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VIRGINIA STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCES
IN THE EIGHTIES

By John L. Knapp

In 1987 Virginia and the nation will mark the 200th anniversary of the United States
Constitution, which was drafted at the Philadelphia Convention in 1787. Because of the
substantial contribution of Virginia to the writing and subsequent development of the
Constitution, the commemoration holds special significance for citizens of the
Commonwealth.

Over the next several years-during the decade of the Constitution-the commemora
tion of the constitutional founding will provide occasion for a variety of programs to
promote a wider understanding of the history and principles of American democracy. In
order to facilitate the exchange of information about upcoming activities related to the
constitutional commemoration, the Institute, beginning with the January 1983 News
Letter, will issue a monthly supplement that will list Constitution-related projects and
publications of interest to Virginians.

If you have information to be included in this supplement, or questions about the 200th
anniversary of the Constitution, please contact Timothy O'Rourke at the Institute of
Government (804/924-3396).

Mr. Knapp is research director of the Economic
Studies Center at the Tayloe Murphy Institute, Darden
Graduate School of Business Administration, University
of Virginia.

The 1980s represent a challenging period
for Virginia's state and local governments.
During the previous two decades state and
local government was a "growth industry" as
its employment rose by 5.6 percent annually,
a faster rate than for any other major sector
except services. l Federal aid mushroomed,
and many new programs were undertaken.
Currently, however, Virginia, along with
other states, faces a "fiscal crunch." This

ews Letter reviews the causes of this
problem, discusses factors that will affect
Virginia's future financial condition, evalu
ates the major revenue options likely to be
considered by state and local governments,
and reviews some ways to increase produc
tivity.

THE FISCAL CRUNCH

Six principal factors account for the fiscal
crunch that the states and localities currently
fee. F' t, during the 1970s a reaction to the
expansion of government occurred in many
states. California's voters passed Proposi
tion 13, and many states followed suit with
taxation or expenditure restrictions. Al
though Virginia has yet to adopt such
restrictions, the fact that the General
Assembly has considered them reflects a
stringent attitude toward government ex
pansion.

Second, the national and state economies
have been weakened by two recessions; the
first occurred in 1980, while the second
started in 1981 and is still in progress. When
the economy is weak, state and local
governments soon feel the effects as the

I Derived from data supplied by the Virginia Department of

Labor and Industry.

Author's note: Unless otherwise noted, the statistics in
this News Letter are from various publications of the u.s.
Bureau of the Census, including Governmental Finances
(selected editions); Current Population Reports, Series
P-25, No. 796 (March 1979), using the series II B
projection; and State Government Finances in 1980.

growth of tax receipts decreases and voters
exhibit a heightened reluctance to approve
higher taxes. The current recession has been
particularly hard on governmental finances
because it has included a rapid fall in the
inflation rate. Lower inflation, paradoxical
ly, is a problem for governments since it may
result in less tax revenue than anticipated.
This occurs because most tax bases are
denominated in current dollars, which grow
at a slower rate when the inflation rate
declines. Moreover, certain revenue sources
that benefit from high inflation-such as the
state individual income tax, which is
characterized by a "bracket creep" that
pushes taxpayers into higher brackets even
when their real incomes have not grown
produce lower revenues when the inflation
rate falls.

Third, federal aid to state and local
governments has been reduced significantly,
a fact that will be discussed more fully in the
next section.

Fourth, state and local government
borrowing has become more difficult. High
interest rates have increased the cost of
borrowing. In addition, the near bankruptcy
of New York City, changes in federal tax
law, and a large expansion in municipal
bond offerings to cover home mortgages and
commercial developments have diminished
the relative advantage, and therefore the
attractiveness, of tax-free state and local
government bonds.

Fifth, the Federal Economic Recovery
Tax Act of 1981 (ERTA) has caused reduced
revenues in those states like Virginia that
closely tie the state individual income tax,
corporate income tax, and estate tax to
federal tax bases. Even though the General
Assembly enacted legislation in 1982 to
counteract the federal tax act's effect in
Virginia, the Virginia Department of Taxa
tion estimates that the revenue shortfall in
the state as a result of ERTA will be $70.6
million in the 1982-84 biennium. The federal
tax increase enacted in 1982, the Tax Equity
and Fiscal Responsibility Act, will restore
only a small portion of the previous cut.

