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INTRODUCTION 

This report is intended to serve as a resource for the Executive, 
Legislative, and Judicial branches of State and local government in coping 
with the complex problems of crime, delinquency, and increasing the 
effectiveness of the justice system. 

The report contains three major sections: 

• Assessment of crime and justice 

• System efforts, impacts, gaps, and problems 

• Suggested solutions to be implemented over a three-year period 
(1981-1983) to help alleviate the problems identified 

Sections h'lo and three of the report are presented by category, 
including: 

• Crime prevention 

• Law enforcement 

• Adjudication 

• Adult corrections 

• Juvenile justice and delinquency prevention 

• Domestic violence 

• Substance abuse 

Much of the material in this report is based upon the products of State 
and local criminal and juvenile justice planning in the Commonwealth. These 
include the products of: 

• The Department of Corrections 

• The Department of Mental Hea'lth and Mental Retardation, Divi sion of 
Substance Abuse 

• The Office of the Executive Secretary of the Supreme Court 

• The Department of State Police 

• Planning district commissions 

• Indi vi dual local i ti es 
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ASSESSMENT OF CRIME AND JUSTICE 

CRIME TRENDS 

It has been shown (Anderson, 1976) that much of the increase in crime 
experienced by Virginia and the nation during the 1960·s and early 1970·s can 
be explained by the increasing number of persons during those years who were in 
that age segment of the population most prone to commit crime. Each age group 
has its own arrest rate. If we couple these rates with our quite accurate 
ability to project the population in each age group, we have the basis upon 
which to build crime forecasts (Anderson, 1977). 

Changes in Virginia crime rates from year to year have been found to 
correlate quite highly with U.S. crime rates. Also, U.S. crime rates from year 
to year correlate quite highly with U.S. arrest rates. Therefore, we may 
assume with some confidence that trends in Virginia arrest rates will closely 
parallel those experienced nationally. U.S. crime rates for various age groups 
derived from U.S. arrest rates for these same age groups are shown in Figure 1. 
Note the steep rate of increase in the crime rate of whites 15-19 and 20-29 
years old. 

The projected slope or rate of change for each of the U.S. age group crime 
rates in next used to project Virginia age group crime rates. U.S. rates from 
Figure 1 are used because many more years of data support those projections 
than are available with Virginia data. Virginia crime rate projections are 
shown in Figure 2. Note that in spite of generally increasing crime rates 
among the crime-prone age groups, the total crime rate is projected to remain 
essentially steady. This is because the percent of the total population to be 
found in these age groups declines commencing about 1980. Although the total 
crime rate may be steady, Virginia·s population is growing faster than the U.S. 
as a whole. Figure 3 shows the projected increase in index crimes which is 
based upon the population projections shown in Figure 4. 

Although Virginia ranks 13th among the states in population, Virginia 
ranked 33rd in 1978 in crime rate, with a rate of 4,073 index crimes per 
100,000 population. The crime rate is considerably lower than this in most 
jurisdictions. Figure 5 shows the distribution of crime among localities. 
Note that a high percentage of total index crime occurs in approximately twenty 
1 oca 1 it i es • 

2 



'1i'4"'""""'- --

23,000 

20,000 

15,000 

10,000 

5,000 

66 

FIGURE 1 r l L 
UNITED STATES CRIME RMES 

non-white, 20-29 yrs. 

o 
U 

f 
\ I 
, ! 

non-white, 15-19 yrs. n 

15-19 yrs. 
{'" 1 

n 
E 

white, 20-29 yrs. 11 I 
.. " t, 

o J 00".00,;' I.~ I 
'-- .--. •• {L 

.~ ~ \1' "" _. ,. .. ~.,-- --+ '" -
"". ....--.., f" .---- \ ·~on-white,other age~~ 

....... _ _ _ _ _ I 0_"." _____ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ w.~, 

90 70 75 o 85 
projections 

Calendar Years 

3 

{
. ~. 
ii 
I: 

other ages 

1 f.' iii 

, "'Iii i t II 
1 Q .• 
I 

1 

n 
I 

I I i 
IU 

FIGURE 2 

VIRGINIA CRIME RATE PROJ]XJ.['IONS 

14,000 

12,000 

10,000 

8,000 

6,000. 

4,00 

2,00 

non-white, 20-29 yrs. 

non-white, 15-19 yrs. 

wr..i.te, 15-19yrs. 

white, 20-29 yrs. 

Total Crime Rate 

non-white, other ages 

.., -r 
white, other ages 

I I 
75 76 7i 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 

I projections 

calendajr Years 

4 

'., , ' 



250,000 

200,000 

150,000 

100,000 

50,000 

o 

.~ i 

FIGURE 3 

VIffiINIA INDEX CRIME Pro:Jl!XJ.['ICNS 

14% 

28% 

21% 

31% 29% 

75 76 77 78 79 180 81 82 83 84 85 86 
projections 

White Non-white 

5 

T 
15-19 

20-29 
years 

other 
ages 

-------~-- -------------- ----------

: ( 
\1 

I 

\. 

n 
I I 

L 
J 1/ 

'J'i. I ii 

If, 
Il .. 

[ 

[ 

§ 
!I 

i 
& 

... r-. J 

5,000,000 

4,000,000 

3~000,000 

2,000,000 

1,000,000 

, 
~ ,'-"'=':::::::; .. :::=:;:.:t;= • '. ~':.-'_-._~-~_:;~-=-' .. ::;~'";.~_~ 

FIGURE 4 

VIRGINIA POPUIATICN PIDJ'I!CrIONS 
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FIGURE 5 
DISTRIBUTION OF CRIME HI VIRGINIA, 1979 
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OFFENDER PROCESSING 

Not all crime is reported to law enforcement officers. Of that crime which 
is reported, not all is accepted as crime. Arrests result for only a small 
percent of reported crimes. Trials resulting in guilty pleas or verdicts of 
guilt are but a small percent of charges upon arrest. An assessment of crime and 
justice based upon data aggregated for twelve large Virginia localities* follows. 
These localities are not representative of most localities. Nevertheless, 45% of 
the Commonwealth1s population in 1977 resided in these localities and reported 65% 
of the major offenses reported in the State (murder and non-negligent manslaugh­
ter, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and rotor 
vehicle theft). 

Sources of Data 

No single source of data accounts for crime, crime reporting, and criminal 
and juvenile justice process in Virginia localities. Calendar year 1977 is the 
latest year in which all applicable data are available. 

To determine the amount of unreported crime, the assumption is made that 
national percentages of total victimizations which are not reported to law 
enforcement as determined in the annual National Crime Surveys of the U.S. Bureau 
of the Census are generally applicable to Virginia. Some of the crime categories 
in the National Crime Surveys are not comparable to crimes as defined in Uniform 
Crime Reporting (UCR). However, the crimes of robbery, burglary, and larceny, 
which comprised 89% of reported major offenses in Virginia in 1977, are 
sufficiently comparable to permit National Crime Survey data to be utilized in 
conjunction with UCR data to estimate the total amount of these crimes which were 
unreported. 

Data covering all adult arrests for felonies and Class 1 and 2 misdemeanors 
and the resulting dispositions on the charges are products of the reports to the 
Central Criminal Records Exchange (CCRE) of the Department of State Police. These 
reports are required of law enforcement agencies and clerks of the courts by 
Section 19.2-390 Code of Virginia (1950), as amended. These data, with identifiers 
either removed or altered, are furnished to the Division of Justice and Crime 
Prevention (DJCP) for analysis by its Statistical Analysis Center. 

Juvenile arrest data are gathered and reported by the Uniform Crime Reporting 
Section of the Department of State Police. For the years 1970 through 1974, data 
were collected from all courts of the Comronwealth by the DJCP. From these data, 
annual disposition rates for various crimes were obtained. Disposition rates of 
juvenil es in juvenil e and domestic rel ations di strict courts for the years 1970 
through 1974 are assumed to be essentially unchanged in 1977. 

~Localities are the Cities of Alexandria, Chesapeake, Hampton, Newport News, 
Norfolk, Portsmouth, Richmond, Virginia Beach, and the Counties of 
Chesterfield, Fairfax, Henrico, and Prince William. 
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Assessment of Crime and Justice 

Figure 6 summarizes crime and delinquency in twelve large localities* 
with respect to the crimes of robbery, burglary, and larceny and the 
outcomes of arrests on charges therefore. 

Calculation of the values in Figure 6 is complex and is not described in 
detail here. However, since the ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CRIMES is so much larger 
than numbers based solely on UCR, a detailed explanation of this estimate is 
provided in Appendix 1. This estimate is conservative as there are no means 
to account for crimes that are reported but do not enter Uni fonn Crime 
Report i ng. 

The quantity, CRIMES NOT REPORTED, slice A in Figure 6, is the estimated 
number of crimes minus the total reported crimes from UCR for the 12 locali­
ties. The quantity, NO ONE CHARGED FOR CRIME, slice B, is total UCR reported 
crime, minus arrests reported to CCRE and UCR arrests of juveniles adjusted 
for those diverted by law enforcement after arrest. 

The quantities, CHARGES NOT PROSECUTED, ACQUITTAL OF CHARGE OR 
DISMISSAL, GUILTY OF CHARGE: NOT INCAR, AND INCARCERATED, slices C, 0, E, 
and F, respectively, are from the adult transaction statistics reported to 
the CCRE, plus the approximation of juvenile transactions obtained by 
applying average disposition rates for juveniles for years 1970 through 1975 
computed from the DJCP Court Data Base against adjusted 1977 UCR juvenile 
arrests. 

Because of problems in mixing data from several sources and applying 
each of the described assumptions, we must consider Figure 6 as only a close 
approximation of the situation in large Virginia localities. 

, 
ALocalities are the Cities of Alexandria, Chesapeake, Hampton, Newport News, 
Norfolk, Portsmouth, Richmond, Virginia Beach, and the Counties of 
Chesterfield, Fairfax, Henrico, and Prince William. 
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FIGURE 6 

CRIME, DELINQUENCY, AND THE PROCESSING OF CRIMES AND 

CHARGES THEREFORE IN TWELVE LARGE VIRGINIA LOCALITIES 

ROBBERY 

Estimated Number of Crimes 6,366 
A. Crimes not reported ....... 2,,833 
B. No one charged for crime .. 2,022 
C. Charges not prosecuted .... 439 
D. Acquittal or dismissal .... 300 
E. Guilty/not incarcerated ... 107 
F. Guilty/incarcerated ....... 665 

BURGLARY 

Estimated Number of Crimes 63,309 
A. Crimes not reported ....... 32,414 
B. No one charged for crime .. 25,096 
C. Charges not prosecuted .... 1,769 
D. Acquittal or d i smi ssa 1 .... 935 
E. Guilty/not incarcerated ... 792 
F. Guilty/incarcerated ....... 2,303 

LARCENY 

Estimated Number of Crimes 312,888 

A. Crimes not reported ....... 234,666 

B. No one charged for crime .. 65,227 
C. Charges not prosecuted .... 2,980 
D. Acquittal or dismissal .... 2,133 
E. Guil ty/not incarcerated .•. , 4,215 
F. Guilty/incarcerated ....... 3,667 
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Why is so much crime not reported? 

There are many reasons why the public (victim and/or witn:sses) fail,s 
to report or why law enforcement does not record,all of the crl~es ~f WhlC~ 
it is made-aware. Reasons why the public may fall to report crlme lnclude. 

• Disinclination to invoke the law 

• Class and individual tolerance of deviance 

• Fear of: loss of pay, harassment in courtroOO1, 0 r retal i ation 

• Communication barriers between segments of the public and agencies 
of criminal justice 

• Awareness by victim of having played a role in precipitating the 
crime 

• Lack of victim compensation or remediation 

• Previous, but as yet disclosed, experience as an offender 

• Victim's perception of low probability of adequate or just 
retribution 

Accordi ng to Nati onal Crime Survey reports, crimes i nvol vi ng strangers 
are reported more than those involving non-~trangers a~d the percent of 
victimizations reported to law enforcement lncreases wlth the age ?f the 
victim, the value of the loss, or degree of injury, and annual famlly 
income. 

The NCR reports the percent distribution of a set of reasons for not 
reporting victimzations to law enforcement. Two of these reasons accou~t 
for just over one-half of non-reporting in most circumstances: 1) nothlng 
could be done--lack of proof and 2) not important enough. The,reas~ns 
private/ personal matter and re~orted to ~omeone else do well,ln crlmes of 
violence. Toc inconvenient or tlme consumlng and fear of reprlsal account 
for only small percentages of non-reporting. 

Reasons why law enforcement officers and/or agencies do not accept many 
reported incidents as crimes include: 

• Doubts of victim legitimacy 

• Style of policing as affected by soci~l, political ',cultural, 
and demographic context; e.g., emphasls on order malntenance 
over that of law enforcement 

• Informal methods of controlling juveniles 

• Inadequate record keeping processes 

'I Individual discretion 
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• Accel eration of "un foundi ngs" with high caseloads 

• Feedback of behavior at adjudicative and custodial levels of 
the system upon police behavior 

Certain segments of the population are more likely to become victims than 
other~. ,I~ ma~y instan~es these are the segments identified as 1 ess apt to report 
the v~ctlmlzatlon whe~ It,happens~ Rates of victimzations also vary with type of 
locallty. ,T~e fol~ow~n~ ln~orm~tlon, based upon the 1977 National Crime Survey 
Report',Crlmlnal ~lctlmlzatlon In the United States, describes segments of the 
po~ulatlon more llkely and less likely to become victims of violent crime and 
crlmes of theft, and how victimization rates vary among types of localities. 

Victims of Violent Crime 

Rates are for the United States and, unless otherwise indicated, are per 1,000 
population of age 12 and over. 

• Males are more than twice as likely to be victims as are females 
(46/22) • 

• Males age 16-19 have highest rate (92) of any male age grouping. The 
same is true for females age 16-19 (44). 

• Blacks have higher victimization rates than whites (male: B57/W45, 
female: B29/W22). 

• Persons from families with low annual income have much higher 
victimization rates (less than $3,000, 54.0; $25,000 or more, 28.4). 

• Rates generally increase with increased level of educational 
atta!nment. (ages 25 and over) (low of 12.4 for 8 years elementary 
to hlgh of 30.2 for 1-3 years of college, declining to 24.3 for 4 or 
more years of college) 

• Laborers, service workers, armed forces personnel, and operatives 
constitute occupational groups with highest rates (44.6-59.0) as 
compared to professional, technical, management, sales, and clerical 
groups (25.0-35.9) (persons age 16 and over). 

Type of Locality 
Metropolitan areas 

Core city greater than 250,000 
Core city 50,000 to 249,999 
Suburban (core city greater than 250,000) 
SUburban (core city 50,000 to 249,999) 

Non-metropolitan areas 

12 

Rate 

47.5 
41.4 
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Victims of Crimes of Theft 

Rates are for the United States and, unless otherwise indicated, are per 
1,000 population of age 12 and over. 

• Males are more apt to be victims than females (MI08/F88). 

• Among white males, the highest rate is for age 20-24 (182.0), while 
among black males the highest rate is for ages 25-34 (138.5). 

e Among femal es, ages 15-19 have the highest rate (WI42.1/B113.1). 

• Victimization rates increase dramatically with increased family income 
(over $25,000-129.3), although the very p~or (l:SS than $3,00?) have 
somewhat higher rates (92.3) than those wlth Sllghtly better lncome 
(79.2). 

• Rates increase rapidly with level of educational attainment (persons 
age 25 and over) (0-4 years el efnentary 32.3; 1-3 years high school 
60.1; 4 or more years college 114.1). 

• Professional, technical, and armed forces personnel have high rates 
(127-149.9) compared with farm laborers, private household workers, 
and operatives (70.7-95.2). 

• Metropolitan localities, whether core city or suburban are higher 
(93.7-116.0) than non-metropolitan areaS (70.9). 
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JUVENILES, DELINQUENCY, AND THE JUVENILE JUSTICE 
SYSTEM IN VIRGINIA 

OVERVIEW: 

The juvenile justice system in Virginia consists of the procedures and 
institutions wh.ich are utilized to deal with juvenile offenders. The law which is 
the basis.for de?ling with juveniles provides for organized rrethods of handling 
them. ThlS law 1S based upon the concept that in all proceedings the paramount 
concern of the State is the welfare of the child and the family. The law provides 
considerable latitude and special consideration for juveniles who get involved in 
th: juvenile justice system. The :@sult is a system which is aimed at meeting the 
unlque needs of youth and preventlng fUrther del i nquent behavi or. It is, 
therefore, necessary wh:n describing the juvenile justice system to view it along 
~wo routes. O~e route 1 s the system of fonna 1 offici al processi ng and the other 
1~ a s~mewhat lnfonnal system of processi~g which is guided by the concept of 
dlvertlng youth from the system at the pOlnt where most benefit is received and 
where both the youth and the public have the most to gain. 

Diversion refers to any alternative given to a youthful offender which will 
take him out of the formal official processing route. It may be done at any step 
in the route before or after the official processing comrrences. Police or court 
intake workers may divert youth through release to parents or guardians, referral 
to other service delivery agencies, or any other option which might be available 
in order to prevent filing a petition. Even after a petition is filed, there are 
ways by which a youth can be diverted from further official penetration into the 
juvenil e justice system. 

The other route is the official route in which a petition is filed and a 
youth enters the juvenile justice system to be processed according to a set of 
establi?hed legal procedures especially developed to handle youth and designed 
to provlde the due process safeguards to which everyone is entitled. Under 
the system the individual has the right not to be diverted and may insist on 
coming into the fonnal system if he or she so chooses. 

There is much concern over the extent of youth involvement in crime and 
delinquency, yet there are no valid figures of the numbers of offenses 
committed by juveniles. Many offenses committed by juveniles go undetected or 
un repo rted just as is the case with offenses commi tted by adul ts. The best 
gauge of delinquency presently available is juvenile arrest statistics. 

According to the Department of Planning and Budget "Projected 
Populations, 1979," persons under 18 years of age represented 28% of 
Virginia's population in 1979 (1,458,403 of 5,248,545). According to the 
Department of State Police publication, Uniform Crime Report - Crime in 
Virginia, 1979, 13.5% of the total arrests were persons under the age of 18 
(38,659 of 285,858). 

14 
f 



-------------

TOTAL ARRF.STS OF JUVENILES 
FY 1979 

Subtotal of Pa rt I Offenses: 
Subtotal of Pa rt I I Offenses: 
Total Arrests 

14,636 
24,023 
38,659 

Source: Uniform Crime Report Crime in Virginia, 1979, 
Virginia Department of State Police 

Part I Offenses as defined by the Federal Bureau of Investigation, fall 
into seven categorie~: murder/manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, 
aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft. 

Part II Offenses include all other offenses not identified as Part I 
offenses. 

POLICE DISPOSITIONS OF JUVENILES ARRESTED 
FY 1979 

Handled within Department and Released to Parents 
Referred to Juvenile Court 
Referred to Welfare Agencies 
Referred to Other Police Agencies 
Referred to Adult Criminal Court 
Total Dispositions 

10,260 
25,966 

278 
329 
51 

36,884 

Source: Uniform Crime Report - Crime In Virginia, 1979, 
Virginia Department of State Police 

Note: The discrepancy between the total number of arrests and 
police dispositions is attributed to inconsistencies in 
agency reporting procedures. 

. Police have a unique role in the juvenile justice system. When a,youth 
comes into contact with the system the police officer ~s usually ~he ~lrst 
representative of the system the youth faces. The off1cer, at t~lS flrs~ 
encounter has considerable discretion in most cases and can dec1de to d1rect 
the juvenile offender toward an alternative to the fonnal Syst~"u~uallY 
diverting him to his home. The actions of ~olic~ can have a,slg~lf1cant 
impact upon both the fonnal and irrfonnal (dlVers10n) proCess1ng 1n the 
juvenile justice system. 

