ 3,400,000
2. I ncreased capital outlay other than for colleges, approximately 12,000,000
3. I ncreased appropriations for aid to public schools 6,000,000
4. State assumption of the costs of local welfare programs, beginning January 1,

1972
5. I ncreased aid to college students

6. I ncreased capital outlay for colleges other than c9mmunity colleges by more
than

TABLE 1 / INCREASES IN APPROPRIATIONS REQUESTED BY GOVERNOR HOLTON
Purpose Amount
1. To provide relief from the sales tax on food by credit or refund of $9.00 per

person to individuals or families with an adjusted gross income of less than
$3,000 per year

2. To provide essential services in mental health and receive all available Federal
matching aid

3. To increase water and air pollution expenditures and utilize all Federal
matching money available to the Commonwealth

4. To build a reception center as the first step in the relocation of the State
Penitentiary

5. To implement port unification
6. To provide State matching money for pine tree reforestation programs to be

combined with a recreational easement over the properties being reforested so
that all citizens of Virginia may enjoy the benefits of this State expenditure 500,000

7. To revitalize the Virginia Outdoor Plan with additional park expansion programs 2,000,000

Total $54,200,000

the House Finance Committee put to
rest the requested tax on tobacco; it
was unnecessary at this time.

crease of 37.9 percent over the previ
ous biennium. The community colleges
received $13 million for capital outlay
and $52 million for operating funds.
All of the originally planned com
munity colleges were requested by Gov
ernor Godwin. The appropriations
covered four new campuses, a replace
ment for an existing campus, and addi
tional facilities at six other community
colleges.

In the field of mental health, $110
million was provided for maintenance
and operation of the mental hospitals.
This was an increase of 30 percent
over the previous biennium.

All of the many and varied increases
took place from funds which were
available from current revenues. No tax
increase was envisioned by Governor
Godwin when he left office and he
kept his recommendations within the
bounds of existing revenues. The God
win budget did receive increases from
two different directions. In some in
stances the boosts overlapped.

Governor Holton, after he recovered
from his ill-advised attempt to cut $80
mill ion out of the ex isting appropria
tions, recommended increased alcohol
and tobacco taxes with wh ich to pay
for additional programs. As a con
sequence, the increase in appropriations
recommended by the Governor totalled
over $54 million as shown in Table 1.

The House Appropriations Commit
tee began a program which paralleled
the Governor's efforts and the Com
mittee had reached many of the same
conclusions by the time his recommen
dations were received. In any event,
the House Committee adopted all of
the Governor's proposals and went a
good deal further as shown in Table 2.

As it developed, all of the increased
appropriations could be made with the
addition of only one tax, i.e., the four
percent tax on alcohol recommended
by Governor Holton. As a consequence,



est. A disclosure of each member's in
terests must be filed annually.

A new, and for Virginia an historic,
change was made in abortion legisla
tion. The new law will permit abor
tions if the pregnancy resu Ited from
rape or incest or where it is evident
that the mother or the child will be
mentally or physically impaired if the
pregnancy continues.

In the 1968 session the General As
sembly passed enabling legislation to
establish community mental health and
mental retardation centers. The 1970
General Assembly, with the recommen
dation of Governor Holton, made avail
able $1.8 million on a matching basis
with the localities to operate these
centers and $1.5 million for construc
tion on a matc Ing aSlswith the- lo
calities.

Consumer protection legislation was
plentiful. The Attorney General's office
will be involved in representing the in
terest of the public before govern
mental agencies. The Department of
Agriculture will be a clearing house for
complaints. The Governor has already
appointed a special assistant for consumer
affairs.

Salary increases were made to keep
pace with inflation; $21.5 million was
made available to the Governor for salary
increases for State employees. The Gen
eral Assembly increased its expense al
lowance for each member from $1,200 to
$3,900 and increased the expense al
lowance of the Lieutenant Governor and
Speaker of the House from $3,000 to
$8,950. The salaries of the Senate Clerk
and the House Clerk were raised to
$23,000 and $24,000, respectively. The
Attorney General's salary was raised from
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$25,000 to $30,000 and proportional
increases were authorized for State
agency and department heads.

The initial steps were taken to pro
vide for the unification of all Virginia
ports under one authority with a single
purpose. The new authority will have
broad powers of coordination and con
trol over all ports in the State which
heretofore have been under the jurisdic
tion of the several local authorities.

Virginia became the first State to
enact the new Potomac River Basin
Compact. This legislation provides
strong authority to conserve, develop,
and manage the water resources of the
basin. Governor Holton did a singular
service when he used the influence of
his office to reverse the action wh ich

- "tne RepuD Ican ea ersnlp In t e H'ouse
had taken to kill the Compact on its
final passage.

W 0 r k man's cOrilpensation benefits
were raised from a maximum of
$51.00 to $62.00 a week; unemploy
ment insurance benefits were increased
from a maximum of $48.00 to $59.00
a week.

Additional funds will aid the fight
against water and air pollution and the
General Assembly strengthened the laws
to aid agencies fighting this battle.
Additional funds were made available
for planning, acquisition, and develop
ment of parks. On a matching basis,
$500,000 was provided for reforestation
projects. The Board of Agriculture and
Commerce was given authority to restrict
or prohibit the use or sale of pesticides.

THE PROPOSED CONSTITUTION

And, finally, the General Assembly

gave its approval for the second time
toth 0 se Constitutional resolutions
which rewrite Virginia's Constitution
and set November 3, 1970 as the date
for the referendum. The Special Session
of 1969 had approved six resolutions
but the 1970 session passed only four
of these. The defeated resol utions
wou Id have (1) perm itted the General
Assembly to set the boundaries of the
capital city (Richmond); and (2) al
lowed State aid to handicapped chil
dren in private schools, whether sectar
ian or non-sectarian.

The bulk of the Constitution, as re
written, will be considered by the vot
ers in one question. As proposed, it
has 12 main articles and contains less
than 20,000 words; this is about half
tne engt 0 t e presen ons Ituti<5il:-

There will be three other questions
to vote on in the Constitutional refer
endum. One would allow the Common
wealth to incur a general obligation
debt of up to $500 or $600 million
for capital projects. A second resolu
tion would allow the Commonwealth
to pledge the full faith and credit to
the extent of $500 or $600 million
behind certain revenue-producing capital
outlay projects if approved by a two
thirds vote in both houses of the State
Legislature. The final question is de
signed to permit the people of Virginia
to determine whether they wish to
retain the prohibition against lotteries
in this State.

If approved, this new Constitution will
go into effect on July 1, 1971, and the
General Assembly will be called into
special session in January 1971 to make
the necessary changes in the State's
statutes.

Entered as second-class matter
Charlottesville, Virginia