Sixth, in recent years there has been a
growing public awareness that the nation's
infrastructure is in a condition of decay.
Infrastructure is a term used to describe
public capital structures, such as buildings,
roads, bridges, and sewer systems. Faced by
tight budgets, governments often have
adjusted those budgets by reducing capital
outlays, which typically have been the target
for budget paring since they lack the strong
political constituencies that argue against
cuts in current outlays. Capital spending also
has been discouraged by high interest rates,
reduced federal funding, and, in the case of
highways, slow growth of tax revenue. While
the full dimensions of the plight of state and
local governm'ents in Virginia are not
known, conditions do appear to be better
than in those states with large, old industrial



areas. Nevertheless, aggregate data on
Virginia state and local government capital
outlays show that they have been falling as a
percentage of direct general expenditures. In
1970-71, capital outlays accounted for 23.0
percent of total outlays; by 1975-76 their
share had fallen to 19.3 percent, and in 1980
81 it was down to 15.4 percent.

In general, state and local governments
have responded to the current fiscal crunch
by cutting back on services, emphasizing
methods to increase productivity, and
searching for new sources of revenue.

FUTURE FINANCIAL CONDITIONS

In order to determine what revenue
changes are likely in Virginia, it is necessary
to consider the impact of federal aid,
demographic changes, and the economy on
the Commonwealth's future financial situa
tion.

Federal Aid. The Reagan Administration,
under its version of "New Federalism," has
made significant reductions in federal aid to
state and local governments. To understand
the impact of these budget cuts, a review of
the development of the fed,eral grant-in-aid
system is helpful.

Beginning with President Johnson's Great
Society programs in the mid-1960s, a large
increase occurred in both the number and
dollar amount of federal grant programs. As
the size and complexity of federal aid
programs grew, there were calls for simplifi
cation. President Nixon inaugurated a "New
Federalism" that favored block grants and
instituted general revenue sharing. State and
local governments received more money
with fewer strings.

Meanwhile, federal aid programs con
tinued to proliferate, and many of them were
criticized for ineffectiveness and waste. By
1977-78 federal aid accounted for 23 cents
out of every dollar received by Virginia's
state and local governments, versus 16 cents
in 1962-63. At the state level, much of the
federal aid was for education and welfare;
the states also were beneficiaries of general
revenue sharing. A significant portion of the
federal funds received by the states repres-

- ented "pass-tlirough aid"- un s thai ulti
mately were distributed in the form of state
aid to local governments. Local govern
ll).ents also received large injections of
federal aid directly, such as dollars for
community development and sewerage
systems, anti-recession aid, and general
revenue sharing.

In its last years the Carter Administration
slowed the growth of grants by reducing
those connected with anti-recession policy
and by exercising overall budget restraint.
As a consequence, by 1980-81 the federal aid
received by Virginia's state and local
governments had dropped slightly, to 22
cents out of each dollar.

Now the Reagan Administration has
eliminated general revenue sharing for the
states and reduced funding for many
programs. The Reagan plan seeks to give
states and local governments more control
over a reduced amount of total aid. On a
philosophical level, aid is reduced because of
a preference for leaving taxing and spending
decisions to lower levels of government. On a

more pragmatic level, aid is reduced because
the Reagan Administration has assigned
higher priorities to defense and to transfer
programs such as Social Security. The
proposed cuts are quite large-the current
budget forecasts not only that federal grants
in-aid will decline in dollar amount, but also
that state and local government aid as a
percentage of domestic outlays will drop
from 19.5 percent in 1980-81 to an estimated
14.8 percent in 1984-85. 2

As part of his "New Federalism" President
Reagan proposed in his 1982 State-of-the
Union address that the federal government
take over full funding of the health program
for the poor (Medicaid) in exchange for a
state takeover of food stamps and Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).
In addition, the president has called for
giving the states control of forty federal
grant programs over a ten-year period, to be
paid for by a federal trust fund. Under this
proposal, the trust fund would be phased out
by 1991, and the states then would become
responsible for the financing of the. prQ
grams. These proposals have made little
political headway because many states have
concluded they would be net losers. How
ever, the Congress eventually could pass
some type of program that would impose
additional burdens on the states. In view of
these developments, it is not surprising that
most observers of state and local govern
ment finances agree with the statement that
". .. at the very least, the future of federal
support for state and local services looks
bleak."3