The juvenile and domestic relations district court is ,the fonnal, 
adjudication module of the juveni~e ju~tic~ sy~tem. Juven!les come 1nto 
contact with this segment of the Juven1le Just1ce system v1a, referral to an 
intake department of a court service unit. Paren~s or g~ard1ans, sch~ol 
officials, police, social service wor~ers, p~obat10~ off~cers, a~d,prlVate 
citizens may initiate a fonnal compla1nt aga1nst a Juven1le by f1l1ng a 
complaint with a juvenile intake officer in one of Virginia·s thirty-two 
court service units. 
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The primary responsibility of intake service staff is to screen all 
complaints referred to it to decide whether or not a petition should be filed. 
If an intake officer decides that fonnal court processing of a youth is not in 
th~ best interests of the community, the youth may be diverted. Those cases 
not,d~verted could result ~n th~ filing of a formal petition. The filing of a 
pet1t10n does not negate d1vers10n, since a judge of a juvenile and domestic 
relations court may divert a case, if he or she so chooses. 

The most recent data available reveal that if a complaint results in the 
filing of a petition, the alleged offender is most likely to be released to 
the custody of his/her parents while, awaiting a fonnal court hearing. 

, If it is ~e7ided that an al~eged offender needs to be retained in custody 
un~ll the prel1mlnary court hear1~g, a d~tention order must first be issued by 
a Judge, clerk, deputy clerk, or 1n spec1al cases, other court personnel with 
delegated judicial authority. Delinquent youths may then be legally detained 
in secure juvenile detention facilities or in non-secure facilities. 

If a high degree of security is needed, or if all other pl acement 
alte:natives are exhaust~d, a delinquent youth may be detained in jail, 
prov1ded that he or she 1S at least 15 years of age and entirely separated 
from confined adults in the same facility. 

The next stage of the system is the fonnal juvenile court hearing. Most 
cases that appear in ~ourt have been processed through intake services but a 
few have not. After the prel imi nary heari ng a few cases are di smi ssed 
withdrawn, or nolle prossed, but most return to the juvenile court for' 
adjudication of the charge(s). Those found innocent then exit the system and 
those found "not innocent" must return for sentencing or di sposition. 

Juvenile courts have a wide range of dispositions, ranging from continuing 
a case with supervision to commitment to the State Board of Corrections or to 
a local jail. Within this range, dispositional alternatives available to the 
courts include placement with, or treatment from a community residential 
facility, a private facility, or other youth serving treatment programs. 
Youths may also stay within the community and be referred to local resources, 
and/pr counseled directly by probation officers. 

If a, commi tment is made to the State Board of Correct ions, the del i nquent 
offender 1S sent to the Rec,eption and Diagnostic Center in Richmond where 
diagnostic testing is conducted for placement and treatment purposes. 
Placement is then made in a learning center, a State operated group home, a 
boarding home, or a Specialized residential program. 

Juvenile Court Processing 

The two components of juvenile court processing, intake and hearing, will 
be addressed separately. The reason for this is to emphasize two key decision 
points between the time a complaint is registered and the fonnal court 
disposition. 
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Unless otherwise noted, all data presented are from the Virginia 
Department of Corrections, which operates the Virginia Juvenile Justice 
Information System and the Direct Care Information System. 

Juvenile Court Intake 

Court intake serves as a screening mechanism to reduce the number of 
inappropriate cases on juvenile court dockets. In fiscal/ear 1979,.83,136 
cases (defining a case as a child) were handled by court 1ntake ~erv1ces. 
Approximately 27% of all juvenile cases processed through court 1ntake were 
diverted from formal court hearings. When a decision is made to hold an 
adjudicatory hearing, as happened in 73% of the cases, a juvenile i~ m~st. 
likely to be released to the custody of his/her parents. However, 1f 1t 1S 
decided that an alleged offender needs to be retained in custody until the 
formal court hearing, she or he may be held in special detention facilities, 
or in some instances, if the need for security is high enough, she or he may 
be detained in jail, providing that she or he is at least 15 years of age 
and separated entirely from confined adults by sight and sound. In fiscal 
year 1979, 3,951 juveniles were detained in local jail facilities. 

Secure Detention 

During fiscal year 1979, 9,594 juveniles were placed in secure 
detention facilities. Children in need of services accounted for 17% of 
these youths and alleged delinquent offenders made up the remaining 83%. 
Based on fis~al year 1979 data, the average number of days in detention per 
child was 15.6 days statewide. The shortest average stay was 9.2 days at 
Roanoke Detention Home, and the longest average stay was 21.4 days at 
Richmond Detention Home. 

Less Secure Detention 

During the same fiscal year, 627 children were housed in less secure 
. detention facil ities. Of this total, 35.6% were chil dren in need of 

services and 64.4% were alleged delinquent offenders. 

Crisis Intervention Centers 

During fiscal year 1979, 1,836 youths were housed in locally operated 
crisis centers in Virginia. Children in need of services account~d for 
34.8% of thi s total. The rema i ni ng 65.2% of youth we re charged W1 th 
del i nq uent offenses. 

Outreach Detention Supervision 

Several of Virginia's regionally operated secure detention facilities 
offer outreach counseling services. During fiscal year 1979, 1,088 youth 
received this service. The majority of youth receiv'ing this service were 
alleged delinquent offenders (70.8%). The remaining 29.2% were alleged 
non-delinquent offenders. 
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Court Dispositions 

In fiscal year 1979, juvenile and domestic relations district court 
hearings were held for 61,978 youths involving 71,168 complaints. Over 22% 
(15,851) of the complaints were dismissed, and 1.4% (1,027) were disposed of 
with mild sanction. Probation accounted for 10.3% (7 356) of the dispositions 
while unsupervised pr~bation comprised 4.6% (3,268) of the dispositions. ' 
There were 927 complalnts (1.3%) deemed serious enough to be certified to a 
circuit court for processing as an adult. 

.Institutionaliza~ion. is.a~other alternative in court imposed sentencing. 
In f1scal year 1979, 1n V1rg1n1a, 1.6% (1,127) of the court dispositions 
resulted in a jail sentence. An additional 1.8% (1 291) of the dispositions 
we re suspended ja i1 sentences. ' 

Over 3% (2,184) of the complaints resulted in commitment to the State 
Board.of Corrections. Of these commitments, 1.8% (1,306) were placed in State 
1 earn1ng centers and group homes. Learning centers are admi nistered by the 
Department of Corrections, and their purpose is to provide educational and 
vocational training for delinquent youth while they receive rehabilitative 
treatment. Suspended commitments to the State Board of Corrections comprised 
2.1% (1,475) of the complaints. 

All other types of dispositions account for just over 51% (3,649) of the 
complaints heard by the juvenile and domestic relations district courts. 

.In mo~t cases after youth are released from these placements, the court 
serv~ce un1t or the local social service department in the jurisdiction where 
comm1~ment was ordered resumes counseling contact with them in the community. 
Assum1ng a successful adjustment back into society, aftercare counseling ceases 
and contact with the juvenile justice system ends. 

Costs 

In conclusion, the cost of processing juvenile offenders should be noted. 
Acco~ding to the Department of Corrections, Division of Community and Prevention 
S~rv1ces, $9,329,785 was spent on the State operated court service units alone in 
f1scal year 1979. Reimbursements to localities totaled $2,707,555 for l0cally 
operat~d court servi~e ~nits, and.it is estimated that these localities spent 
approx1mately $3.2 m11110n of the1r own monies. The costs to the juvenile justice 
system for court service units in Virginia for fiscal yeClr 1979 can be expected to 
total $15.2 million. While this monetary expenditure may seem astounding the 
cost in terms of human tragedy cannot be assessed. ' 
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SYSTEM EFFORTS, IMPACTS, GAPS, AND PROBLEMS 

CRIME PREVENTION 

EXISTING EFFORTS AND RESOURCES: 

The concept of hardening targets to reduce opportunities for crime has gained 
recent recognition as a viable crime control strategy. A decade ago, only a hand­
ful of 1 aw enforcement agencies across Vi rgi nia and the nation, and even fewer 
citizens' groups grasped the significance of target hardening as a method for pre­
venting crime. For the most part, citizens believed that crime deterrence was the 
responsibility of their local and State law enforcement agencies. The law enforce­
ment community accepted this premi$~, and relied on traditional means to prevent 
crime. Now the view has changed to one wherein law enforcement and citizens must 
share in the responsibility for controling crime, and traditional strategies such 
as preventive patrol are regarded as only marginally successful in preventing 
crime. 

During the last five or six years, twenty-four local law enforcement agencies 
in Virginia have created full-time specialized units to promote crime prevention 
in their localities. Other law enforcement agencies attempt to satisfy citizens' 
requests for crime prevention programs, but due apparently to insufficient re­
sources, respond only on an as needed basis. In addition to the twenty-four law 
enforcement agencies that have specialized full-time crime prevention units, there 
are a number of citizens' groups throughout the State that are actively involved 
in crime prevention. It is difficult to assess the number of citizens actively 
involved in crime prevention programs because these programs often involve no more 
than civic associations conducting neighborhood watches or block security programs. 
There are, however, some larger efforts throughout the State and, in some in­
stances, these efforts are jurisdiction-wide with comprehensive programs, both in 
the number of people they serve and the interests they represent. In most in­
stances, the larger community-based crime-prevention programs are located within 
the twenty-four jurisdictions that have full-time crime prevention efforts in their 
law enforcement agencies. 

The types of programs that both law enforcement and citizens' groups involve 
themselves in are similar in most localities. For instance, most departments that 
have full-time crime prevention units and most citizens' groups active in crime 
prevention stress neighborhood watch, block security programs, operation identifi­
cation, security surveys of homes and businesses, public awareness programs, media 
campaigns, burglary prevention, larceny prevention, and safety programs for women 
in regard to r~pes and sexual assaults. The emphasis in crime prevention strate­
gies varies according to the frequency and severity of the crime problems in each 
area. 

The Virginia Crime Prevention Association supports and complements the efforts 
of law enforcement and community groups engaged in crime prevention programs. The 
Association was fonned in 1978, and one of its stated purposes is lito promote crime 
prevention/resistance on a statewide basis in order to increase citizen and law 
enforcement involvement in the reduction of criminal opportunity". The Association 
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currently has 160 members representing law enforcement, community, business, 
and civic groups, as well as other non-criminal justice governmental agen­
cies such as the Virginia Office of Aging, Virginia Tech Extension Division, 
and others. The Association has attempted to provide training to groups and 
agencies in Virginia which are involved in crime prevention programs. In 
many instances, this is the only crime prevention training available to 
citizens' groups and law enforcement agencies. Since 1978, the Association 
has conducted four statewide seminars, and three regional seminars aimed at 
both citizens and law enforcement. The Virginia Crime Prevention Associa­
tion has been able to bring resources into Virginia that normally would not 
have been available. By working with the Retired Teachers Association/ 
American Association of Retired Persons and their national crime prevention 
program, the Association has received the equivalent of $10,000 to $15,000 
in training resources. The American Association of Retired Persons (AARP) 
has assisted the Virginia Crime Prevention Association in planning its 
seminars and workshops and has also provided seminar speakers representing, 
successful crime prevention programs from throughout the United States. The 
AARP has paid the travel and expenses for speakers from Detroit, Chicago, 
Illinois, Florida, and other areas to come to Virginia to conduct crime 
prevention training. Virginia also maintains a close relationship with the 
National Council on Crime and Delinquency and their Citizen's Crime Preven­
tion Coalition which has made offers to assist the State in furthering 
citizen involvement in crime prevention. 

The crime prevention effort in Virginia also has been aided to a great 
extent by State agencies. The Office of the Secretary of Public Safety and 
the Virginia Division of Justice and Crime Prevention (DJCP) have taken an 
active role in promoting crime prevention throughout the Commonwealth. A 
member of the DJCP staff serves as an advisor to the Board of Directors of 
the Vi rgi nia Crime Prevention Associ ation and has attempted to coordi nate 
many of its crime prevention efforts, and, to the extent possible, act as a 
clearinghouse for crime prevention information. The DJCP prepares and 
distributes a quarterly memorandum to approximately 200 crime prevention 
practitioners within law enforcement and private groups, advising them of 
the availability of resources, new program concepts, and other materials 
that they might find useful. Accordingly, the DJCP is in contact with the 
National Criminal Justice Reference Service, the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Admi nistration, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crimi nal 
Justice, the American Association of Retired Persons, the Crime Prevention 
Coalition, and other national organizations in order to obtain crime 
prevention materials, studies, etc., to distribute throughout the State. 

The DJCP has been instrumental in providing technical assistance and 
program development to local crime prevention programs. This effort has 
been directed primarily towards designing crime prevention programs that are 
comprehensive in nature and take into account the need for joint citizen and 
law enforcement planning and implementation. The DJCP has developed a re­
source directory which contains information from the major crime prevention 
programs in Virginia and has distributed the directory to appropriate groups 
and agenci es. 

Other State agencies that are actively involved in promoting crime 
prevention are the Vir9inia Office on Aging and the Virginia Tech Extension 
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~~~i;;~~~nt:h~r~~:ice on A~ing now has a full-time Crime Prevention Coordi-nator 
This effort has bee~r=v~~i~~~l~r~~~~~~et~ elderly.groups thr~ughout the State. 
the Office on Aging has the capabilit t 0 theh crlme preventlon movement, since 
been in the mainstream of crime pre Yt. o reac gro~ps that heretofore have not 
Extension Division has become incre~~~ lon ~rogrammlng~ The Virginia Tech 
of crime prevention, and has assistedl~~l{hln~erefted ln the ed~c~tional aspect 
sponsored by the Virginia Crime Prevention ~ss~~~a~~~~~t of tralnlng programs 

. In 1979, the Extension Division recei d 
ln~ ~wo crime prevention slide/tape progra~~. aAf~~nt .:o~hthe purpose of develop­
or~glnallY.for the New River Valley Planning Distrio~gc ~y ~ere developed 
belng dupllcated for statewide distribution. c ommlsslon, they are now 
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CRIME PREVENTION 

IMPACTS AND GAPS: 

The need for law enforcement, other governmental agencies, and community 
groups to promote the prevention of crime is evident, since crime prevention 
is in the public's interest in regard to assur~ng, to at least some.degree, 
public safety, and because it is a cost-effectlve method of prevent1ng 
crime. 

Most law enforcement experts would agree that there are three broad 
types of crime control strategies. !he fi~s~, and.the one mo~t often em­
ployed by law enforcement agencies, 1S pun1t1ve cr1me pre~ent1on~ An 7xample 
of this approach is the belief that t~e presence o~ a.pollc~ off1cer ~111 
deter a great majority of the populat1on from comm1tt1ng cr1mes. It 1s.on 
this basis that law enforcement agencies allocate a~ much as 40% of the1r 
total patrol time for preventive purpos7s. Pre~entlVe .patrol means that 
while not responding to a call for ~erv1ce, P011C~ off1cers patrol the . 
streets in a highly visible manner 1n hopes of be1ng detected by a pot:nt1al 
criminal who hopefully, will not co~mitt ~ crime f~r fea~ of apprehens1on. 
Additionally, law enforcement agencleS th1nk that.1f th71r re~pon~e to 
criminal incidents is good in regard to apprehens1on~, 1nvest1gat1ons, ~nd 
prosecutions then that also will prevent further cr1mes because potent:al 
criminals wi;l fear swift and sure punishment. While :nforc~ent.certa1nlY. 
is necessary, it by no means even sugg~sts to the publlC that the1r saf~ty 1S 
being enhanced, since a number of stud1es show that the lack of.prevent1v~ 
patrol, or the lack of high visibility by the police has ~ery .11~t17 bear1ng 
on the incidence of crime or the number of calls f~r ~erv1ce 1n a glven. 
locality. Furthermore, such a philosophy clearly 1~d1cates to t~e publ1C 
that the law enforcement agency is more concerned w1th apprehens10n and 
arrest than with the prevention of crime. 

The second strategy is labeled corrective crime prevention. This ap­
proach calls for the system (meani ng the. crimi nal )~stice system an~ othe~s. 
that may affect it) to correct the behaV1?r of cr~m:nals .and ~otent:al cr1m1-
nals, by eliminating the physical and soc1al cond1t1ons 1n Wh1Ch ~r1me . 
flourishes. It is obvious that in order for this strategy to ach1eve P?Sl­
tive results there must be almost unlimited funds for such ~ostlY ser~lces 
as housing, ~ducation, recreation, reh~bil~tatio~ programs, Jobs,.and Job 
training programs. Corrective prevent10n 1S ObV1ously a broader 1SSU~ than 
the criminal justice system alone can address and one that has very llttle 
impact when funds for social programs are limited. 

The third strategy, and the one that law enforcement a~encies a~d 
citizens' crime prevention groups are beg~nning ~o e~brace 1s.mechan1cal . 
prevention, or target hardening. The baS1C prem1se ln me~hanlc~l prev~nt1on 
is that each person shares the responsibility for prevent1ng Crlme aga1nst 
his own person and property. In order to prevent ~rime there ~re a number of 
tactics that can be employed. Among others, they ~n~lude lock1~g d?ors and 
windows, installing improved locking devices, prov1d1ng amp~e llg~t1ng, 
locking automobiles, being cognizant of dangers that may eX1~t wh1le out 
alone at night, engraving identifying marks ~n proP7rty, taklng the. 
opportunity and the time to watch out for ne1ghbors property, form1 ng 
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neighborhood security programs, as well as others. Target hardening has a proper 
role for both law enforcement agencies and for community groups. Basically, the 
role of the law enforcement agency is to act as a catalyst and to develop within 
the community a volunteer service delivery system which provides direct service to 
the general population. In this regard, the law enforcement agency provides 
training, coordination, planning, and to the extent possible, resources to those 
who have agreed to be part of the service delivery network. On the other hand, 
citizens' groups playa significant role in crime prevention by assuring their own 
safety. In addition, citizens can fonn, or become part of, neighborhood groups 
that may have a mutual concern over the safety of the community and can as~ist law 
enforcement agencies or community organizations in fulfilling their crime preven­
tion goals. Where law enforcement and citizens are working in tandem, the mechan­
ical, or target hardening strategy becomes a cost-effective way of preventing 
crime. 

As has been indicated, citizen and law enforcement participation in crime 
prevention has increased substantially in a relatively short period of time in 
Virginia. Currently, crime prevention efforts in the State are located primari­
ly in the metropolitan areas of Northern Virginia, Richmond, and Tidewater. 
Fonnalized efforts in the predominantly rural areas of Virginia are almost non­
existent. Although the sixteen largest jurisdictions in Virginia report almost 
80% of the crime, there is still a need in the rural and outlying areas for 
citizens and law enforcement to promote the prevention of crime. One of the areas 
of concern among many rural Virginians is the theft of farm implements; a problem 
that crime prevention efforts in this State have not begun to address. In addi­
tion, law enforcement agencies in the rural sections of Virginia are ill-equipped 
in tenns of manpower, training, and resources to become catalysts for crime pre­
vention like their counterparts in the urban areas of the State. Often community 
groups and service organizations in rural communities have an interest in prevent­
ing crime, but have no one to whom they can turn for information and resources. 

One of the difficulties that has plagued crime prevention units since their 
inception is a lack of planning and an inability to measure accurately, or eval­
uate the impact of their efforts. Crime prevention units and law enforcement 
agencies typica.1ly respond to requests for services from the public. For in­
stance, a service club may request a crime pr'evention program on burglary preven­
tion; a store owner may request a security assessment be done on his premi ses, and 
a church group may request a speaker on the subject of crime prevention at one of 
its functions. The problem with this approach is that it is scattered and has no 
real evaluation design built in. Therefore, resources are not being utilized to 
the maximum. As has been indicated earlier, a more logical approach would be for 
law'enforcement agencies and their crime prevention specialists to identify, or 
establish within their jurisdiction, a resource delivery system which would mean 
that the law enforcement agency's crime prevention unit would provide coordina­
tion, etc., and the citizen volunteers would actually provide the direct services. 

Although crime prevention efforts in many Virginia localities are cooperative 
efforts between the law enforcement agencies and the citizens' groups, there is 
nevertheless little opportunity for citizens to participate in identifying speci­
fic crime problems and planning strategies that would result in solutions. When 
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there is no opportunity, or no mechansim to allow for citizen part~cipati?n 
and planning, then there is little chance that.th: programs or pro~ects wlll 
be comprehensive and serve the needs of the maJorlty of the communlty. In 
addition where such participation is lacking, the citizens' groups often do 
not rega~d themsel ves as an integral part of the project and, therefore, do 
not have a vested interest in its success. 
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CRIME PREVENTION 

PROBLEMS: 

If crime prevention is to become a viable crime control strategy and one that 
totally fulfills its potential as a cost-effective and efficient way to reduce 
crime, then it is necessary to involve a great many more Virginians than are 
currently involved. Specifically, there is a need to expand the crime prevention 
program into the rural areas of the State, both among the law enforcement com­
munities and the community at large. As has been noted, it is in the rural areas 
that law enforcement agencies and citizens' groups are lacking the expertise and 
resources with which to conduct programs. 

Although Virginia is fortunate to have the level of interest that it does in 
preventing crime, it is essential that it be maintained and that all such efforts 
to deliver services be coordinated in order to maximize limited resources. 
Although the Virginia Crime Prevention Association is attempting to address the 
coordination problem, it is limited in its activities because most of its members 
are responsible for planning, implementing, and coordinating programs in their own 
1 oca 1 i ti es • 

Another major problem with crime prevention in Virginia is the lack of a 
service delivery network to provide crime prevention services to the general 
public. If the entire burden for delivering crime prevention services is placed 
on law enforcement, then the cost to provide such services becomes prohibitive. 
There is every indication that there are sufficient agencies, organizations, 
groups, and citizens in Virginia willing to participate in such a service delivery 
network. Members of the network must have training, direction, coordination, and 
1 i mi ted resou rces • 

If citizens in Virginia are to learn how to protect themselves and their 
property from crimes, then there must be a cadre of volunteers and professionals 
who possess the knowledge to teach others how to protect themselves. Unfortunate­
ly, crime prevention training in Virginia is deficient. Currently, police officers 
and some citizens are provided with the opportunity to attend the National Crime 
Prevention Institute in Louisville, Kentucky, for specialized training. However, 
as Law Enforcement Assistance Administration funds continue to decrease and local 
budgets continue to shrink~ it is unlikely that many departments and groups will be 
able to send their representatives to Kentucky for crime prevention training. 
Again, the Vi rgi nia Crime Prevention Association has attempted to fill the void, 
but is, of course, lacking in the necessary resources with which to provide 
training to the large number of people who need it. 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT 

EXISTING EFFORTS AND RESOURCES: 

Law enforcement is conducted in two distinct fonns in Virginia. The 
Commonwealth funds and maintains law enforcement agencies with statewide 
responsibilities, and most political subdivisions within the Commonwealth 
maintain law enforcement agencies with jurisdictions limited to the bounda­
ries of each political subdivision. 

The largest of the statewide law enforcement agencies is the Department 
of State Police. Its functions are parallel to those of local police and 
sheriffs' departments. However, the State Police generally are not active 
within municipal boundaries, except for patrolling the State's highways. In 
1979 the Department of State Police reorganized its investigative division 
and ~stablished a Bureau of Criminal Investigation to investigate major 
criminal activities with expertise and equipment often not available to 
smaller departments. 

The Department of State Police also manages and operates the Virginia 
Crimi nal Information Network (V-CIN). V-CIN is the center of 1 aw enforce­
ment telecommunications in Virginia and routes messages from local law, 
enforcement agencies to such networks as the National Crime Information 
Center. By transmitting information concerning crimes and criminals, V-CIN 
helps to facilitate a cooperative and statewide effort to apprehend sus­
pects. The Department of State Police operates the Central Criminal Records 
Exchange (CCRE), a system by which other law enforcement agencies can 
quickly obtain the records of suspected offenders. 

There are other State agencies and authorities which are empowered to 
enforce certain special State laws, or which have full enforcement powers 
within fixed jurisdictions. Agencies such as the Enforcement Division of 
the Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) Board, the Commission on Game and . 
Inland Fisheries, the Division of Motor Vehicles, and the State Corporatlon 
Commission enforce certain special State laws. Agencies such as campus 
police, the State Capitol Police, Bridge and Tunnel Police, the Virginia 
Port Authority, and institutional police departments have full enforcement 
power in fixed jurisdictions. Local agencies provide the majority of law 
enforcement services within each political subdivision in Virginia. These 
local agencies can be categorized as follows: county sheriffs' departments, 
city police departments, and town police departments. 

County sheriffs' departments, which are charged with serving summonses, 
maintaining courtroom security, operating jails, etc., are supported by both 
local and State funds. The State provides two-thirds of the funds for the 
operation of these departments, while the county picks up the remaining. 
one-third of the cost. The salaries of sheriffs and deputies are establlsh­
ed by the State Compensation Board. Such salaries may be supplemented 
locally. If a county chooses to hire more deputies than the Co~p:nsation 
Board deems necessary, it must pay the total salary for the addltlo~a~ 
deputies. The sheriff is a constitutional officer elected by the cltlzens 
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within his jurisdiction. Sheriffs' departments have criminal jurisdiction; 
although in five Virginia counties, separate police departments enforce criminal 
1 aws. 

City police departments are established and administered through the respec­
tive city charters. A city police department is primarily responsible for the 
prevention of crime and the enforcement of the criminal code of Virginia and the 
ordinances of the city which it serves. Each police department is headed by a 
chief of police who is usually appointed by a city manager or director of public 
safety. Each city is financially responsible for maintaining its police 
department. 

Town police departments 
ordinances and regulations. 
ment is provided by the town 
is headed by a town sergeant 
manager or mayor. 

are empowered to enforce State criminal laws and town 
The entire operating cost for a town police depart­
in which it is located. The town police departme1t 
or chief of police, who is appointed by the town 

Information is available for 1977 which provides an indication of the 
resources utilized by law enforcement within the Commonwealth. Law enforcement 
is an important priority in most Virginia cities and counties. Most of the 
twenty-nine jurisdictions studied spend 7% -13% of their annual budgets on law 
enforcement services. Local law enforcement expenditures per 1,000 population 
range from $4,804 in rural Bedford County to $96,916 in Falls Church, with a 
statewide mean of $23,400. Northern Virginia jurisdictions studied spend almost 
twice as much per 1,000 population on law enforcement as do localities in any 
other region of the State. The average suburban jurisdiction studied spends 
$37,583 on law enforcement, while the average urban locality outlays $29,540 and 
the average rural locality $8,735. 

There are high correlations between law enforcement expenditure levels 
and the following variables: 

Sworn Law Enforcement Officers per 1,000 Population (.86) 
Population per Square Mile (.79) 
Property Crime Rate (.75) 
Total Pa rt I Crime Rate (.72) 
Violent Crime Rate (.69) 

These relationships indicate that jurisdictions with the most serious crime 
problems generally spend the most to cope with these problems. However, those 
localities which spend the most do not necessarily wage the most successful 
campaigns against the crime problem. The correlation between law enforcement 
expenditure levels and clearance rate for Part I offenses was -.48, indicating 
that high-spending jurisdictions clear a smaller percentage of their Part I 
offenses by arrests. 

Law enforcement expenditures are unusually high in Northern Virginia, largely 
because of the higher salaries accorded law enforcement officers in this area • 
Each of the six Northern Virginia jurisdictions spends over $20,000 per officer, 
while only one other locality in the State (Virginia Beach, $20,973) spends that 
much per officer. The mean of the suburban localities' expenditure per sworn 
officer is $21,432; more than the $16,127 for urban jurisdictions and $10,742 for 
rural. 
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The number of sworn officers per 1,000 population ranges from 0.44 in 
Wise County to 3.00 in Falls Church. Cities with high crime rates hire more 
officers to deal with the problems. The number of sworn officers per 1,000 
population correlates highly with law enforcement expenditures (.86) and 
population per square mile (.75). However, the correlation between the 
number of sworn officers per 1,000 population and clearance rate is -.50. 

Data indicate that putting more officers in high crime areas does not 
wholly negate di fferences in workload per sworn officer. Petersburg has 
45.7 Part I offenses per sworn officer as a II po tential workload ll

• Lee 
County has only 2.8. This range, though significant, is not as great as the 
range in Part I offenses per 1,000 population for localities. Most urban 
and suburban localities have between 25 and 42 offenses per officer, while 
rural jurisdictions have less. Part I offenses are by no means an officer's 
only responsibil ity; still, the rate of Part I offenses per sworn officer is 
a general indicator of workload. 

The number of adult arrestees for Part I and Part II offenses per sworn 
officer is a measure of both the workload and the performance of a local law 
enforcement agency. Urban and rural areas tend to have higher rates than 
suburban cities and counties. The three counties in the Southwest corner of 
Virginia have an average of 110.5 arrestees per sworn officer. The Capital 
Region has the second highest mean among geographical groupings, with 43.6 
adult arrestees per sworn officer. Northern Vi rgi nia, which has more crime 
and more officers than other regions, has only 25.5 adult arrestees per 
sworn officer. 

Clearance rates for Part I arrests are inordinately low in Northern 
Virginia. The mean of the clearance rates for the six Northern Virginia 
localities studied was 18.5%. The corresponding percentage in Southwest 
Virginia was 59.8%. On the average, suburban localities solve less than 
one-fourth of their crime by arrest; urban cities less than one-third, and 
rural jurisdictions about one-half. This does not necessarily imply poor 
performance by urban or suburban police, as it is commonly known that it is 
easier for criminals to escape undetected in the anonymity of the city. 

Data also indicate that almost twice as many adults are arrested per 
1,000 population in urban localities (80.3) as in their suburban (44.2) and 
rural (42.8) c ou nterpa rts. Po 1 i ce are especi ally act i ve in Roanoke, wh e re 
159.1 arrests for Part I and Part II offenses were made for each 1,000 
inhabitants. High arrest rates for Petersburg and Richmond make the mean 
for the Capital Region the highest in the State. 

The higher rates of Part I offenses, especially violent offenses, make 
police work much more difficult and dangerous in urban and suburban areas 
than in rural. The ratio of Part II to Part I arrests averages 5.38 to 1.0 
in rural jurisdictions studied, as opposed to 2.60 to 1.0 in urban locali­
ties. In Lynchburg, the ratio is only 1.2 to 1.0, in Salem 1.1 to 1.0. In 
Southwest Virginia, most of the arrests (more than 9 of every 10) are 
alleged Part II offenses. 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT 

IMPACTS AND GAPS: 

In 1978, major crime in Virginia increased by 1.4% from 1977, and decreased 
by 0.7% from, 19?6. Consid7ring major ~rimes as well as Part II offenses for which 
th:re were v1ct1ms, approx1mately one 1n every eleven Virginians is victimized by 
cr1me annually. A study done for the Division of Justice and Crime Prevention in 
June, 1975, entitled IIA Survey 0: P~b~ic Attitudes Toward Crime and the Criminal 
Justice System in the State of V1rg1n1a ll

, found that one-half of Virginia resi­
de~ts are fearful ,that they or a ~ember of their family will become victims of a 
c:1m:., T~e f~ar,l~ well founded 1n that as many as one in every 2.6 families in 
V1r~1~la 1S v1ct1mlZed, if the aggregate incidence of crime is related only to 
fam1l1es. Ex~r~ssed in a dif!er~nt manner, the level of crime is such that one in 
every 2.6 fam1l1es could be v1ct1mized. 

The survey also found that citizen concern for crime is greatest in the large 
urban-suburban areas. Such jurisdictions account for 69.3% of the reported maJ:nr 
crimes. 

Of t~e 209,096 major crimes reported in 1978, 24% were cleared by arrest or 
by except1on~1 means., Although this efficiency indicator is comparable to those 
reported nat1onall~, 1t nevertheless means that an offender has an almost 75% 
cha~ce of,ne~e~ be1ng arrested for his or her criminal violation. During the same 
per1od"V1rg1n1~nS reported the theft of $74 million worth of currency and proper­
ty, a f1gure Wh1Ch eq~als 35% of total law enforcement expenditures in the State. 
Law enforcement agenc1es were able to recover 38% of the stolen currency and 
property, but, for a number of reasons, returned a 1 es~e'r amount to owners. 

, The previo~sl~ m~ntioned public attitude survey revealed that 80% of Virginia 
res1dents feel ~t 1S 1mportant for local citizens to join in organized efforts to 
help prevent cr1me. Of those surveyed, 27% felt that individuals themselves can 
do a great deal to hel~ protect t~emselves and their families from crime. In this 
regard, 37% of the res1dents had 1ncreased their alertness; 32% had added or 
chang~d lock~; 31% left lights and/o~ radios on; 26% did not go into dangerous 
areas, 21% d1d not,go out alone at n1ght; 13% had obtained a dog for protection' 
11% had bought a f1 rearm; ,5~ had ma rked ~hei r ,property with ID; 4% had learned ' 
self-defense, and 4% had J01ned a commun1ty c1tizens' group. 

The sale and use of narcotics also concerns the citizens of the Commonwealth 
In 1978, law enforcement officers made 12,287 arrests for narcotics violations o~ 
2.5 arrests per 1,000 population. When citizens were asked to rank twelve prob-
1 ems as part of the 1975 survey, they ranked crime as number three and the sal e 
and use of drugs as number four. The following is the outcome of the ranking: 

Infl ation 
Unemployment 
Crime 
Sale and Use of Drugs 
Hi gh Taxes 
Schools and Education 

1 
2 
3 
4 tie 
4 tie 
5 

29 

Housing 
Juveni 1 e Deli nq ue ncy 
Energy Shortage 
Air and Water Pollution 
Mass Transportation 
Poverty 

6 tie 
6 tie 
7 
8 
9 
10 
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Although law enforcement personnel have the responsibility to suppress 
and control crime, they represent less than two-tenths of one percent of the 
total population of Virginia. Therefore, law enforcement must rely not only 
on its own efforts to suppress crime, but also on community awareness and 
action towards this end. 

In 1968, the Virginia General Assembly created the Law Enforcement 
Officers' Training Standards Commission. In 1976, the General Assembly 
~e-named it the Criminal Justice Services Commission. The Commission is 
empowered to establish compulsory minimum training standards for law en­
forcement officers subsequent to their employment as law enforcement of­
ficers, in pennanent positions, and in temporary or probation~r.'( status, 
and to establish the time required for completion of such tra1n1ng. Further, 
it is empowered to establish compulsory minimum requirements for in-service 
and advanced courses and programs for schools operated by, or for the State, 
or any po"litical subdivisions thereof for the spedfic purpose of training 
law enforcement officers. 

In the 1980 Session, the General Assembly approved $660,000 for the 
1980-1982 biennium to help finance a training delivery system that would 
provide training opportunities for every law enforcement officer in the 
State. 

Like the General Assembly, the citizens of the Commonwealth are aware 
that law enforcement officers need more training. The public attitude survey 
conducted for the Division of Justice and Crime Prevention revealed that 
one-half of those persons surveyed felt that the police need more training. 

In 1979, 11,028 law enforcement officers in Virginia received training. 
Specifically, 1,083 received State mandated basic recruit t~aining, ~,7~8 
received State mandated in-service training, and 5,197 recelved speclal1zed 
training. In essence, almost 54% of law enforcement training was conducted 
for the purpose of acquainting new officers with minimum requirements of 
their jobs, to keep veteran officers current with changes in laws and pro­
cedures, aild to maintain a level of proficiency in the use of fireanns. 
Although the exact percentage is unknown, it can be assumed that at least 
one-half of the officers who received in-service training also received 
specialized training, since the law requires that officers receive 40 hours 
of in-service training every two years. 

Basic recruit training was provided for 1,083 law enforcement officers, 
or for about 13% of all law enforcement officers in the State. Noting that 
basic recruit training is preparatory in nature, it is evident that in 1979, 
13% of all officers in Virginia were new employees. 

Data are not available which indicate whether the number of new officers 
is due to new positions, nonnal attrition g or turnover. It is unlikely that 
a significant number of new positions are being created, ~ince many depart: 
ments are experiencing budget difficulties. However, it 1S apparent that lt 
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is costly and disruptive to police organizations to train. new officers. The 
ultimate impact. is felt by citizens who are not receiving the level of perfonnance 
they bel i eve they are entitl ed to receive. 

The need for basic and in-service training is well recognized by law enforce­
ment agencies, the Virginia General Assembly, the Criminal Justice Services 
Commission, and the citizens of the Commonwealth of Virginia. However, mandated 
recruit and in-service training address only minimum perfonnance requirements. 
The history of policing illustrates the need for officers to be prepared in a 
comprehensive manner so that perfonnance will be acceptable regardless of the 
problem or situation. Neither basic nor in-service training teaches officers or 
agencies how to cope with organized crime, hostage situations, computer fraud, or 
other special law enforcement problems. Furthennore, such basic instruction does 
little in the way of improving criminal investigations, the crime scene search 
process, management, crime prevention, and other similar police functions. 

One of the primary causes of turnover, especially in small police depart­
ments, and many sheriffs' departments, is the lack of a personnel plan which 
protects employees from arbitrary dismissal. It is not uncommon for a new sheriff 
to bring with him a complete complement of deputies upon taking office. To do 
this, he obviously must dismiss the deputies who served the previous sheriff. 

Currently, most medium and large departments select officers at mid-manage­
ment levels with growth potential and send them either to the FBI's National 
Academy, or the Sourthern Police Inst1tute at the Universtiy of Louisville. Both 
of these schools are excellent, but enrollment is limited. Furthennore, both 
schools are mid-management oriented with the National Academy accepting candidates 
at the rank of Sergeant. 

Virginia law enforcement executives attend administrative courses sponsored by 
the International Chiefs of Police, Northwestern University, University of 
Maryland, University of Georgia, University of Indiana, and many others. These 
are generally short courses on administrative matters and are no doubt essential. 
However, this type of approach is merely incremental and not a well planned 
executive development program. Virginia should not have to rely on others to 
train its police executives. There are sufficient resources within Virginia's 
colleges and universities to develop and implement executive level training for 
police. 

Within the past several years, twelve police departments have employed chiefs 
from departments outside the State, or from other disciplines. Conversely, only 
two chiefs have been tapped for comparable positions outside the State. Ironical­
ly, both of those had become Virginia police chiefs via out-of-state departments. 