Mitigating this somber outlook is evi
dence that Virginia does not receive a net
benefit from federal aid. According to
estimates by the Tax Foundation (published
in the May 1982 issue of its Monthly Tax
Features), Virginia was one of twenty-two
states that in 1980-81 paid more in federal
taxes to fund federal grants-in-aid than it
received under such programs. Virginia
residents paid $2.1 billion in federal taxes for
grants, while their state and local govern
ments received $1.9 billion in aid. Thus, for
every $1.00 received, Virginia paid $1.13.
Assuming that the aid that has been cut
would have been financed with higher taxes
(rather than with -cuts In--other federal
programs), then each $1.00 of additional
federal aid for Virginia would have required
$1.13 more in taxes from Virginia. This
analysis, while somewhat theoretical and
based on crude data, does underline the fact
that federal aid must be financed; therefore,
when aid is reduced, the financing burden
also is reduced.

Demographic Changes. Although Virgin
ia's overall population growth in the 1980s is
forecast to be close to the 15 percent
experienced in the 1970s, the age composi
tion is expected to change dramatically.

A relatively small number of births in
recent years, combined with expected low
fertility in the future, will cause a drop in the
share of population represented by persons
under twenty-five. In 1980 that group~sshare

2U.S. Office of Management and Budget, Federal Aid to State
and Local Governments, Special Analysis H, The Budget of the
United States Government, 1983 (Washington, D.C.: U.S.

Government Printing Office, 1982), p. 17.
3Norman Walzer and David L. Chicoine, eds., Financing State

and Local Governments in the 1980s (Cambridge, Mass.:
Oelgeschlager, Gunn & Hain, Publishers, Inc., 1981), p. xxv.

was 42 percent; by 1990, its share is forecast
to be only 37 percent. Reflecting those
changes, the State DepartIl).ent of Education
fore"casts that public school enrollment will
decline every school year until 1989-90. In
addition, the State Council of Higher
Education foresees only modest increases in
enrollment at four-year institutions ofhigher
education and community colleges.

Reductions in school enrollment and a
slow growth in college enrollment may
remove some of the fiscal pressure on state
and local governments, since education is
their most costly single function, absorbing
thirty-nine cents out of every dollar of their
direct general expenditures. As one observer
has noted, "The demographics are working
against the federal budget, yet are working
for the states in their principal expenditure
area-education."4 Whether or not the lower
enrollments actually will bring about a
reduction in outlays, however, depends upon
how governments manage their resources. A
reluctance to close school facilities and to lay
off staff will result in higller cost~ er pU'pi1
and nullify much of the saving from lower
enrollment.

The Economy. In large part, the future
financial strength of Virginia's state and
local governments will depend on the
strength of the state's economy. The 1980s
have not begun auspiciously and, given the
current recession, optimism is now a scarce
commodity. Nevertheless, if a slow-paced
expansion occurs fairly soon, if federal
deficits are brought under control, and if
monetary policy does not become inflation
ary, then the prospects for long-term
economic growth are fairly good. According
to one series of regional projections,
however, the Virginia economy, as mea
sured by constant dollar personal income,
will grow at a slower average annual rate (4.0
percent) from 1978 to 1990 than it did from
1969 to 1978 (4.6 percent).5 Based on this
fragmentary evidence, it appears prudent to
assume .that Virginia's state and local
governments will be operating in a favor
able, but not buoyant, economic environ
ment. If additional revenue is desired
because of reductions in federal aid or for
other reasons, that revenue probably will not
be forthcoming merely because of economic
growth. Therefore, new taxes or higher tax
rates may have to be considered.

MAJOR REVENUE OPTIONS

Before examining possible revenue op
tions, a brief discussion of Virginia's current
tax burden is desirable.

Tax Burden. When Virginia's tax effort is
measured by the most common standards of
measurement-taxes per capita and taxes
per $1,000 of personal income-the results
show that the state has a relatively low tax
burden. In 1980-81, per capita state and local
taxes were $946, a figure that was 88 percent
of the national average. Measured in relation
to personal income, taxes in Virginia

4Donald Harder, "Balancing the Federal Budget: The Inter
governmental Casualty and Opportunity," in Walzer and Chicoine,

eds., Financing State and Local Governments, p. 218.
5U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis,

1980 OBER BEA Regional Projections, Vol. 1 (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1981), p. 144.



amounted to $100 per $1,000 of income, or
88 percent of the U.S. average.