Within the Commonwealth, there are 95 county sheriffs' departments, 26 city 
sheriffs' departments, 5 county police departments, 35 city police departments, 7 
college or university police departments, 4 State law enforcement agencies, and 
approximately 216 town police departments. These approximately 350 departments 
employ an estimated 8,500 law enforcement officers. 
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Although there is an attempt to allocate law enforcement responsibili­
ties, there is nevertheless a great deal of duplication. For instance, 26 of 
the 35 cities claim both a sheriff's department and a police department. The 
allocation of responsibility occurs in that the sheriff handles civil pro­
cess, courtroom security, and the maintenance of the jails. The city police, 
on the other hand, are responsible for enforcement of criminal laws and the 
host of other things related to policing. Since deputies serve court papers, 
they are out in the community and are (.It times available to help with pre­
ventive patrol and calls for service. Policemen are almost always in court 
and are capable of handling some courtroom security. Many cities have both a 
detention facility within the police department and a jail maintained by the 
sheriff. The personnel and costs associated with booking and temporarily 
detaining arrestees are largely unnecessary, since the jail is very capable 
of providing this service with only a sligh~ increase in resources. 

The duplication between State and local law enforcement agencies pro­
duces costly law enforcement services. For instance, the Department of 
Alcoholic Beverage Control, Enforcement Division, primarily investigates 
liquor law violations on a statewide basis, with personnel assigned to 
specific geographic areas. Approximately 70% of the liquor law violations 
occur in metropolitan areas, where law enforcement officers are also assigned 
to this function. Another State agency which operates on a statewide basis 
is the 1,196 member Department of State Police which has an average of 8.7 
uniformed officers assigned to each county. The primary effort of the State 
Police is devoted to highway patrol, promotion of highway safety, and en­
forcement of motor vehicle laws. Conversely, sheriffs' departments rarely 
handle traffic matters, but direct their resources to criminal violations and 
serving cOlJrt papers. In 1975, the Department of State Police investigated 
approximately 1% of the major crimes reported in Virginia. Even though 
sheriffs and the State Police serve the same public in one jurisdiction, they 
obviously serve them in very separate and distinct ways. Considering the 
average level of resources available in a county, that is, both uniformed 
State Police and "road" deputies, toe average county has at its disposal 21.1 
law enforcement officers. Considering total resources, both sheriffs and 
State Police, as much as 37% of the resources are devoted to traffic; yet, in 
metropolitan areas, a substantially smaller percent is devoted to traffic 
enforcement. 

The annual budget of the Department of State Police is approximately $41 
million. The State spends another estimated $21 million by paying two-thirds 
of the sheriffs' salaries through the State Compensation Board. Even though 
the Commonwealth is paying 32% of the total $175 million spent on law en­
forcement in Virginia, there is every indication that the State's investment 
is not being maximized due to the over-delineation of responsibilities 
between the State Police and county sheriffs' departments. 

Counties across the State have duplicative law enforcement resources, 
with only marginal sharing occurring. As previously noted, there are 95 
counties in Virginia with sheriffs' departments. Forty-eight of those 
counties contain two or more law enforcement agencies; 22 contain three or 
more agencies; 10 contain four or more agencies; 3 have five or more 
agencies, and one has six or more agencies. This is not a true representa­
tion because the information includes only those departments which 
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participate in the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program. Since many one and 
two-man departments do not participate in UCR, a complete list of departments is 
not available. 

Since each law enforcement agency is autonomous, there is a common belief 
th~t each should have sufficient capabilities to handle a wide range of law 
enforcement pro?lems, many of which occur infrequently. The result is obviously 
costly, a~ serVlces and resources are not often shared or consolidated to an 
extent.whlch assures that law enforcement services are being provided in a cost 
effectlve manner. 

The State has 10~g provided services that would be costly if each law en­
forcement department ln the State had to duplicate them. One such service is 
ar~on and bomb inves~igations. This service requires a great deal of technical 
skl11.a~d co~t1Y equlpment. The State also has developed a foren.sic science 
capa~lll~y wlth f?ur 1ab?ratories conveniently located around the State. The 
examlnatlon ?f :vldence 1S a costly service that does not have to be borne by each 
de~artmen~ w1thln the State. The Bureau of Forensic Science also processes and 
prlnts crlme related photographs for local departments which lack this capability. 

The Department of State Police historically has provided assistance to local 
law enforcement agencies •. It s~pp1ies personnel and equipment during civil dis­
order~ and other emerge~cles WhlCh are beyond the control of local law enforcement 
agencl es. It a1 so prOVl des po 1ygraph and crime scene search resources to local 
departments, as well as narcotic a~d organized crime investigative services. In 
sho:t, the ~epartm~nt of State Po1lce has the capability to provide specialized 
po1l~e serVlces WhlCh would be extremely costly if each department had to 
dup1l cate them. 

.I~ 1979, the S~atewi~e Interdepartmental Radio System (SIRS) was established 
provldlng for the flrst tlme a radio communications link between State and local 
law en~orceme~t agencies. This system enables local police and sheriffs to 
comm~nlcate.wlth State. troopers in the field, to foster better cooperation and to 
provlde a~ lmportant llnk in the combined law enforcement effort. Gaps exist, 
however, ln that some of the urban areas are not yet participating in the system 
because of fund~ng 1imit~t~ons~ However, the areas (90% of the total law en­
forcement agencles~ partlclpatlng have consistently expressed their enthusiasm 
and support for thlS succesfu1 concept. Continued efforts will be made to bring 
all law enforcement agencies into the system. 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT 

PROBLEMS: 

The incidence of major crime in Virginia constitutes a serious drain on 
resources and threatens the well-bein~ of th~ ci~izens ?f the.Com~on~e~lth. 
Every two and one-half minutes, a serlOUS crlme ls.commlt~ed :n Vlrgl~la, 
and one in every 24 persons is the victim of a serlOUS crlme.ln ~ny.g:ven 
year. Law enforcement expenditures equal $40~00 per.person ln Vlrglnla, and 
law enforcement agencies are faced with ever lncreaslng budgetary con-
straints. 

The demands upon law enforcement to stay abreast of changes in 
policing and the increased demands for service delivery pla:e severe 
strains ~pon the resources available for training and educatlon of law 
enforcement officers. High turnover rates requir~ continued efforts to 
provide basic training to new law enfor:ement offlcers •. ~tate mandated 
in-service training requirements necessltate the re-tr~lnlng o~ 8!5~O 
officers every two years. Continued legislative amendlng and JUdlCl~l 
interpretation of criminal codes and law enforcement procedures r~qulre 
constant retraining of existing personnel. Law enforcement.agencl~s 
traditionally lag behind the private sector with.regard to lnnovatlve and 
more productive methods of management and operatlon. 

Law enforcement capabilities and resources in the Commo~wealth are not 
coordinated and consolidated to max~mize.their ~se and beneflts. ~ew 
agencies have consolidated duplicatlve dlspatchlng and record keeplng 
SySt6~S. Little or no use has been made of th~ resident.trooper program. 
Very few localities have entered into mutual ald and asslstance agreements. 

High personnel turnover rates in V~rginia's l~w enforcemen~ agencies 
diminish the effectiveness of the agencles: Salarle~ and ben~flts of law 
enforcement agenci es tradi tionally 1 ag behl nd those 1 n the p.r1vate s~ctor. 
There are no statewide standards for entry level law enforcement offlcer~, 
and this precludes the ability to establish minimum salary scales statewlde. 
Few opportunities exist for lateral entr~ at supervisory and management 
level positions in law enforcement agencles. 
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Judicial Education 

ADJUDICATION 

EXISTING EFFORTS AND RESOURCES: 

The judicial systems in the United States have, in the past few years, come 
under criticism for being large, inefficient organizations which, because of the 
inherent bureaucratic maze, might allow dangerous offenders to return to society 
unpunished and unrehabilitated. Criticism also exists that the judicial system is 
not, to the lay observer, doing anything to end or significantly reduce these 
practices which many citizens feel are "unjust" toward the community as a whole. 

In an effort to stem the tide of criticism, the judicial branches of 
government are now engaged, or engaging, in processes which can and will result in 
significant improvements in the performance of trial courts. Among these efforts 
are attempts to reduce the time delay from arrest to final disposition of criminal 
cases, efforts to better manage a court's case10ad through the implementation of 
better, more modern managerial/administrative techniques, and better utilization 
of existing resources (physical, personnel, and financial). 

One method of approaching these problems is continuing the education and 
training received by members of the judiciary in an effort to maintain minimum 
standards within the judicial branch. Thus, one finds more members of the 
judiciary undergoing, usually on an annual basis, a minimum level of training 
and/or education in law, or law-related fields. It is believed that continued 
exposure of the.judiciary to these types of educational opportunities will 
encourage and initiate some of the desired managerial/administrative changes 
necessary to enable the courts to better fulfill their legal mandate to the 
communities in which they are located. 

In the Commonwealth of Virginia, it is the responsibility of the Office of 
the Executive Secretary of the State Supreme Court (O.E.S.) to coordinate training 
for members of the judiciary. In conjunction with the Secretary of Public Safety, 
through the Division of Justice and Crime Prevention (DJCP), education grants have 
been awarded to the O.E.S. for purposes of the continued and ongoing training and 
education of judges of the circuit courts (30 judicial circuits, 111 circuit court 
judges) and judges of the district courts (30 judicial districts, total of 153 
judges, which is broken down further into 98 in the general district court and 65 
in the juvenile and domestic relations district court). This continuous training 
and education, it is believed, will enable members of the judiciary to better 
fulfill their duties and legal responsibilities. 

The court reorganization which occurred in 1973 brought with it many changes, 
including the need to further expand training to district judges, magistrates, and 
clerks. (Yirginia Code Section 19.2-43 requires that the O.E.S. provide training 
to magistrates.) Since 1973, one of the primary functions of the OES has been to 
coordinate all judicial education activities. To this end, the Office employs a 
full-time Education Officer who supervises the preparation and presentation of 
in-state conferences and seminars. 
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The Committee on District Courts, which oversees policy in the district 
court system, has indicted its commitment to judicial education in a most 
positive way. In November 1974, it unanimously e~dorsed a program, of con­
tinuing education to advance the level of profess10nal competency 1n the 
State's judicial system. The Committee directed that a certain number of 
days be allowed to each segment for in-state training purposes., Thus, , 
general district court judges and judges of juvenile and domest1c relatl0ns 
district courts are authorized six days' administrative leave annually to 
attend in-sta.te training programs. Magistrates receive three such days, 
while clerks and deputy clerks and designated clerks' office personnel are 
granted two days each year for thei: worksho~s. ,Mandato:y a~ten~ance at a 
designated in-state program is requ1red of C1rcu1t and d1str1ct Judges and 
district court clerks once yearly. 

The Committee has also approved a priority of courses that the district 
judges should follow in availing themselves of out-of-state training oppor­
tunities. The regular three-and four-week courses offered at the National 
College of the State Judiciary in Reno, Nevada, or the cou~ses offered in 
several places in the United States, sponsored by the Amer1can Academy of 
Judicial Education in Washington, D.C., or the two-week seasonal courses at 
the National College of Juvenile Justice in Nevada, satisfy the Committee's 
intent of having all new judges complete one basic course before they are 
allowed to attend any speciality or graduate-level program. Judges who 
attend courses at these or similar institutions are granted an additional 
five days' administrative leave. Where courses of more than five days' 
duration are taken, judges use their own accumulated annual leave to make up 
the di fference. 

This comprehensive career program of judicial education emphasizes the 
following objectives: 

1. Provision of a comprehensive curriculum to each new 
judge during his or her first year of judicial 
service, including pre-bench orientation, in-state 
conferences, and attendance at appropriate national 
programs 

2. Continuing education for sitting judges, offering 
opportunities for national as well as in-state 
participation 

3. Provi siCln for adequate time so that judges may attend 
training sessions, and incentives to attend the 
recommended quota of educational offerings 

The expansion of educational opportunities to more of the Common­
~'Iealth's judicial personnel has been possible in major part through the 
assistance of funds through the Council on Criminal Justice. 

Judicial Sentencing 

Many states, including the Commonwealth o~ Virgini~, have,been unde:­
going, in recent years, a thorough self-analys1s regard1ng thelr sentenc1ng 
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procedures. In this process, in Virginia, several concerns have been raised 
regarding some sentencing practices: 

1. Should sentencing be more uniform statewide, and should sen­
tences, in cases involving a jury trial, be determined by the 
trial court judge rather than the jury? 

2. Should limitations of any type be put on parole, and should the 
percentage of the sentence that must be served before an inmate 
is eligible for parole consideration be increased? 

3. Should determinate or flat-time sentences be permitted in juve­
nile and domestic relations district courts? 

4. Should bifurcated trials in felony cases become mandatory? (one 
trial to determine guilt or innocence; the second to determine 
penalty, if convicted in the first) 

5. Should indeterminate sentences be revised or abolished because 
of a lack of facilities? 

These are some of the issues which will have to be addressed and decided in 
the near future. 

The Code of Virginia defines the boundaries to which a court or a jury may 
proceed in sentencing defendants convicted of crimes within the Commonwealth. As 
in many other states, much discretion is given in sentencing, to the extent that a 
sentence imposed in one jurisdiction for a given offense is vastly different from 
the sentence imposed in another jurisdiction, yet the offenses for which the 
sentence is imposed are virtually identical. 

Current sentencing practices in the Commonwealth reflect the legislative 
intent to conform with U.S. Supreme Court and other federal court decisions and 
guidelines on sentencing. As a result, changes in sentencing within the Common­
wealth would require action by the General Assembly. However, the emergence of 
the concerns enumerated above is indicative of the need to reexamine sentencing 
practice in Virginia in a continuing effort to keep sentencing practices in 
conformity with federal court decisions. 

Computer Options for the Virginia Judicial System 

Currently, there are three categories of automated systems which can be 
applied to a court setting: 

1. Administrative systems include payroll, personnel, budget, 
supplies inventory, financial records, and statistical systems 

2. Case records and trial systems include docketing, indexing, case 
scheduling, jury management, case tracking, exception reporting, 
court reporting, and information systems 

3. Legal research systems 
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Many of these automated systems may be appl ied at either the trial level or 
the administrative level of a court system, or both. 

In Virginia, the Office of the Exe~u~ive S:cretary of the Supre~e Court 
(O.E.S.) currently maintains, on an adm1n1strat1ve l~vel, a computer1zed 
court personnel record keepi ng system, 1 eave account1 ng system, budget 
tracking system, and is currently conver~in~ to am automated pay~oll~ Also, 
the O.E.S. maintains a computerized stat1st1cal s.ystem.for the C1rcu1t and 
district courts and the magistrates. S?me of the! earl1est and mo~t 
successful computer applicatons at a tr1al court level have been.1n the 
financial administratiori areas. In Virginia, the Port~mouth! Fa~rfax, 
Roanoke City and Richmond Juvenile and Domestic Rela~lons D1str1ct Courts 
have develop~d support check writing, and records malntenance systems, 
while the Frederick and Winchester General District Courts have developed a 
fines and cost payment tracking system. 

Under development, also at the tri~l court leve~, ar7 c~s: records .and 
trial systems (or information systems) 1n the fOlloWlng Vlrglnla Courts. 

1. Portsmouth Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court 

2. Chesapeake Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court 

3. Fairfax Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court 

4. Richmond Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court 

5. Norfolk General District Court 

6. Portsmouth General District Court 

7. Fairfax General District Court 

8. Frederick General District Court 

9. Winchester General District Court 

10. Richmond General District Court 

11. Fairfax Circuit Court 

It should be noted that each of the above mentioned cour~ information 
systems was developed independently of the others, thus red~clng the 
probability of the localities' benefiting from shared ~xperlences and/or 
i nf 0 rma t ion. 

The Supreme Court has participated in the temporary installation of an 
automated legal research system, known as JURIS. 

Finally, the O.E.S. is involved in development, for the Roa~oke.City 
Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court and the General D1str1ct 
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Court, of operational systems for court clerks in the following areas: 

1. Financial, for implementation in general district courts, 
for use in traffic cases, basically (i .e., receipts for 
fines, etc.) 

2. Financial support for clerks of the juvenile and domestic 
relations district courts, which is, basically, a system 
for tracking payments which are processed through the courts 

3. Case management which is composed of three initial modules 
~the indexing module, (2) the docketing module, and 
(3) the basic reporting module 

Other modules, such as notice generation and management reporting can be developed 
and implemented as needed. The emphasis is upon the first three modules, however. 

Victim, Witness, and Jury Assistance 

Presently there are five victim/witness programs operating out of Common­
wealth's Attorneys' Offices in Portsmouth, Virginia Beach, Lexington (which in­
cludes Rockbridge County), Leesburg (including Loudoun County), and Richmond. 
These Commonwealth's Attorneys' Offices serve both rural and urban populations. 

The approach to these existing programs is a two-pronged approach: 

1. To provide victims of crimes with the necessary information so that 
they will be able to obtain social services that might be needed 
following a victimization, including, but not limited to medical 
assistance, psychiatric/psychological assistance, financial 
assistance, and such other assistance as may be needed to enable the 
victim to cope with the events which have occurred to him/her 

2. To provide information to witnesses so that they will be in the 
right place at the right time with a minimum of inconvenience; 
included in this is assistance in obtaining transportation to and 
from court; telephone alert systems placing witnesses on call; 
assisting witnesses in obtaining time off from work for each 
required court appearance, and a telephone recording system whereby 
witnesses call a number the evening before their required appearance 
to be advised if that appearance is still necessary 

The focus of these efforts is to humanize the court process for those who are 
usually involuntarily dragged into it, making the IIrites of passage ll as painless, 
as coherent, as comfortable as possible; in sum, to show witnesses and victims of 
crimes that the criminal justice system cares about their partiCipation in the 
process by looking out for their interests as much as is humanly possible, and 
regarding the time they spend in the court process to be valuable and necessary 
for any successful prosecution. 
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I 1976 the Vi rgi ni a State Bar undertook a study of then current juror 
select~on pr~cedures across the Commonwea~th. The ~urpose of ~he studYIl , 
(which was funded by the Division of Just1ce and Cr1me Prevent10~) was .to 
compare and contrast the present system of selecting the ~aster J~ror 11stS 
(pursuant to Section 8-208.10 Virginia Code Annotated) Wh1Ch pe~l~slthe use 
of random selection, with a system which mandates random select10n • 
Quoting from the recommendations of that study: 

The basic questl0n considered in ~his report is ~hether 
the pre~"!nt system of jury select10n,.where.the Jury . 
commissioners exercise almost total d1scret10n over Wh1Ch 
names are to be pl aced on the jur'Y 1 i st, is 1 ess . 
preferable than one where jury lists.are c~ose~ 1n a 
mechanical manner and little or no dlscr~t10n 1S left to 
jury commissioners. The present system 1S far more 
subject to abuse and consequent legal attack even ~hou9~ 
it usually produces a measure of control over the q~al1ty 
of jurors." Random selection, on the other hand, ~e1ng 
basically mechanical in nature, removes the potent1al for 
abuse virtually eliminates legal attack, and produ~es a 
jury ;ist truly representative of a fair cross sect10n of 
the community. 

Based on the study, it is felt that even.though under the 
present system judges are making a conSC10US effort to 
obtain tremendous discretion • ••• The Board of Governors 
of the Criminal Law Section recommends: 

The Genera,l Assembly shoul d enact mandatory ran~om. 
selection legislation for Virgi~ia ~ourts .as th~s 1S the 
best method of assuring a constltut10nal Jury llst. 

Legislation requiring mandatory randomization was introd~ced in the 1976 
legislative session, but was carried over into the 1977 ~ess10~. It 
received passage in 1977 and was signed by the Governor 1n Apr1l. The text 
of the law reads: 2 

The jury commi ssioners shall util ~ze random select~on 
techniques either manual, mechanlcal, or electron1c, 
using a cu~rent voter registration list and other s~ch 
lists as shall be designated and approved by the ch1ef 
judge of the Circuit, to select the jurors to b~ placed on 
the master jury list. After such random select10n, the 

lA Study of Jury Selection in Virginia and the Feasibi1~~.Y of Ma~d~tory 
Random Selection, Report of the Board of Governors Sect10n on Cr~m1~a~ Law, 
Virginia State Bar to the Governor and the General ~ssembly of V1rg1n1a, 
September, 1976, p. 2. 

2Virginia Code Annotated, Section 8-208.10 as amended. 
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commissioners shall apply such statutory exceptions and 
exemptions as may be applicable to the names so selected. 
The chief judge shall promulgate such procedural rules as 
are necessary to ensure the integrity of the random se­
lection process and to ensure compliance with other 
provisions of law with respect to jury selection and 
servi ceo 

As noted in the Virginia State Bar study, randomization does not depend upon 
the use of data processing nor does it take control of jury selection out of the 
hands of local officials. The report then goes on to discuss several alternative 
methods for randomization by manual and electronic means. Two of the manual meth­
ods di scussed are the IIkey number system ll and the llmaster jury wheel ". 

For large metropolitan jurisdictions where manual selection may be very 
burdensome, it may be useful to implement data processing randomization. In all 
three of the circuits in Virginia currently using randomization data processing, 
jury service is rotated throughout the entire populace. In one circuit, jurors 
wi 11 be called once every ten years; in another, once every five years; ina 
third, about every three years. 

In terms of cost, the Bar Study Report notes that the programming expendi­
tures are not great. One jurisdiction reported a development and programming cost 
of $300. The cost of running the program is minimal; $5.00 per month for 100 form 
subpoenas and $16 per month for computer time. The total cost per year for com­
puter selection of jurors and preparation of subpoenas is $252. This compares to 
a cost of $514.50 in 1975 when the system was manual (the cost including $274.50 
in Commissioner expenses and $240 for the typing of subpoenas). 

In another circuit, where data processing is used to prepare the annual 
listing of names, the cost of the computer runs from $25 to $40 per year. 

Virginials circuit courts which may be interested in data processing alterna­
tives could study the experiences of Harris County, Texas, and Detroit, Michigan, 
where a methodology called one day-one trial has been used very successfully. 
This method is being implemented on a modified basis in many other court settings. 
See Appendix 2 for a description of the Texas procedure. 

The experiences of the Houston and Detroit courts point to efficiencies and 
savings far beyond just the issue of randomizaton. However, it may be most fruit­
ful for the Commonwealth to undertake a careful analysis of the entite jury trial 
system. In anticipation of any study or analysis of individuaJ or several ci r­
cuits, it may be useful to formulate some general questions about the effective­
ness, efficiency, and cost-benefits of the current jury system. These questions 
might include: 

1. How many jury trials are conducted yearly and what percentage is 
this of total cases? 
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d t enerate jury panels and are 2. How many lists are genferallYld~se9 th~s~ lists or perhaps eliminating there better methods or me ln , 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

the use of some of them? 

What utilization exists for the Slze 0 va , f rious panels which 
are drawn? 

1 ' ? Sh ld there be changes in the number of pane Slze, ou . 

, edures be modifi ed to 
Should q~a~itfiCat~lOnbUanr~e~~m~~sf~~~fitate prospective juror ease admlnls ra lve . 
participation? 

Should a poo concep 1 t for J'ury servi ce be tri ed? 

Should juror fees be either ral'sed or eliminated entirely? 

8. Should challenge procedures and voir dire practices be changed? 

, , , hich can be raised about the current This is only a partlal llSt Of,lss~es w erations in the Commonwealth's 
practices and procedures of trl~ldJ~~YaO~omprehensive study of the trial 
circuit courts. As has been no e 1 't f erspectives from which to 
jury system ~f Hawaii,3 there aresas~~~~r{e~te~ approach, from a m~nagement 
analyze the Jury system -ifr~ a t~e standpoint of finding ways to lncrease 
a~p~oach, °tr,p~prhaatPl'osnP~~et~e'~~~minal justice process. cltlzen par lCl 

, S tary of the Supreme Court of In 1978, the Office of ~he Executl~~d e~~edetermine the best ways to 
Virginia sought f~deral fluntd~ng foraas~ate~ide basis and to improve jury impl ement random Jury se ec 1 on o~ 
management. This request was denled. 

, P' ct wh i ch has been funded Since 1977, the,M~del JUry,Instr~~t~~~~ d~f~~entlY working on the prep-
by the Council on,Crlm~nal JU~~lCe'f~r both civil and criminal cases. ~he 
aration of mod~l Jur~ lnstruc lon~ ove the attainment of uniformity l~ 
model instructlons wl~l not ~nlYbl~p~ill substantially upgrade the quall~y 
procedure on a statewlde basls, ,u 'V' 'ia The criminal instructlons 
and correctness of,jury instruct~~~so~nsa~~g~~ 1979. The civil instr~ctions 
were completed, prlnted, and Plah blishers The jury exemptions llSt was 
have been finished and sent4 tOl t e p~o 7 clas~es (of which two were re­drastically reduced from 2 c asses , 
stricted) by Senate Bill 80, enacted ln 1980. 

Training of Prosecutors/Commonwealth's Attorneys 

, t 1 25% of all Commonwealth's Attorneys After each electio~, approxlmadet~e turnover rate among assistants is 
are new to the prosecutMlotn afre~~e:~ prosecutorial neophytes spend a few almost 25% annually. os 0 

Hawal'l', National Center for State Courts, September, 3~T~r~l'a~1~J~u~ry~SFy~s~te~m~0_f ____ __ 
1976, Vol, II. 

42 

1 
, 

I i 
1 

f : 

h 
L r I. 

l 
( I, 
-, 

[ i: 

r 
! . 

, : 
L 
r . 

~ : 

t -

l 

L 
L 
F II... 

[ 

[ 
-,-~.-.:-.::--~".::::--. ' 

I 
f 
l I I 
t 

I , 
1 J' I 
i 
1 

I I 
\ 

"T ! 

I 
II' 

, 

I 
""" 

f j I: 

r ; U 

I r II 

! 
,i 

L I 

1. 

I) 
{ . 
l 
I 

I ; 
I 

.1 
t 

r: 

r 
1 . 
r ~' 
~j 

flIT 
F 
lob 

I 
~. 

. 

initiation days learning their way around the courthouse and then take their place 
in the system as prosecutors. During their tenure, on the job training of the 
"l

earn 
by experience" variety is administered. Although many self-starters who 

are also keen observers profit from their mistakes, and, in addition stay around 
to become top notch prosecutors, the statistics show that a substantial number 
annually retreat to higher paying jobs or less frustrating ventures. 

In addition, there are constant demands upon all the Commonwealth's Attorn~ys 
and their staffs to stay abreast of changes in laws, programs, and management 
techniques. The limited budgets of these offices place severe strains on the 
resources available for training and education of prosecutorial staff. 

On January 1, 1978, eight additional Commonwealth's Attorneys' offices became 
full-time, bringing the total to seventeen. Only four of these offices are pre­
sently staffed with an office manager or administrative assistant charged with 
the responsibilities of operations. The.ir duties include management of corre­
spondence, overseeing the smooth flow of cases after assignments are made schedul­
ing the status of cases, supervising clerical personnel, administering uniform 
office policies, and reducing the administrative workload of the Commonwealth's 
Attorney himself, who has numerous other responsibilities. Such arrangements and 
lack of training often result in failure to maximize scarce prosecutorial resources. 

Career Criminal Programs to Enhance the Quality of Prosecution 

Within the Commonwealth there currently exist five career criminal programs, 
located in Richmond, Norfolk, Portsmouth, Virginia Beach, and Alexandria. The 
focus of each of these programs has been upon individuals who have established 
"track records" in crime and/or those individuals II/ho commit offenses which are 
c lassifi ed as "major offenses". Criteri a for sel ect ion of these offenders are 
established by each locality, reflecting the needs of the locality in question. 
By focusing prosecutorial attention and resources upon the individuals who are 
responsible for a disproportionate share of crime, Commonwealth's Attorneys hope 
to get these Offenders off the streets more quickly than if their cases \I/ere 
prosecuted in the normal procedure, and into prison where the emphasis is upon 
longer sentences than would be given had the individual not been prosecuted as a "career crimi nal" or "major offender". 

Competent Defense for Indigents 

The public defender system as it exists in Virginia today is the result of an 
exhaustive study conducted almost ten years ago by the Criminal Law Section of the 
Virginia State Bar, and enabling legislation passed in 1972. Additionally, grants 
awarded by the Council on Criminal Justice have made possible the initial opera­
tion of all four offices that are presently in existence. The basic objective of 
public defender offices is to provide adequate and effective legal assistance to 
indigent persons charged with crimes for which the penalty might be imprisonment 
and for which the United States Constitution, the Constitution of Virginia, and 
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the Virginia statutes require that the opportunity for representation by 
competent counsel be provided at public expense. 

r", secondary purpose of using the public defender off~c~s as pilot 
proj~cts is to determine whether the overall cost of prOV~d1ng counsel fo~ 
indigents can be decreased. The fi rst three defender off~ces were author1z­
ed bv the initial enabling legislation, and all three 0!f1ceS ha~e,bee~ 
widevlY accepted by the judiciary, the bar, and t~e,publ1C; a pOS1tlVe 1n­
dicator of the effectiveness of the system. Add1t1onallY',the General 
Assembly has approved assumption of the costs of these proJects. 

In 1978 following a report of the Public Defender Commission and 
endorsement by the Judicial Council of Virgini~"the Gene~al Assemb~y 
amended the legislation to provide for two add1t1onal Clff1ces; ~ne 1n a 
county or city with a population of less than 100,000, and one.1n a county 
or city with a population of more than 100,000. B~t~ tn~ Publ1C Defender 
Commission and the Judicial Council were of the op1n1on that t~e program 
should not be expanded to include a statewide system at that t1me, ,but 
should be expanded to allow more visibility, analysis, and evaluat1on. 
Accordingly, the Petersburg office was opened on July 1, 1979. 

Other Public Defender's Offices are operating in Staunton-Wayn~sboro­
Augusta County, Virginia Beach, and the City of Roanoke. T~ese off1ce~ 
began with grant monies from the Division of Justice and Cr1me Prevent1on, 
ard are now fully supported by State funds. 

4Pub1ic Defender Commission Phase I Input for FY 1981-1983. 
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Judicial Education 

ADJUDICATION 

IMPACTS AND GAPS: 

The impact of judicial education/training will be upon several specific 
areas, i~c~uding~ but not ~i~ited to, the respective courts in which the judges 
who part1c1pate 1n the tra1n1ng serve, the court system in its entirety, and the 
people of the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

The information which judges are exposed to in the training/education ses­
sions is designed to stimulate their thinking and to be taken back and utilized 
in their practice. A side benefit of this exposure to new ideas and technology 
through training is that it gives the potential users an opportunity to discuss 
the merits with their peers from other parts of the Commonwealth. 

The entire court system is a potential beneficiary in that the members of the 
judiciary are kept up-to-date on the latest information and practices in areas of 
sUbstantive law as well as areas of managerial practices and responsibility. 
Thus, t~ p,3raphrase an old saying, a better informed and educated judge is a 
better judge on the bench. 

Finally, the people of the Commonwealth benefit by having better informed and 
trained members of the judiciary in that the efficiency and effectiveness of the 
entire judicial system is enhanced by having better trained, better educated, and 
thus better qualified judges sitting on the bench. 

Judicial Sentencing 

, The impact of changes in the sentencing system currently in use in Virginia 
w~ll be upon the courts, the Department of Corrections, local jail/lock-up facili­
t1es, those who come into contact with the criminal justice system, especially 
defendants and jurors, and the general public. 

Computer Options for the Virginia JUdicial System 

The impact of computerization will be upon members of the judiciary, all 
judicial support personnel, all persons having business with the courts, and the 
general public. Implementation of automated information systems promotes speedier 
trials because administrative loggerheads are significantly reduced, or eliminated 
entirely, thus reducing administrative causes for court/trial delay. 

Victim, Witness, and Jury Assistance 

The impact of victim/witness programs will be upon those indiv)duals who are 
usually involuntarily involved in the crimial justice system, the victims off 
witnesses to crime, in addition to court personnel, prosecutors, and dl!fendants. 
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Implementation of victim/witness programs can be expected to improve the 
overall quality of the court process and citizens' participation in it, as 
well as enhance the quality of prosecution. 

Development of effective systems for random jury selection should be 
not only cost-efficient, but also reduce extra expenditures by different 
courts to design and implement duplicative systems and eliminate waste 
caused by developmental errors by different courts. Model jury instructions 
will save valuable court and attorney time both in drafting and in reducing 
the number of cases that are retried because of errors in jury instructions. 

Better informed and better treated prospective jurors enhance the 
functioning of the entire criminal justice process. Uniform jury instruc­
tions will speed up jury trials and reduce the number of jury trials that 
are retried because of faulty instructions. 

Training for Prosecutors/Commonwealth's Attorneys 

The impact of training for Commonwealth's Attorneys, Assistant Common­
wealth's Attoneys, and members of their staffs will be on enhancing the 
quality of prosecution in the Commonwealth of Virginia. By providing 
continuing education in law-related, juvenile specific, and managerial/ 
administrative areas, the public is assured that a high standard is 
established and maintained for Commonwealth's Attorneys and Assistant 
Commonealth's Attorneys. 

Among the effectiveness measures for such training are measurements of 
length of trials in which the Commonwealth's Attorney's Office is involved, 
including but not limited to, the number of days between indictment and 
trial and final disposition; the number of cases won; the number of cases 
"lost" and why; the average length of sentences being given defendants 
prosecuted by the Commonwealth's Attorney's Office; the number of pl ea 
negotiations entered into and why, and the amount of time an attorney spends 
in case preparation (eXCluding unusual or complicated cases). Such 
information, coupled with the training received will better enable a 
prosecutor to more effectively allocate his personnel, money, and physical 
resources in order to achieve his established goal of improving the quality 
of prosecutions. 

Career Criminal Programs to Enhance Prosecution 

The impact of career crimi nal /major offender programs wi 11 be upon the 
communities these programs serve. By focusing special prosecutorial atten­
tion upon those individuals within the community who are responsible for a 
disproportionate share of crimes within that community, it is anticipated 
that the crimes upon which prosecutorial attention is focused will decrease, 
as those responsible for the disproportionate share of them will be in jail 
for longer periods of time than they had been previously. 
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Competent Defense for Indigents 

. The ~ublic ~efender's ~ffices ?ffer defense services to those indigents charged 
wlth ~rlm~s, el.ther felon:es ~r ml sdemeanors. Thus, the immedi ate impact is upon 
the Clrcult ana general dlstrlct courts and upon their respective case calendaring 
efforts. 

The rls1ng costs of indigent defense have been documented and cost compari­
sons between the court apPoint7d private counsel and the public defender have been 
mad7· The report~ of the PubllC Defender Commission provide evidence of the 
savlngs of,a ~ubllC defender system over the court-appointed private counsel 
system of lndlgent defense. 

In the future,.it will be cri~ical fo~ the Commonwealth to examine carefully 
the. costs ~nd o@neflts of a statewlde publlC defender system and the overall 
savlngs WhlCh may result from a State financed system. 
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ADJUDICATION 

PROBLEMS: 

Judicial Education 
One of the most significant problems surrounding jud~c~a~ edua~~~n is 

the reduced level of fund~ng av~ilable to.suh~~r;st~~ ~~;l~~~~~~~re a~~/or 
situation has led to c~ns~d:rat10n of.whatr~ ra~s would be useful, given the 
the administration Of.Jud1c~al e~u~a~~~~a~ c~rricula, reduction of semi­
reduced level of fund1n

d
g• d Ste.on ~r elimination of consultant support 

annual conferences, an re uc 10 , 
have been considered. 

·d d are the possibility of chang-
Other options which have been CO~Sl ~~~icial conferences as joint 

ing conferenc: at~endan~e ~ule~t ~~~~~~~~ and of magistrates and clerks, 
meetings o~ d~str1C~ a~ .c~r~u\i~ute within the State to accommodate all 
:~~c~~~~~~~s~~~~r~u~~~~~~afO~n~lerks, magistrates, and judges. 

Some of the questions which exist relative to training for clerks and 

magistrates are: 
What educational requirements, if any, should be set 

1. for magistrates and chief magistrates? 

2. 

3. 

Shoul d the State underwrite the costs of magi strates I 
participation in administrat~on of justice courses 
offered by Virginia's commun1ty colleges? 

Should the funding levels for out:o~-state training 
be increased, and should oppor;un1t1es for such 
trai ni ng be extended to clerks. 

Judicial Sentencin~ 
h support in the General Assembly 

A major problem i~ to.generate enou~ ractices within the Common-
for a critical re-examlnat10n ofA~~~~~C1~~ ~ot inclined to change exis~ing 
wealth_.At prese~t, th7 General ·us{ification and outside suppor~ (~.~., 
sentenc1ng pract1ces W1thou~.S ron8 ~il this occurs sentencing in V1rg1n1a 
public su~port) fo~ such aClt1~n'd n nd as such may not meet, in either 
will rema1n essent1ally una ... re, ~ .' ' 
letter or spirit, fedsral court dec1s10ns. 

Computer Options for the Virginia Judicial System 
1 t· centers has f:lCU sed 

The increasing use of c~urts as disput~sres~h~ ~~: function is one of 
attenti on upon ~ "new

l

: ~unct ~ ~n n o~e~~:/o~r fu~ct i on which, in theory, bene-
serving as a pr1mary .1n orma 10 . '1 alon with the increasing 
fits the entire just1ce sy~tem. hTh1Spl~~e~'a heaey burden upon the existing 
complexity of court operat10ns, as 
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personnel resources. New methods must, it is now realized, be sought and 
implemented to meet these new and ever increasing needs and challenges. 

Computerization has only recently been considered as a viable alternative for 
courts. While the computer has proven its effectiveness in business, it is still 
viewed by some court officials with skepticism. The current interest in automated 
court information systems is a reflection of the necessity of solving the problems 
of increaSing caseloads and providing managerial information. 

Unfortunately, computerization is not, and should not be considered, a 
panacea; utilization of computers won't automatically solve a court's managerial 
problems. In short, computers have proven effective in the business world and can 
be adapted to a court's management needs. Computers can aid a court in identify­
ing and solving managerial problems, but they cannot cure them alone. 

Victim, Witness, and Jury Assistance 

The major problem with victim/witness assistance programs is the lack of 
acceptance/understanding by the general public. Unfortunately, most members of 
the public who have never had contact with the courts or the legal process have 
had their ideas of how courts function shaped by television programs such as 
"Perry Mason". Once the public accepts the idea that the victim/witness is one of 
the key elements in any successful prosecution, and that the entire society 
benefits by having persons coming forward to testify about crimes they have 
witnessed, thus making a significant contribution to putting the offender in jail, 
demands for such programs will increase. 

Secondly, victim/witness programs also reduce the chances of essential 
witnesses bei ng "lost" in the system, of wi tnesses refusi ng to testify, and of 
witness "no-show" problems; thus, if cases are dismissed, it won't be because of 
the failure of witnesses to appear. 

Finally, victim/witness programs reinforce th~ importance of the victim/ 
witness to the prosecutorial process. All too oft~n, court services are de­
signed for the convicted offender, and the needs of the victim/witness are 
glossed over, if not ignored campl etely. The IIhumanization" of the court process 
for victims/witnesses reinforces their importance and the prosecutor's gratitude 
for individuals ' taking the time from their schedules to help ensure a successful 
prosecution of an offender. By making a victim/witness feel that his/her expe­
rience in the court system is a more positive one, the prosecutor, through a 
victim/witness pr'ogram, will probably positively affect the community's attitudes 
toward the criminal justice system in general, and the prosecutor in particular. 