Some fiscal analysts criticize the preceding
measures of burden because they do not
adjust for interstate variation in tax bases
and the ability to shift taxes to nonresidents
through so-called "tax exporting." In re
sponse to these criticisms the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Rela
tions has developed a tax effort index. Tax
effort is defined as the ratio of tax collections
to tax capacity. Tax capacity is derived by
multiplying the relevant tax base by the
national average rate-the "representative"
rate. Virginia's state and local tax effort
index in 1980 was 88 percent of the national
average, the same result as provided by the
traditional measures of burden. 6 The Com
monwealth's tax effort was below the
national average mainly because of Virgin
ia's relatively low property and consumption
taxes. Among adjoining states, Maryland,
with a tax effort at 109 percent of the
national average, exceeded Virginia's effort
by a large margin; North Carolina, at 97
percent, was also higher. The tax effort by
Kentucky was similar to that of Virginia,
while the effort indexes for Tennessee and
West Virginia were lower.

Major State Government Revenue
Options. The Commonwealth's most likely
source of additional tax revenue is the
individual income tax. That tax now raises
over $1.2 billion per year and is the state's
most important single tax. The simplest way
to increase its yield would be either a
percentage surtax on top of present tax
liability or the creation of new, higher rate
brackets in place of the current maximum
rate of 5.75 percent on taxable income over
$12,000. Neither approach, however, would
correct some fundamental problems that
have developed because inflation has dis
torted the tax brackets, exemptions, and
maximum standard deduction since they
were last changed ten years ago.

A preferred approach would be to
restructure the tax at the same time that any
changes were made to increase the revenues
produced. The aim of any restructuring
should be to remove persons with poverty
incomes from the tax base and to immunize
the income tax from the distorting effects of
inflation. Moreover, if a progressive income
tax is retained, consideration should be
given to making the brackets more consis
tent with the current distribution of income.
As tax brackets are now structured, the
average taxpayer is subject to the highest
rate on part of his taxable income. 7

Another possible source of revenue is the
sales tax. The current rate for the state
portion of the sales tax is 3 percent. If that
rate were increased by one percentage point,
the yield would increase by roughly one
third. Virginia's combined state-local rate
then would become 5 percent, a rate equal to
or less than that in the District of Columbia
and in all adjoining states except North
Carolina. An alternative would be to expand

6Advi 'ory Commi sion on Intergovernmental Relations, Tax
Capacity of the Fifty States Supplement: 1980 Estimates (June
1982), p. 19.

7Based on unpubli hed data from the Virginia Department of

Taxation for tax year 1980, the most recent year for which data are
available.

the base to include selected services such as
auto repair and haircuts-an action that
would increase revenue by about 10 percent.
The present exclusion of selected services
seems illogical. For instance, a person who
has his car repaired wants it to run properly,
and the nontaxed labor services contribute
to that goal just as do any taxed parts that
are installed. Consequently, the entire bill,
rather than just a portion, should be subject
to the sales tax. The state's recent adoption
of (l. 3 percent wholesale sales tax on motor
fuel and an increase in license and registra
tion fees on autos and trucks probably
precludes a major tax increase in motor
vehicle taxes, at least for a few years.

Changes in the corporate income tax often
are considered in conjunction with the
individual income tax, and a major increase
in the state's individual income tax probably
would create pressure to increase the
corporate tax. However, the analogy be
tween corporate incomes and individual
incomes is a forced one since the size of a
corporation's income discloses nothing
about the income of its individual stock
holders, many of whom may have only
moderate incomes. Furthermore, taxation
of corporate income, to the extent that those
taxes are borne by the owners, constitutes
double taxation of individual :ncome.

On a more pragmatic level r.he Common
wealth must be careful to keep its Ll./. burden
competitive with those nearby 3ta~e3 with
which it vies for industrial devt~0~)ment.

Although studies of those factors that
influence industrial location generdlly ex
clude taxes as a maj or factor, nevertheless
taxes are highly visible and often are
considered to be a barometer of community
attitudes toward business. One recent study
indicates that Virginia's state and local tax
bill for a hypothetical corporation is 3
percent lower than the combined average for
the states in Virginia's competitive region
(which includes, in addition to Virginia,
Georgia, Kentucky, Maryland, North Carol
ina, South Carolina, and Tennessee).8 If
Virginia raised its corporate rate from 6
percent to 7 percent, this advantage would be
converted to a handicap. Furthermore,
Virginia then would have a higher corporate
tax rate than all of the other states in the
region except Maryland. 9

Another significant source of revenue for
the state government is user charges
mainly from college tuition and fees and
hospital charges. During the 1980s, major
increases will occur in tuition; in the 1982-84
biennium, state four-year institutions and
community colleges are being required to
increase tuitions so that they will cover a
larger proportion of current educational
costs. Such actions may be precursors of
more increases. Although other types of user
charges pale in comparison to earnings from
colleges and hospitals, they are large in
absolute amount. For example, in 1980-81
state highway toll facilities raised $29.8
million and state parks collected $1.9
million. It is quite likely that all types of user

gPeggy M. Ware, "Taxes on Manufacturers: Virginia and

Competitive States" (thesis submitted to the American Economic
Development Council, 1981), p. 19.

9Virginia Division of Industrial Development, "How the

Virginia Economy Compares" (September 198 I), p. 30.

charges will receive increased emphasis in
the 1980s, not only because of their revenue
potential, but also because charges tend to
reduce demand.

Major Local Government Revenue
Options. The real property tax will continue
to be the major source of revenue for
Virginia's local governments in the 1980s.
However, its share is likely to fall as other
taxes and user charges grow faster.

Growth in property tax revenue is likely to
be sluggish for several reasons. First of all,
the residential speculative boom appears to
be over. In addition, farm real estate values,
under pressure due to weak agricultural
markets, are unlikely to match their recent
increases. From 1970 to 1981, the average
value per acre of Virginia's farm land and
buildings rose every year, and the average
annual growth rate was 12.8 percent. In
1982, in contrast, the price dropped 3.7
percent. 10 These changes affecting residen
tial and farm values will slow the growth in
assessed values and may require explicit tax
increases to achieve desired revenue gains.
This would be in sharp contrast to the 1970s,
when effective tax rates declined. (In 1971
the average city-county tax rate per $100 of
true value was $1.06; by 1980, it was only
$0.81.) 11

The existence of use-value taxation, an
option that has been adopted by the majority
of counties and some cities, also may slow
the growth of property tax revenue. Use
value taxation shif\~ tax burdens to the
owners of noneligible property. Since many
taxpayers are not eligible for the tax relief
that this option provides, the existence of
use-value taxation may serve as a damper on
voters' acceptance of general tax increases.
Finally, sluggish demand for utility services
may slow the growth of the public service
corporation property tax base.

Local revenue from the personal property
tax also is unlikely to grow rapidly. A major
component of this tax base is motor vehicles.
Because of high purchase prices and fuel
costs, consumers are electing to keep cars
longer and to buy fewer, less elaborate
vehicles-trends that have restrained the
growth of the personal property tax base.

The local option sales tax of 1 percent
already has been adopted by all cities and
counties; and without state legislation,
localities cannot increase their revenue from
that source. The General Assembly could
empower the localities to raise the local tax
another percentage point-a step that
effectively would preclude a higher state
sales tax. If the state sales tax were expanded
to include selected services, as previously
mentioned, local governments also would
benefit because their 1 percent local option
tax would apply to a broader base. How
much each locality might gain would depend
upon the relative importance of repairs and.
other selected services in the locality.

Consumer utility taxes could be an
important source of additional local revenue
if the General Assembly rescinded the

IOU.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service,

Farm Real Estate Market Developments, CD-87 (July 1982), p. 14.

IIVirginia Department of Taxation, Virginia Assessment/ Sales
Ratio Study (1971 and 1980 editions).



current fixed dollar limits on the amount of
tax per month. Permission to tax at a lower
rate, but without a maximum tax, would
allow this revenue to grow at the same pace
as utility receipts.