Following study of the Virginia courts juror selection procedures by the 
State Bar in 1976, and the passage of H. B. 307 in the 1977 General Assembly 
SeSSion, circuit court jury commissioners will now be implementing mandatory 
random selection techniques to replace non-random procedures. 
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While several circuit courts have already implemented random selection, 
the others will need to study carefully the most appropriate and cost­
effective methods for randomization. These choices include the use of 
manual systems, automated/computerized processes, or the testing of programs 
which have been inst'ituted in several other state courts, such as one-day 
one-t ri al • 

As the analysis of randomization methods is undertaken, it may be very 
useful to expand the study to an assessment of the entire trial jury system. 
Following are questions posed by judges within the Commonwealth which attest 
to an interest in some of these other areas of jury utilization, summons, 
qualification, and treatment: 

1. Should petit jury exemption lists be revised to reduce the number 
of those who are exempt? 

2. ~lat procedures should courts use to improve juror information and 
court-juror relations? 

3. What procedures can be used to implement mandatory random jury 
selections as prescribed by H. B. 307? 

4. Shoul d juror compensati on 1 eve 1 s be increased? 

5. What procedures can be instituted to improve jury summons 
procedures? 

6. Is present jury utilization during trial satisfactory, or should 
jury size be changed? 

Training for Prosecutor's/Commonwealth's Attorneys 

Commonwealth's Attorneys, their Assistants, and members of their sup­
port staffs need to be properly trained in law and management upon assump­
tion of their duties, and thereafter, to stay abreast of the constant 
changes in criminal law and managerial/administrative practices. 

Career Criminal Programs to Enhance Prosecution 

In many suburban/urban jurisdictions, the caseload of a prosecutor's 
office is such that it is very difficult to allocate the necessary personnel 
and other resources to a career criminal/major offender unit. In less popu-
1 ated areas of the Commonwealth, the "career crimi nal" may not be considered 
a problem that needs special prosecutorial attention. In short, career 
criminal/major offender programs must be looked at in relation to the popu­
lation that the prosecutor's office serves. 

Competent Defense for Indigents 

Persons charged with crimes for which they can be deprived of their 
1 iberty are entitl ed to adequate and effective representation by counsel at 
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public expense, assuming, of course, that the accused is unable to afford counsel 
~he de~ermination of indigency is an age-old problem, and the enabling legislatio~ 
1~ des1g~ed.to have the public defender and/or his staff assist in the determina­
t10n of 1nd1gency •. To.d? ~his, a financial questionnaire is used for determining 
general asse~s or lla~111t1es of defendants, and this information is furnished to 
the courts wlth the f1nal determination as to eligibility being made by the 
court. 

In the past two or three years, the cost of court-appointed counsel has 
leveled.o!f.to some ext~nt. It is no longer required that counsel be appointed 
for :ec1d1Vlst cases, Slnce only those cases which involve additional punishment 
by v1rtue of the conviction itsel~ are now prosecuted. It is anticipated, how­
ever, that the cost of court-ap~olnted co~nsel will increase considerably in the 
nex~ two years.because of some 1ncreases 1n fees and general administrative costs. 
It 1S a~so bel1eved that specialization in criminal law, both from a defense 
stand~o~nt a~ we~l as a p~ose~ution standpoint, will result in a stronger system 
of cr1m1nal Just1ce. Nat1onwlde, the number of states providing defender services 
(as opposed to the case by case court-appointment of private counsel) has in­
creased enormously in the last ten years. 
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ADULT CORRECTIONS 

EXISTING EFFORTS AND RESOURCES: 

State Adult Corrections 

Beginning in 1974, and continuing through 1977, Virginia experienced a 
sharp increase in commitments to its correctional institutions. This rapid 
increase resulted in serious overcrowding in State institutions, and a 
backlog of State inmates in local jails. However, for the past two fiscal 
years there has been a decrease in felon commitments. Figures 7 through 9 
show trends in felon and misdemeanant commitments to the State correctional 
system, and felon confinements in the State correctional system for the 
years 1970 through 1979. 

The following analysis of commitments and confinements is obtained from 
the Annual Statistical Report of Felons and Misdemeanants Committed to the 
Virginia State Correctional System during the Year Ended June 30, 1979 and 
Felons Confined in the Correctional System on June 30, 1979 including Felon 
Recidivists Committed and Confined, published by the Virginia Department of 
Correct ions. 5 

Part of the decrease in felon commitments can be attributed to tne 
backlog of sentenced felon offenders awaiting transfer from local jails to 
State adult institutions. The number of sentenced felon offenders awaiting 
transfer was 1,375 on June 3, 1980, or a monthly average of 1,094 for 11 
months of fiscal year 1980. (See Figure 10.) This is down 22% over the 
monthly average of 1,334 for fiscal year 1979. (See Figur~ ~1.) During the 
past two years, the State Department of Corrections has been involved in an 
active building campaign which helped relieve the felon population of local 
jails, with an additional 1,580 beds to be added during the next 24 to 36 
months. 

Although the backlog of felons contributes to jail overcrowding, it is 
the high ratio of misdemeanant pre-trial population that is the primary 
cause of jail overcrowding. This will be discussed later. 

A total of 2,732 felons were committed to the Virginia correctional 
system during the fiscal year which. ended June 30, 1979. This reflects a 
decrease of 235, or 7.9% compared to the 2,967 felons committed during 
fi scal year 1978. From fi scal year 1974 to fi scal year 1977, there was an 
increase each year in felon commitments. However, for the last two fiscal 
years there has been a decrease in felon commitments. 

Of the 2,732 commitments, 51.7% were non-white and 48.3% were white. 
Females constituted only 6.5% of the commitments, an increase of some 2% 
over the past year. During fiscal year 1977, 44.6% of commitments were 
white, and 55.4% non-white. 

While the average age of new commitments is getting older; age 27 for 
fiscal 1979, 26 for 1977 and 1978, the most frequent age was 19, compared to 

5Hereafter, this report will be cited as Felons, Misdemeanants, Recidivists, 
Committed and Confined, Year Ended June 30, 1979. 
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Jail Population'» 
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CONVICTED FELONS 

'R~,i%'l;;q TRIED AND CONVICTED 
MISDEMEANANTS AND 
JAIL SENTENCED INMATES 

Aug. 7 Sept. 4 Oct. 2 Nov. 5 Dec. 7 Jan. 2 Feb. 5 Mar. 4 April 1 May 6 June 3 July 1 
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·Source: Population Survey of Local Institutions. 
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DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
Jail Population· 
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21 for last year, and 19 again for 1977. Over one-half of the 2,732 new felons 
(1,544, or 56.5%) were 25 years of age or- younger. 

A breakdown of the 2,732 new commitments shows that 1,460, or 53.4% were 
committed from city courts; 1,268, or 46.4% were committed from county courts, 
and 4, or 0.2% were committed from out-of-state courts. This has been relatively 
st.able since 1977. As in the past, the largest number of felons were committed by 
the cities of Richmond and Norfolk. Norfolk, w'lth 5.3% of the total State 
population, committed 10.1% of the new felons; Richmond, with 4.1% of the total 
State population, committed 9.5% of the new comm1unents, while the total new 
commitments decreased by 7.9% over the prev'ious year. Richmond had 21.5% less 
commitments in fiscal 1979, and Norfolk court') decreased thei r commitments by 
5.5%. Of the counties, Fairfax had the largest number of new commitments, with 
180, or 6.6% of the total commitments. This represents an increase of 11.1% 
from the previous year. 

A study of the types of offenses committed by new commitments shows that 922, 
or 33.8% committed offenses against persons, and 1,294, or 47.4% coomitted 
offenses against property. This year shows a decrease in commitments for drug 
violations from the previous year. There were 259, or 9.5% in fiscal 1979 
compared to 304, or 10.2% for fiscal 1978. The level of drug violation coomit­
ments has increased from 1.5% in fiscal 1965 to a high of 20.7% in fiscal 1972, 
and has since decreased to the current level of 9.5%. 

Statistics show that 1,650, or 60.4% of the new commitments received a 
sentence of five years or less (compared to 60.2% last year) and 217, or 7.9% 
received sentences of twenty years or more (excluding life and death sentences). 
This represents a decrease over last year1s figure of 8.2%. The number of life 
sentences increased this year to 43 (1.6%) from 38 (1..3%) in fiscal 1978. There 
was 1 new felon who received a death sentence. The Department of Corrections 
Master Plan states that the average length of stay for all felons was twenty-eight 
months. 

Of the 2,598 new commitments tested for intelligence, 1,125, or 43.3% were 
found to be of normal intelligence. The percentage of new commitments found to be 
severely or moderately retarded has increased to 5.3% in fiscal 1979 fr~~ 3.8% in 
fiscal 1978. Felons tested with an intelligence level of bright or superior 
constituted 432, or 16.6% of new commitments. 

Of the felons committed, 664 were known to have served in the Armed ~orces, a 
43% decrease since 1977. Of these, 177, or 26.7% had received undesirable, bad 
conduct, or dishonorable discharges, or were in the service at the time of the 
offense and had not yet received a discharge at the time of commitment to the 
Virginia correctional system. Discharges of these persons are usually other than 
honorable. 

At the time of commitment, there were 2,413 felons with known drug and/or 
alcohol usage, representing 88.3% of the total. There were 128 (4.7%) new felons 
with no record of alcohol of drug usage; 186 (6.8%) who were only occasional 
alcohol users, and 5 (0.2%) whose habits were unknown. In 1977 and 1978, the 
percentages of commitments which were known drug/alcohol users were 66.4 and 57.9, 
respect i ve ly • 
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Of the 2,732 new commitments, 1,344, or 49.2% had a juvenile record 
while 1,388, or 50.8% did not. In comparison, 47.3% of last year1s new' 
commi tments had a juvenil e record, whil e 52.7% di d not. The only year 
during the past six years which did not conform to this trend of even 
distribution was fiscal 1975, when 34.8% had known juvenile records and 
65.2% did not. There were 611 felons, or 22.4% who had been previo~slY 
committed to a State learning center. 

Of the 7,725 felons confined on June 30, 1979, 4,703, or 60.9% were 
non-white and 3,022, or 39.1% were white. Female felons constituted 3.2% 
of the population. There have been no significant changes since 1977. 

The average age of the felon popul ation on June 30, 1979, was 30 years; 
h~wever, the most frequ~nt age was 24 years. The median age of the popula­
tlon was 27 years. Agaln, there were no significant differences from 1977. 

Courts in Virginia cities committed 4,751, or 61.5% of the felons 
confined on June 30, 1979, while county courts committed 2,968, or 38.4%. 
There were 6 (0.1%) committed by out-of-state courts. Felons committed by 
courts in the city of Richmond represented 15.5% of those confined, while 
Norfolk courts committed 10.5%. Among the county courts, Fairfax committed 
the largest number with 333, or 4.3% of the total population. 

Of the 7,725 felons confined on June 30 y 1979, 4,310, or 55.8% com­
mitted offenses against persons and 2,578, or 33.4% committed offenses 
against property. In comparing the percentage of new commitments sentenced 
in each of the offense categories, a greater portion committed offenses 
aga'inst property (47.4%) than offenses against persons (33.8%). The per­
centage of confined felons committed for violation of narcotic drug laws 
(7.7%) is below that for felons newly committed for these offenses (9.5%). 
A breakdown of offenses for felons confined at the end of the fiscal year 
1979 shows that the two most commonly occurring offenses are robbery 
(unspecified), with 1,195 occurrences (15.5%) and burglary (including 
statutory), with 1,163 occurrences (15.1%). These rates also have not 
differed significantly since 1977. 

1,788, or 23.2% of the 7,725 felons confined at the end of the fiscal 
year were serving sentences of five years or less, and 2,046, or 26.5% were 
serving sentences of twen.ty years or more (excluding life and death sen­
tences). Those felons serving life sentences constituted 6.1% (472) of 
thE total, while 6 felons (0.1%) received a death sentence. The average 
length of sentence for felons confined, excluding those with life or death 
sentences, was 15.6 years. This included additional time received after 
commitment for recidivism, escape, and/or other offenses. The average 
length of sentence has increased 56% since fiscal year 1977. 

Of the 7,455 felons tested for intelligence, 3,488, or 46.8% displayed 
normal intelligence. This figure is similar to the percentage of new Cool­
mitments with normal intelligence (43.3%). The statistics also revealed 
that 360, or 4.8% were severly or moderately retarded, and 1,258, or 16.9% 
were bright normal or superior intelligence. There have been no significant 
difference~ from 1977. 

Of the 7,483 confined felons for which juvenile record information was 
available at the time of commitment, 56.0% had a juvenile record and 44.0% 
did not. In 1977, 57.9% of the commitments had a juvenile record. 
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There were 916 misdemeanants committed to the Virginia correctional system 
during the fiscal year which ended June 30, 1979. This reflects a decrease of 
111, or 10.8% from the previous fiscal year. The number of misdemeandnts com­
mitted has declined every year since 1967, when there were 3,817 commitments, 
until fiscal year 1976, when there was an insignificant increase. This is pri­
marily due to overcrowding and some legislative changes preventing misdemeanants 
with less than 6 months from being transferred to the State. 

The largest portion of the misdemeanants (770, or 84.1%) were initially 
received by the correctional field units. This reflects a slight increase from 
the previous year when the field units received 83.6% of the misdemeanants. 

Of the 916 misdemeanant commitments, 55.6% were white, and 44.4% were 
non-white. A breakdown by sex shows that 90.5% were male and 9.5% were female. 
In comparison, only 4.8% of the felon new commitments for fiscal year 1979 were 
fema 1 e. 

Ages were recorded for 915 of the 916 misdemeanants committed. Of these, 
50.1% were under tht! age of 24. The youngest mi sdemeanant commi tted was 16 years 
of age and the oldest was 73 years of age. The mean age at commitment was 26.5 
years; the median was 23.5 years, and the mode was 21.0 years, showing no 
significant changes since fiscal year 1977. 

Of the 916 misdemeanants committed, 555, or 60.6% committed offenses against 
property; 140, or 15.3% committed offenses against persons; 41, or 4.5% committed 
offenses against decency, morality, peace and good order; 19, or 2.1% committed 
offenses against public justice and administration; 56, or 6.1% committed traffic 
violations; 90, or 9.8% committed offenses against public policy, economy and 
health; and 15, or 1.6% committed miscellaneous offenses. The most frequently 
committed offense was petty larceny (106 or 11.6%), followed by grand larceny 
(105, or 11.5%). Violation of narcotic drug laws was committed by 81, or '8.8% 
of the misdemeanants. This represents a decrease from the previous year when 
11.3% violated narcotic drug laws. This pattern is generally the same for fiscal 
years 1977 and 1978, and differs significantly from the felon popul ation where 
offenses against persons are higher. 

Courts in Virginia counties committed 486, or 53.1% of the misdemeanants, 
while the cities committed 430, or 46.9%. A breakdown of individual counties 
reveals that Henrico County committed the largest number (58, or 11.9%) of all 
county commitments". Among the cities, Norfolk committed the largest number (75, 
or 17.4%) of all city commitments, a change from fiscal year 1977 when Richmond 
was first with 17.9%, and Norfolk with 11.9%. 

Local Jails 

Local ja il s are supervi sed and operated by local units of governnent under 
the auspices of a constitutional officer (sheriff), or regional jail administra­
tor. Although basically autonomous institutions, jails are tied to the State 
Department of Corrections and the Board of Corrections by certain statutes in the 
Code of Virginia which provide supervisory requirements and reimbursement for 
personnel and specific equipment. Because of this system linkage, it becomes 
difficult to discuss State problems without relating them to similar problems on 
the local level. 
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. In fiscal y~ar 1978, the Department of Corrections reported 151,721 
~omm1tments to ~lty and county jails in Virginia. The commitments resulted 
1n 1,647,22~ p:1so~er days, ~veraging 10.9 days per commitment (includes pre 
a~d post adJud1cat10n detent10n). The design capacities of these jails in 
f1~ca~ year 1978 provided a maximum of 1,790,325 prisoner days per year. 
:h~s 1S the tot~l number of prisoner days that would be available if every 
Ja1l had been f1lled t? capacity every day of the year (rated capacity X 
365). The r?ted.capac1ty for all the State's jails was 4,867 in fiscal year 
1976; 4,979 1n f1scal year 1977; 5,024 in fiscal year 1978; 5,033 in fiscal 
y~ar 1979, and 5,249 by JlJne of 1980, an increase of 7.9% during the past 
flVe years. 

During fiscal year 1979, there were 77,717 less total prisoner days 
than the jails.were designed to accomodate. From 1976, when there were 
94~828 more pr1s~n~r days than capacity days, to 1978 with 143,103 less 
pr1soners days, Ja1l populati?ns decreased by 13.6%. In fiscal year 1979, 
there were 1,759,328 total pr1soner days for the State's jails an increase 
of 6.8% over the previ ous year. ' 

Of the total jail commitments during fiscal year 1979 67% were white 
and 33% were non-white= The racial distribution shows no ~hange over fiscal 
years 1975-1979. Comm~tme~ts of youths under the age of eighteen show a 
downward trend; 6~573 1n f1scal year 1975, to 3,749 in fiscal year 1978; a 
drop of 75.3% dur1ng the past four years. Commitments increased from fiscal 
year. 1978 to fi~c~l year 1979 to 3,951 or 5.4%. The general trend for 
comm1tments to Ja1l for this age group shows a 29% increase from 1964 at 
5,601 to 1970, at 7,225. The next ten years demonstrated an overall ' 
reduction (of 82.9%) in commitments of persons under the age of eighteen. 

An analysis of offenses for fiscal year 1978 shows that those against 
decency, peace and good order (32%) were most frequent. Among these 
offen~es,.the ?ne most frequently occurring was drunk in public (25%). 
Trafflc.v101at10ns ranked second with 21%. There has been no Significant 
change 1n these percentages of commitments since fiscal year 1975. Fiscal 
y~ar 1978 data clearly show that 52% of all commi tments were for 
m1sd~meanors, ~6% for local ordinances, and 22% for felonies. This has 
rema1ned relat1vely constant since fiscal year 1975. 

The following chart exhibits the percentage of misdemeanant, ordinance, 
and felon commitments to jails since 1964: 

Fiscal Year 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 

Misdemeanant 
86.4 
86.8 
.86.5 
86.5 
86.1 
85.7 
84.5 
82.9 
82.0 
82.7 
69.0 

% Commitments 
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Ordinance 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

13J~ 

Felony 
11.6 
11.2 
11.3 
11.5 
12.1 
12.5 
13.4 
15.2 
16.2 
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Fiscal Year 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Misdemeanant 
56.0 
51.0 
53.6 
51.9 

% Commitments~ 

Ordi nanlce 
22.4% 
25.2% 
23.9% 
26.3% 

Fel'~ 
21.6 
23.8 
22.5 
21.8 

Misdemeanant commitments to State adult institutions have decreased signi­
ficantly from 1968 to 1979, some 311%. Misdemeanant commitments to jails have 
also decreased, although the total of misdemeanants and ordinance violators has 
rB~ained somewhat constant. The significant increase is in felony commitments, 
8810 over the past 15 years, due in part to the overcrowded conditions in State 
adult institutions. 

As can be seen in Tab 1 e 1, t he number of arrest wa rrants issued by ma gi s­
trates for felonies has increased 6.6% since 1976, wi'lile! misdemeanant arrest 
warrants have decreased by 2.6%. The issuance of summonses fell 19% from 1976 to 
1979. While felon arrest warrants increased, the felony bonding rate also 
increased 25.5% during 1976-1979. Misdemeanant bonds decreased by 18.8%, and 
commitments and releases increased by 49%. 

A study of jail data for 30 jails indicated that 50·-75% of all commitments to 
jails were in the pre-trial status and accounted for only 25-40% of the average 
daily popul ation. It is apparent that there is a heavy flow of mi sdemeanant 
offender traffic during the peak hours of operation which also contributes to the 
overcrowding in jails, since most are released in a short time on bond. State 
reimbursement practices of allowing one day's credit for commitment and release on 
the same day also contributed to overcrowding. During fiscal years 1978 and 1979, 
only 23 of the jails in the State were over their rated capacity 100% of the time. 
Seventeen of these are major facilities with a rated capacity of 65 and over, 
accounting for 3,335 spaces of the total bed capacity in all the jails. In other 
words, 18% of the jails have 64% of the beds. These localities generally also 
have the highest rates of incarceration in the State for an average rate of 
incarceration of 160, or one bed for every 625 residents. 

Of the 96 jails operating in 1980, 48 have classification services; 55 have 
medical services, and 37 have recreation services. Forty-eight jails have no 
dayspace or multipurpose area, and 59 have neither outdoor nor indoor recreation. 
In addition, 21 have education services; 64 provide visiting privileges 2-3 times 
a week; 30 have bona fide substance abuse counseling services; 61 have libraries 
ranging from fully equipped to cast-off materials, and 32 provide work release 
alternatives. 

Training and Education of Correctional Personnel 

The Virginia Criminal Justice Services Commission has established mlnlmum 
basic training requirements for law enforcement and correctional officers, and has 
established minimum in-service annual training requirements for law enforcement 
personnel. During fiscal year 1980, minimum in-service training requirements for 
local correctional officers were implemented. 

While the Criminal Justice Services Commission is mandated to establish com­
pulsory minimum training standards for correctional officers, it is the State 
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TABLE 1 

Year Arrests Bonds Summons 

Felony Misdemeanant Felony Misdemeanant 

1976 34,410 256,937 16,796 208,168 40,554 

1977 33,208 254,197 17,230 191,342 36,428 

1978 36,118 242,741 19,7101 152,~102 35,410 

1979 36,681 250,494 21,0714 175,1725 34,088 

1. Includes 5,929 unsecure and 13,781 secure felon bonds. 

2. Includes 68,312 unsecure and 90,898 secure misdemeanant bonds. 

3. Includes 102,207 canmitments and 87,473 releases. 

4. Includes 5,534 unsecure felon bonds, of which 616 are Promise to Appear 
0nd 4,918 are Personal Recognizance; and 15,537 secure felon bonds. 

f .. "1 

Canmi tments/ 
Releases 

142,609 

162,226 

189,6803 

212,6516 

5. Includes 83,347 unsecure misdemeanant bonds, of which 8,380 are Promise to 
Appear and 74,967 are Personal Recognizance; and 91,825 secure misdemeanant bonds. 

6. Includes 113,840 commitments and 98,811 releases. 
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Department of Corrections which provides basic level training for State and local 
correctional officers. 

Recent legislation has limited the definition of correctional officer to the 
following: 

Section 53-19.18:1, "Correctional Officer" defined. The tenn 
"correctional officer" shall mean an employee of the Depart­
ment of Corrections whose nonnal duties relate to maintaining 
immediate control, supervision and custody of prisoners 
confined in any penitentiary, prison camp, prison fann, or 
correctional field unit, owned or operated by the Department 
of Corrections, and who has taken an oath that he will 
faithfully and impartially discharge and perfonn all duties 
incumbent upon him as a correctional officer. (1976, cc. 740, 
746. ) 

The result is that a large number of correctional personnel who for all in­
tents and purpos~s provide supervision for offenders as a result of their specific 
treatment or support services function are not required to complete basic train­
ing. nor are they required to be certified. 

The Corrections Academy for Staff Development, located in Waynesboro, Vir­
ginia, is operated by the Department of Corrections. The Academy provides staff 
and facilities for basic correctional officer training and for basic and special­
ized training for Community and Prevention Services staff. The Academy provides a 
three-day orientation session for most Department of Corrections employees; train­
ing for some Department of Corrections food service personnel; training in first 
aid; facilities for training by conSUltants geared to Department of Corrections 
management personnel, and facilities for various Department of Corrections 
employee association and staff meetings. 

Some basic or specialized training of local correctional officers is provided 
via eight regional law enforcement academies. Approximately eight to ten per cent 
of curriculum time is devoted to correctional training. 

Basic training is provided to probation and parole officers, and local and 
State correctional officers. Basic training for other correctional personnel su~h 
as medical, maintenance, and treatment personnel is also provided. 

Advanced training is provided to ~!~ine correctional officers, probation, and 
parole officers, and some management and treatment personnel. 
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State Adult Corrections 

ADULT CORRECTIONS 

IMPACTS AND GAPS: 

. Of the 2,732 new commitments to the Virginia correctional system for 
f1scal yea: 1979, ~54~ ~r 16.6% had served one or more previous felon 
sentences 1n the Vlrg1nla correctional system. The recidivism rate of 16.6% 
rep~e~e~ts a decrease fr~ fisc~l year 1978, when t~ie rate was 18.0%. The 
recldlv1sm.rate ha~ rema1ned falrly constant since fiscal year 1971, ~th 
the ex~eptlon of fl scal year 1974 when the rate sharply increased to 24.1% 
from f1scal year 1973's rate of 17.0%. (See Figure 12.) 

A total of 24.1%, or 658 persons who were new commi tments for fi scal 
year 19?9 had served one or more previous felon sentences in the Virginia 
c?rrectlonal system ~nd/or elsewhere. This recidivism rate shows ve~j 
llttle change from.f1scal year 1978, when the rate was 24.5%. This rate, 
however, shows a~ 1ncrease over fiscal year 1975, when the rate was 22.9%, 
the.l?w~st rate 1n the past ten years. Fiscal year 1972 also exhibited a 
rec1dlv1sm rate of 22.9%. 

. Non-whi~es constituted over half (54.7%) of the repeaters, while 
whl~e~ ~onstltuted 45.3% of the recidivist population. Only 5.0% of the 
:ecld1v1sts wer~ females. This recidivism rate for females shows an 
lncrease.over f1scal year 1978, when the rate was 3.4%. An analysis of all 
new comm1tme~ts shows that non-white recidivists constituted 25.5% of the 
1,~11 non-whlte felons, and white recidivists constituted 22% of the 1 321 
whlte felons. ' 

The 4~4.V~rginia re~idivists were 60.1% non-white and 39.9% white. 
Fema~e recldlvl sts constltuted 4.4% of the total. An analysis of all new 
c~mltments shows that white recidivists constituted 13.7% of the 1 321 
wh1te !elons, and non-white recidivists constituted 19.3% of the 1 411 
non-whlte felons. ' 

. .O! the 454 recidivists, 342, or 75.3% had served only one prior 
Vlrg1nla felon sentence; 85, or 18.7% had served two prior sentences and 
27, or 6.0% had s~r~e~ three or more prior sentences in Virginia. The 
p~rcentag~ of.rec1dlV1sts with only one prior felon commitment is slightly 
hlgher thlS flsca~ ~e~r tha~ the percentage in fiscal 1978 (73.5%). The 
percentage of rec1dlvlsts wlth three or more prior sentences is lower this 
year than the percentage !n fiscal year 1978 (8.4%). However, of the 658 
persons who had served prl0r felon sentences in Virginia and/or elsewhere 
459, or 69.8%. had served only one previous sentence; 131, or 19.9% had ' 
served two prlor sentences, an~ ~8~ or 10.3% had serve,d three or more prior 
sentences. There were two rec1dlv1sts who had served seven prior sentences. 

Further.analysis shows that the percentage of recidivists serving three 
or more preV10US sentences had declined during the years of 1970-1974 from 
14.6% to 9.0%. In fiscal 1975, the figure rose to 13.3% and dec1ined'again 
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FIGURE 12 
1 

RECIDIVIST COMMITMENTS 
FOR FISCAL YEARS ENDED 

JUNE 30, 1970. 1879 

RecidiYilll CommittMt (V .. OnM 

RecidiYiIII Commltted­
(V .. Ind/or EI_here) 

Total Felon Commitments 

2,500 

3,000 

2,500 3,000 

Source: Felons, Misdemeanants, Recidivists, Committed and Confined, Year Ended 

June 30, 1979, Virginia Department of Corrections, 1979. 
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to 10.1% in fi scal 1976, and 9.0% in fi scal 1977. In fi scal 1978, the figure 
increased to 11.7%, then declined again to the current level of 10.3%. 

A study of recidivists shows that 148, or 32.6% had been paroled and 
discharged from parole supervision at the time the present offense was com­
mitted. Last fiscal year, recidivists in this category accounted for 12.5% 
of the Virginia repeaters. In fiscal 1978, 11.4% of the recidivists were on 
parole from their last sentence at the time they committed the offense for 
which they were returned. In fiscal 1979, there were no recidivi sts who fell 
into this category. 

Recidivists who had been paroled, but had been released from parole 
supervision before committing their new offense, numbered 148 or 22.5%. This 
represents a large increase over the 9.2% of recidivists in fiscal 1978 who 
had been paroled and released from parole supervision before committing their 
new offense. In fis'cal 1978, 8.4% of the recidivi sts were on parole at the 
time they committed their new offense. In fiscal 1979, there were no felon 
recidivists committed who fell into this category. A parolee who violates 
parole through the commission of a new offense i~ considered a parole 
violator and not a new recidivist commitment. 

A study of the offenses committed by the 658 recidivi sts reveals that 
340, or 51.7% committed offenses against property; 188, or 28.6% committed 
offenses against persons, and 130, or 19.8% committed other offenses. The 
figures for all new felon commitments in fiscal 1979 display similar find­
ings, with 47.4% committing offenses against property; 33.8% committing 
offenses against persons, and 18.8% committing other offenses. 

Of the 454 Virginia recidivists, 228, or 50.2% were convicted of 
offenses against property; 121, or 26.7% had committed offenses against 
persons, and 105, or 23.1% committed other offenses. In comparison to the 
breakdown of all new canmitments, the study reveals that 47.4% committed 
offenses against property; 33.8% committed offenses against persons, and 
18.8% cOOlmitted other offenses. Burglary, with 92 occurrences (20.3%) was 
the offense most often committed. The number of recidivists committed for 
violation of narcotic drug laws r'emained fairly constant with 9.3% last 
fiscal year, and 9.5% in fiscal 1979. 

The average age of the 454 Virginia recidivists was 32.3 years. This 
figure represents very little change in the average age of last fiscal year's 
recidivists (31.5 years). The most frequent age was 23 years, with 31 
occurrences or 6.8%. Almost half (47.8%) of the recidivists were under 30 
years of age, with the youngest recidivist being 18 years of age. 

The average age of all recidivists (Virginia and elsewhere) was 32 
years, while the most frequent age was 23 years (occurring 44 times or 6.7%). 
Almost one-half (49.4%) were under thirty years of age. 

An analysis of the 612 recidivists who were tested for intelligence 
level shows that 49.0% were within the normal intelligence range; 25.3% were 
bright normal or superior, and 3.3% were severely or moderately retarded. 
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Of the 423 Virginia recidivists tested for intelligence level, 50.6% were 
classified as having normal intelligence; 20.8% as bright normal or superior; 
8.0% as borderline, and 4.3% as moderately or severely retarded. 

For Virginia recidivists the most frequent sentence was two years, while the 
median sentence was four years. Excluding the recidivists with life and death 
sentences, the average sentence was 6.8 years. This figure represents a decrease 
in the average length of sentence, from 8.8 years in the last fiscal year, to the 
current level of 6.8 years. 

The average length of sentence for all recidivists was 7.6 years, excluding 
recidivists with life or death sentences. This figure represents a decrease from 
last fiscal year's figure of 8.6 years. A sentence of two years was the most 
frequently occurring sentence and a sentence of five years was the median length 
of sentence. 

A review of all felon recidivists confined* in the Virginia adult correction­
al system shows that they comprise 37.0% of the total felon population in custody, 
an increase of 3% over the past year. (See Figure 13.) Virginia recidivists make 
up only 29.8% of the total number of felons confined during the post year 
(7,725), an increase of 3.4% over last year. Racial distribution also did not 
differ from the commitment make-up. Prior commitments were about the same; 72.2:'10 
of Virginia recidivists confined had one pr:/or felony, while 65.7% of all felons 
confined had served one previous sentence. 

Virginia recidivist felons who had two prior fe"lon sentences comprised 19.8% 
of the confined population, while 22% of all recidivists had served two prior 
felon sentences. Only 8% of Virginia recidivists had three or more previous felon 
sentences, compared to 12.3% for all recidivists confined. In addition, 18.6% had 
also served one or more previous misdemeanant sentences. Parole data indicate 
that 32.4% of Virginia recidivists confined were on parole when their present 
offense was committ'ed. During fiscal ye'ar 1978, 20.0% were on parole at the time 
of commission of another crime. 

*Includes prior commitments still incarcerated, as well as fiscal year 1979 
commi tments. 
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NUMBER CONIlINED 

5,000 

RECIDIVISTS CONFINED 
ON JUNE 39, 1870. 1878 

~ Reddl,1rII Confined (V .. Only) 

~ Reddiwira Conflned-
~ (V .. Ind/or EI_tMnI 

7,000 

Source: Felons, Misdemeanants, Recidivists, Committed and Confined 
Year Ended June 30, 1970, Virginia Department of Corrections, 1979,' 
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About 16% of Virginia recidivists during fiscal years 1978 and 1979 had been 
discharged from parole prior to the commission of.another crime. Of all the felon 
recidivists confined, including out-of-state conflnements, 26% were on parole, and 
12.9% had been released from parole supervision prior to the commission.o~ . 
another crime. Offenses against persons comprised about 50% of all recldlVl st 
crimes for both groups. 

The average age of the 2,302 Virginia recidivists confined on June 30, 1979, 
was 33.5 years: Those recidivists under the age of 31 constituted 47.7%, while 
the most frequent age was 27 years, with 136 occurrences, or 5.9%. 

Most of the total recidivists were three years older than the total confined 
population, displaying a mean age of 33.5 years. The most frequent age was 28 
years, with 165 occurrences (5.8%), and the media~ age wa~ 31 y~ars. The young­
est recidivist in confinenent was eiqhteen. Proflles on lntelllgence demonstrate 
no variation from the general population. The average level of educational 
achievement at commitment was 6.4 for reading, 6.9 for arithmetic, and 6.3 for 
language arts. In addition~ about 79% o~ offende~s confined i?~ntified their . 
previous occupational exper"lence as unsk1lled, whlle 6% were sKllled, and 15% dld 
not respond. 

In 1977, the Secretary of Public Safety and the Department of Corrections 
formed a steering committee to develop a master plan for.correction~ in Virginia. 
The steering committee utilized consultants from t~e Natlo~al C~earlnghouse for 
Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture fJr asslstance ln thls effort. 

One of the concerns addressed in the planning process was to assess the 
magnitude of the future incarcerated population. A task force began wo~k on the 
development of a projection model. Below is an excerpt from the Exe~utlve Summary 
of Corrections Options for the Eighties, which describes the projectlon model 
developed, its application, and suggestions for remediating problems: 

Several approaches were assessed, and the present model represents 
the result of approximately 18 months of intensive development and 
entails the analysis of approximately 30 years of data.* Th~ staff 
of the Clearinghouse has reviewed the model with the approprlate per­
sons in Virginia for inclusion in this plan. 

The approach is a "simulation" model, the core of which is a computer­
created replica of the actual input-output processes within the depart­
mentis institutional segment. 

Essentially, using established historical trends for jail t~me accrual, 
length of stay, parole/discharge, etc., the computer.e~tabllshes for 
each "person" entering, a date of commitment, an antlclpated length 
of stay, and a projected rel ease date. 

*The model used for this projection was developed by Mr. Ray Tuegel, Virginia 
Department of Corrections, Bureau of Electronic Data Processing. 
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The curren~ mo~el u~es, as input; t,g the system, projected commitments 
based on tne ~lstorlcal1y established relationship between felony 
arrests (provlded by the Department of State Police) and commitments 
to the Department of Corrections. 

For the purposes of this model, the state inmate population is divided 
into four groups: 

1. Misdemeanants in the state system 
2. Felons currently confined in state institutions 
3. Convicted felons in local jails awaiting admission to the state 

system 
4. Felons expected to be committed during the projection time 

frame 

While each group is processed within the model in a slightly 
different manner, each is accounted for and included in the 
p roj ect i on. 

PROJECTION ASSUMPTIONS 

These projections are based on the historically predictable 
relationship between felony arrests and commitments to the 
Department of Corrections. This approach has the distinct 
advantage of summarily accounting for the pre-arrest effects of 
most socioeconomic factors that affect both arrests and commit­
ments, such as unemployment, changes in general population and 
many others. ' 

The arrest/commitment relationship used in this projection also 
accounts for some factors affecting commitments after the 
arrest stage. These factors are historic and assumed constant 
t? the end of the projection period (approximately 92.5 com­
mltments,per 1,000 arrests as of January 1978). Dramatic 
ch~nges 1n these post-arrest factors are not accounted for in 
~h~s.ap~roach. Changes in sentencing patterns (such as the 
lnltlatl0n of Determinate Sentencing) is one such unaccountable 
factor. 

Certain internal changes occurring within the correctional 
system are not at this time included, but can be anticipated 
~nd the projection adjusted as needed. Such factors as the 
~ncr~ase~ availab~ility of new beds (due to the opening of new 
lnstltutlon~), whlCh would allow the Department to relieve some 
~f t~e houslng p~es~u~es in loca~ jails, would affect the pro­
Jectlon through Judlclal perceptlon of increased inmate 
capaci ty. 

?ther chan~es within the correctional system, such as changes 
l~ ~o:rectlOnal or parole policy, philosophy, or legal respon­
slbl~lty cannot be built into this projection, as none can be 
predl cted. 
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Generally, no dramatic changes are accounted for nor antici­
pated in any area considered critical to the corrections 
population for this projection period. It is essentially a 
"business as usual" projection. Given that no o{ficial 
predictions of dramatic shifts in either the economy, general 
state population, or employment, are expected, this is the 
best estimate available for Virginia prisoner population. 

Using the above-described method, the following projections 
were derived for adult institutions: 

1980 -
1985 
1990 -
1995 -

9,729 
12,867 
12,987 
12,658 

On June 16, 1980, there were 8,168 assignable beds in the Department of 
Corrections' Division of Adult Institutional Services, excluding 784 special 
purpose beds (isolation, segregation, hospital). In April of 1980, there were 
8,236 felons and misdemeanants confined in State adult institutions (see Figure 
14), an increase of 111 over the same month during the previous year; and 1,485 
felons awaiting transfer to State institutions. The average monthly population 
for fiscal year 1980 was 8,119 which in essence means that the system was 
operating at rated capacity during most of this year. Since the monthly average 
for felons awaiting transfer during fiscal year 1980 was 1,094, it is apparent 
that the Department of Corrections would have needed a minimum of 9,213 beds to 
hOllse this combined population; only 5.6% less than the projected population for 
1980. 

In assessing the needs of adult facilities, the Clearinghouse staff visited 
all major institutions in the State and eleven of the field units. In all such 
visits, both architectural and program specialists toured the facilities and 
interviewed key staff. 