A major new source of revenue would be a
local "piggy-back" individual income tax. In
Maryland, where such a tax has been
employed, the local tax is a percentage of the
taxpayer's state income tax. The tax is
collected by the state department of taxation
and is returned to the resident county of each
taxpayer. A piggy-back income tax in
Virginia would represent a major change in
state-local finance since the income tax
traditionally has been reserved for state use.

In 1982-83 Fairfax County anticipates
revenues of some $110,000 from Pac-Man
and other video games located in some of its
public facilities. 12 This illustrates the diver
sity' of sources that constitute local service or
user charges. In 1980-81 Virginia's local
governments earned a total of $447 million
from these service charges; the most impor
tant sources of this revenue include public
works, education, public transportation,
hospitals, and parks and recreation. In the
1980s local governments are likely to make
heavier use of service charges, in terms of
both higher charges for services now being
priced and new charges for some services
that now are provided free. Publicly owned
bus systems, for example, will be forced to
use the fare box for a larger proportion of
their operating expenses. In the 1970s, the
ratio of revenue to cost for bus systems in
Virginia dropped sharply; the median ratio
fell from 80 percent in 1973-74 to 41 percent

12 Wall Street Journal, Sept. 16, 1982.

12

in 1979-80. 13 As federal aid is phased out and
local governments face stringent budgets,
the proportion of costs covered by fares will
have to increase.

RAISING PRODUCTIVITY

State and local governments, like the
private sector, are being forced to emphasize
increases in productivity as one way to
counter the effects of the current recession.
Gains in productivity come from a myriad of
small decisions and policies and therefore
cannot be capsuled into one program.
Nevertheless, six approaches are recom
mended: (1) increase employee motivation;
(2) redesign or modify operational proce
dures; (3) restructure organizational
arrangements; (4) develop new or adapt
existing technology; (5) upgrade general
management skills; and (6) improve mea
surement of services. 14 To bring about such
changes, everyone involved in the political
process-voters, elected officials, adminis
trators, and public employees-will have to
exhibit flexibility in adapting to new proce
dures.

SUMMARY

Virginia state and local governments are
involved in a fiscal crunch that is likely to
continue for many years as federal aid is
reduced and voters resist tax increases. On
the bright side, a good possibility exists that
the national and state economies will show

IJVirginia Department of Transportation and Highways,
Virginia Statewide Transit Statistical Data (April 1977), p. 17; and
Public Transportation in Virginia (November 1981), p. 21.

14This list was taken from an undated recent publication by the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, titled
"Productivity Improvement and State and Local Government."

strong, though not spectacular, real growth
later in the eighties. Also, because of changes
in the age structure of the population, there
will be fewer students to educate.

Although many of the federal aid cuts will
not be replaced entirely by state and local
government spending~ there will be pressure
for at least partial assumption. By national
standards, the tax effort in Virginia is not
high; therefore, if the electorate is willing,
selected tax increases would be possible. Any
proposed tax increases should be carefully
considered, however, in order to avoid
destroying Virginia's current favorable
competitive position in regard to business
taxes.

The most likely additional sources of
revenue at the state level are the individual
income tax and the sales tax. At the local
level, real property taxes could be increased,
or the localities could obtain statutory
authority to impose either a higher sales tax
or a piggy-bac inC01l1e tax. Both state an
local levels ofgovernment will make greater
use of service charges. Equity is unlikely to
be a central concern of tax policy. When
finances are tight, equity considerations
generally take a back seat. Nevertheless, if
the individual income tax is increased, it also
will be possible simultaneously to make it
more equitable through such measures as
indexing and the adjustment of exemptions,
deductions, and rate brackets to conform
with the present-day distribution of income.

State and local government is no longer a
"growth industry." Governmental financial
conditions in the eighties will require that the
Commonwealth and its localities use their
resources carefully and place a renewed
emphasis on increasing productivity, to gain
the maximum benefits from those resources.

Errata: The September 1982 News Letter incorrectly indicated (page 1) that during the 1983 fiscal year the Commonwealth would
contribute general revenuefunds to Metrofor operating costs. Infact, statefunds can be used by Metro onlyfor capital acquisition and
administrative costs (not operating costs); allfunds provided by the Commonwealth are deposited in a separate trustfund,from which
appropriations have been made to Metro over the last decade. Also in the same issue, theperiodical cited infootnote 2 should have been
correctly titled Northern Virginia Heritage. - The Editors
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