As a more comprehensive part of the study, an analysis was made of all 
present institutional capacities, futUre capacities following new construction or 
renovations required to meet acceptable standards, and the effects of projected 
commitment rates. The resulting findings were that by 1990 there will be a need 
for 12,987 spaces in the system if current practices are continued. Assuming no 
upgrading to present facilities or closing of temporary ones, this would require 
4,776 spaces in addition to the present and newly funded facilities, and this new 
construction would call for an additional $191,040,000 in capital outlay. 

However, the reality must be faced that currently operated facilities do not 
meet standards and cannot continue to operate in their present condition and with 
their present capacities until 1990. So, the loss of obsolete space that must be 
phased out, or the loss of beds through renovation of dormitories to single 
occupancy will mean that after presently funded new facilities are built and old 
facilities are closed or renovated, the department will have only 4,831 beds in 
1990--a shortfall of 8,156 beds. 
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VA. DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS' 

Adult Institutions Average Daily Population-
JULY 1979 JUNE 1980·· 

9,000 

8,500 8215 8213 
8019 8091 

Misde- Total 8,000 7739 7878 meanants 

7,500 

7,000 

6,500 

6,000 

5,500 

5,000 
...... Felons VJ 

4,500 

4,000 

0 

July '79 Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. '80 Feb. March . April May June 
--.:" 

8068 8140 8140 8140 8140 8125 8113 8101 8101 8147 8168 8i68-ASSIGNABLE BEDS 
742' 744 744 744 744 743 742 742 742 784 784 784 SPECIAL PURPOSE BEDS 

8810 8884 8884 8884 8884 8868 8855 8843 8843 8931 8952 8952 TOTAL BEDS 

*Sollrce: Division of lnstitutional Services Classification & Records Daily Population Report. 

**These totals do not include inmates assigned to local jails. 
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Altogether, the facts emerging in these population projections show that a 
severe crisis is developing, with future prisoner populations far outstripping the 
capacity of Virginia's present and projected institutions to handle the load. At 
the same time, construction costs are becoming so excessive that new prisons to 
meet commitment increases under existing practices would incur more expense than 
taxpayers can reasonably sustain. 6 

The cost of the necessary renovation is calculated at approximately 
$127,700,000; the cost of 8,156 new beds at about $326,240,000, for a total of 
$453,940,000. 

The extreme nature of these costs requires serious consideration of any 
reasonable procedures for reducing the number of commitments to institutions, or 
the length of time served by committed persons. One encouraging fact is that a 
substantial reduction of the problem can be achieved by a relatively small change 
in time served, case by case. In other words, i ndi vi dual offenders do not have to 
have more than slight reductions in time in order to produce a cumulative effect 
that is highly useful. For instance, if all presently incarcerated prisoners were 
to have their time reduced by only four months, and if alternative sentences could 
accomplish a ten percent decrease in annual admissions, the prisioner population 
woul d be reduced by about 22%. 

If these measures and other alternatives coul d be fully impl emented during 
future years, the effect could be ,that in 1990, the prisoner ~oPulation would 
reach a level of only 7,640, instead of the projected 12,987. 

Probation, Parole, Pardon, and Discharge 

Probationers are received for supervision from courts of record (circuit 
courts) and courts not of record (general district courts). Of the total clients 
served during 1979, there were 17,672 from circuit courts and 2,447 from district 
courts. This represents a 5.4% increase from the previous years from the circuit 
courts and 5.8% from the district courts. At the end of the fiscal year, there 
were 10,151 probationers remaining under supervision from circuit courts, and 
1,103 from district courts. At the end of last fiscal year, there were 9,624 
probationers under supervision from courts of record, and 1,040 from courts not of 
recol'd. This is a 5.5% increase in the number of clients under supervision from 
circuit courts, and a 6.1% increase in clients from district courts. The South­
east Region had the largest number of probationers under supervision on June 30, 
1979, with 2,787. The smallest regional caseload was the East Central Region, 
with 1,537 probationers under supervision. Probation caseloads for circuit courts 
have increased by 21.7% since 1976. District court caseloads decreased by 31.8% 
from 1976 to 1978, and increased 6.1% in 1979, for an overall decrease of 24.3%. 

6Corrections Options for the Eighties, Executive Summary, Department of 
Corrections, 1978, pp. 12 and 13. 

7Corrections Options for the Eighties, Executive Summary, Department of 
Corrections, 1978, pp. 11, 12, and 23. 

74 

, . 

L 
I 

~ ! a t 

n 
H 

j 

I ~r I 
: 

l.~ 

I ( 
I 

~~ f I 
t ~ 

~ 

l ~ 

r I u; 

r 
1!: ~ L 

I , , 
r r 

, 
L 

I , 
rr-

jl 
\: 1/ 

t 

r !L 

[ 

r 
r 
r 
r 
[: 
IF [ 

r : .. ,~~s.«_._ 

r " 

~.~ 
h~ 

U 

1 ! 
r 
1 , 

t : 

i: 
[ ", , 
t I 

I I ' , 

11 j 

I ~ II , 
l i , 

1 
" 

1 ) 

Ii 

1 : 
" 

I-

I 
r 
~ if U 

[ 

I 

Probations 

FY Circuit District Paroles Pardonees 

1975 8,346 2,448 15 
1976 8,342 1,371 2,806 15 
1977 9,019 1,012 2,992 13 
1978 9,625 1,040 3,008 13 
1979 10,151 1,103 3,135 8 

During fiscal year 1979, there were 5,200 parolees or pardonees who were 
served by the Division of Community and Prevention Services. On the last day 
of the fiscal year, there were 3,135 parolees under supervision and 8 par­
donees under supervision. Last fiscal year there were 3,008 pa~olees an~ 13 
pardonees being supervised on June 30. This represents a 4.2% lncrease 1n 
the number of parolees under supervision, and a 38.5% decrease in the number 
of pardonees under supervision. The East Central Region had the highest 
number of parolees under supervision on June 30, 1979, with 879; the ?outh­
east Region was supervising 858 parolees on June 30. The Weste:n.Reg10n had 
the smallest caseload, with 446 parolees/pardonees under superv1s10n. From 
1975 to 1979, there has been a 28.1% increase in the number of offenders 
paroled, and an 87.5% decrease in the number of pardons. 

Among the probationers received for supervision during fiscal y~a~ 1979, 
66.8% were new cases from court; 4.1% were cases restored to superv1s10n; 
6.9% were new cases received from other states; 20.0% were Virginia proba­
tioners received from other districts; 1.2% were Virginia probationers 
returned from other states, and 1.1% were opened administratively to other 
di stricts. 

A total of 22.5% of the probationers were removed from probation 
supervision due to the expiration of term of probation, and an additional 
21.2% were removed from supervision by order of the court. Warrants were 
issued for 7.7% of the probationers who were discharged, and 6.9% wer~ 
probationers who had their probation revoked. Among the to~al ~robat10ners 
removed from supervision, 21.3% were transferred to other dlstr1cts, and 
6.0% were transferred to other states for supervision. 

The majority of parolees/pardonees who were received for supervision 
came directly from Virginia institutions (74.0%). There were.l.6~ restored 
to supervision' 12.0% of the clients transferred from other d1str1cts, a~'d 
10.4% transfer~ed from other states. Among those removed from supervision, 
49.1% were discharged from supervision, 21.7% were issued warrants; 12.7% 
were transferred to other districts, and 3.6% were transferred to other 
states. 

This can be compared to fiscal year 197~ where the client flow statis­
ics do not differ significantly for probationers received for supervision 
during that year. Eighty-four percent were new cases f~om court; 4.4% were 
cases restored to supervision; 9.5% were new cases recelved from other 
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states; 1.5% were Virginia probationers returned from other states, and 0.6% 
were opened administratively. 

Due to expiration of the term of probation, 29.3% of the probationers were 
removed from probation supervision; an additional 27.2% were removed from super­
vision by order of the court. Warrants were issued for 9.2% of the probationers 
who had their probation revoked. Among the total probationers removed from 
supervi sion, 18.1% were trans.ferred to other states for supervi sion. 

The majority of parolees/pardonees who were received for supervision came 
directly' from Virginia institutions (83.5%). One percent were restored to 
supervi sion, and 14.9% of the clients ~'~ere transferred from other states. Among 
those removed from supervision, 25.5% were issued warrants, and 15.6% were 
transferred to other states. 

Of the 2,846 felons, 1,103 were discharged during the fiscal year which ended 
June 30, 1979. Of these, 980, or 88.8% were first releases, while 123, or 11.2% 
were discharged after having been returned as parole violators. First releases 
served an average of 25 months, while violator releases served an average of 45 
months. The average time served for all discharges was 27 months. Of the 1,103 
discharges, 1,024, or 92.8% served less than 5 years. The longest time served 
wa s 13 years, 10 months. 

More than half (609, or 55.2%) of the discharged felons had committed 
offenses against property. There were 265 (24.0%) felons who had committed 
offenses against persons. 

There were 466 felons (42.2%) felons discharged who had sentences of 2 years 
or less; 472 (42.8%) who had sentences of 3 to 5 years, and 165 (15.0%) who had 
sentences of over 5 years. The longest sentence was 21 years, 6 months. 

Felons paroled during fiscal year 1979 numbered 1,743. Of these, 1,670, or 
95.8% were first releases, and 73, or 4.2% were paroled after having been 
returned as parole violators. First releases served an average of 30 months; 
while violator releases serv~d an average of 75 months. The average time served 
by all parolees was 32 months. Of the 1,743 parolees, 1,716, or 98.5% served 
1 ess than 10 years. The longest time served was 27 years, 11 months. 

Among the parolees, 819~ or 47.0% committed offenses against property, and 
634, or 36.4% committed offenses against persons. Narcotic related offenses nad 
been committed by 229, or- 13.1% of the parolees. 

There were 222 parolees (12.7%) who had terms of sentences of 2 years or 
less. A total of 1,316 parolees (75.5%) had sentences of less than 10 years. 
Eleven felons with life sentences were paroled. In addition, there were 8 felons 
pardoned, 24 released by court order, and 16 felons who died. 

Local Jails 

The utilization of alternatives to incarceration has long been the 
responsibility of the judicial system. Recent developments have made this a 
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prime concern of the correctional sector, from the local sheriff to the 
State Director of Corrections. 

Since 1976, bonding of misdemeanants has decreased by 18.8% and jail 
statistics show that the majority of jail populations consist primarily of 
misemeanant and ordinance violatiors awaiting trial. Felony bonds increased 
by 25.5% over the same time period. The present rate of felon probation is 
66% compared to 17% for misdemeanants. 8 Although arrested for less serious 
offenses (primarily property offenses, drunk-in-public, driving while 
intoxicated, traffic offenses, and contempt of court) misdemeanants are not 
significantly afforded pre and post trial alternative~ to detention and 
incarceration. 

The following data is based on a self-report survey developed for use in 
the fiscal year 1980 DJCP planning process, using the most current data 
available (fiscal year 1978). The survey was designed to show the percent of 
jail commitments released on cash bond or released on recognizance. Eighty­
two (82) out of ninety-four (94) jails, or 87.2% responded to the overall 
survey. Sixty-three (63) out of ninety-four (94) jails reported data on 
releases. The aggregated information indicates that 53% of all commitments 
to these jails were released on bond to court, to the bondsman, or released 
on recognizance. The detailed survey results are presented in Table 2. 

8 Corrections Options for the Eighties, Virginia Department of Corrections, 
1978, p. 32. 
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JAIL 

Albemarle-Charlottesville 
Joint Security Complex 

Alleghany County 
Amherst County 
Appomattox County 
Augusta County 
Bath County 
Bedford County 
Botetourt County 
Brunswi ck County 
Buchanan County 
Campbell County 
Ca ro li ne Cou nty 
Ca rroll County 
Charlotte County 
Chesapeake Ci ty 
Chesterfield County 
Cl arke County 
Clifton Forge City 
Cul peper County 
Danville City 
Danville Farm 
Di ckenson County 
Essex County 
Fauqui er County 
Floyd County 
Frede ri ck Cou nty 
Gil es County 
Grayson County 
Greensville County 
Halifax County 
Hampton County 
Hanover County 
Hen ri co Cou nty 
Henry County 
Highland County 
Lancaster County 
Lee County 
Loudoun County 
Lou i sa County 
Lunenburg County 
Lynchburg City 

TABLE 2 

PERCENT JAIL 

40% ~lartinsville Farm 
Mecklenburg County 

90% Middle Peninsula Regional 
98% Securtiy Center 

Montgome ry County 
35% Nelson County 
85% Newport News City 
92% Norfolk City 

Northumberland County 
70% Nottoway County 
13% Orange County 

87.3% Page County 
Patrick County 

72% Petersbu rg Fa nn 
100% Po rtsmouth Ci ty 

39% Prince Edward County 
64% Prince William County 
31% Pul aski County 
65% Radford Ci ty 

56.9% Rappahannock Security 
Center 

0% Richmond City 
Ri chmond County 

50% Roanoke Ci ty 
44.3% Roanoke County 
55.8% Rockb rid ge County 

34% Rockingham County 
55.4% Russell County 

50% Scott County 
Shenandoah County 

78% Smyth County 
21.2% Southampton County 

Stafford County 
Suffolk City 

23% Tazewe 11 County 
75% Virginia Beach City 

Wa rren County 
89% Wa shi ngton County 
65% Westmoreland County 
53% Williamsburg City 
30% Wi se County 

Wythe County 
York County 
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PERCENT 

0% 
39% 

6% 

65.9% 
50% 

68.9% 
43% 

40% 
67.6% 

81% 
48% 
72% 
40% 
48% 
83% 

68.3% 
15.2% 

55% 

20% 
56% 

30% 
20% 

36.3% 
66% 
31% 

100% 
30% 

55% 
75% 

59.3% 
15% 
69% 

43.9% 
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A pr~j:cti?n method was developed for assessing the future populations 
o~ local Ja1ls ~n t~e State: Th~ following excerpt from Corrections Op­
t10n~ for th~ E1~ht1es prov1des 1nformation about the method 0·(: projection 
and 1tS appl1cat1on: 

Due to its financial responsibility of reimbursing localities for 
inmates charged with State offenses and housed in local jails 
(either. awaiting tria~ or,tr~n~f~r to St~te institutions), the 
Depa rtment ~f. Co rrect 1 OI~S D1 V1 S 1 on of F1 nance rna i nta ins mo nthl y 
records of Ja1l populat10n.* Because of their fiscal purpose 
t~ese records are the most reliable sources of past jail con-' 
f1nements. These forms report daily population in terms of 
"prisoner days" (number of inmates X number of days served by 
each = total prisoner days). 

These reports from July, 1964 through November, 1977 were collected 
and tabulated for each month (161 months). 

For the purpose of this projection, total prisoner days by month was 
converted to average daily population, based on the relationship: 

Average Daily Population = 
Total Monthly Prisoner Days 
Number of Days per month 

(28, 30, or 31) 

Based on these approximately 13.5 years of data the projection 
of jail average daily population was derived as'follows: 

A compu~er-plot~ed scattergram indicated that the Least Square 
RegreSS1?n tech1nq~e would be the most valid technique. 
(Regress10n Analys1s attempts, depending on the data to draw a 
line-~the l~ne of the least squares--between the dat~ points that 
expla1~ the greatest amount of variation between the points). 
:he ~h1rteen years of jail data indicate a pattern sufficient to 
Just1fy the use of average daily jail population as a self 
predi ctor. 

Utiliz~ng the Least Squares Regression technique, computer 
analys1s produced the following equation: 

Average Daily Popul ation = 3,004.47 = 8.81 (month) Where 
"month" = 0 for July, 1964. 

*T~e.c?llection a~d analysi: of data for this projection was provided by the 
D1v1s10n of Just1ce and Cr1me Prevention, William Lucas, Statistical Analyst. 
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This equation was found to be significant at the .00001 level. 
Once established, this trend was extended over time to produce 
projections through 1980. The following projections of average 
daily population for Virginia's local correctional facilities were 
found: 

January 1980 - 4,651 average daily population 
1985 - 5,179 average daily population 
1990 - 5,707 average daily population 

Another method for establishing future population is the ratio method which 
converts the rate of incarceration* into a ratio of jail average daily population 
divided by general population. A low and a high ratio are selected for a period 
whi ch represents the ja il rates of i ncarcerati on trends. 

Table 3 and Figure 15 indicate that the rate of incarceration during the past 
twenty years had similar peaks in 1960 and 1979. For this reason, the ten year 
period from 1970-1979 was selected. The low ratio (.000680) in 1973 and the high 
for 1976 (.001015) are then multiplied by future total State population, resulting 
in the following average daily populations: 

FY State population ADP Low ADP High ADP Mean 
( .000680) (.001015) (.000848) 

1980 5,313,000 3612.8 5392.7 4502.8 
1981 5,379,972 3658.4 5460.7 4559.6 
1982 5,447,228 3704.1 5528.9 4616.5 
1983 5,514,509 3749.9 5597.2 4673.6 
1984 5,581,789 3795.6 5665.5 4787.4 
1985 5,648,847 3841.2 5733.6 4787.4 
1986 5,716,125 3887.0 5801.9 4844.5 
1990 5,985,000 4070.0 6074.8 5072.4 
1995 6,262,503 4258.5 6356.4 5307.5 
2000 6,540,000 4447.2 6638.1 5543.7 

The above demonstrates that the State can expect the average daily popula­
tion for all jails to be in the 4,447-6,638 range, with 5,543 a realistic 
planning mean. Still, jails experience a peak population factor of about 25% 
which must be taken into consideration. With this in mind and without any changes 
to the system over the next 20 years, there will be a need in the range of 5,559-
8,298 beds, with 6,928 being a reasonable mean to handle peak jail population. 
The projected rated capacity for State jails by 1984 is about 5,800 due to new 
construction, expansion, and renovation. Since the mean rated capacity projected 
for 1984 is 5,913, there will be a shortfall of some 113 beds statewide. 

* Rate of Incarceration = Average Daily Population x 100,000 
Total Population 
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. In examining the factors which affect corrections populations, two 
lmportant facts emerge: 

- Small changes in ei~her the number of admissions or the average length 
?f stay of offenders ln a program or facilities can have a resounding 
lmpact on corrections populations. 
- Most of the decisions which determine these two factors are outside of 
the jurisdiction of the Department of Corrections. 

Table 3 

FY Commitments Total Pri soner Days A.L.S.** A.D.P. Total Pop. ROI* --
1960 118,177 1,346,246 11.4 3688.3 3,954,429 93.3 1961 115,832 1,321,931 11.4 3621. 7 4,095,000 88.4 1962 116,596 1,318,024 11.3 3611. ° 4,180,000 86.4 1963 118,121 1,290,908 10.9 3536.7 4,276,000 82.7 1964 127,953 1,368,285 10.7 3748.7 4,357,999 86.0 1965 127,993 1,340,892 10.5 3673.7 4,411,000 83.3 1966 123,274 1,,270,400 10.3 3480.5 4,456,000 78.1 1967 121,665 1,178,682 9.7 3229.3 4,508,000 71.6 1968 120,828 1,176,733 9.7 3223.9 4,558,000 70.7 1969 126,662 1,172,444 9.3 3212.2 4,614,000 69.6 1970 l31,057 1,251,237 9.5 3428.0 4,651,448 73.7 1971 l31,439 1,372,350 10.4 3759.9 4,720,000 79.7 1972 130,172 1,335,506 10.3 3658.9 4,754,000 77 .0 1973 l36,486 1,202,089 8.8 3293.4 4,844,000 68.0 1974 148,0l3 1,239,175 8.4 3395.0 4,909,000 69.2 1975 149,300 1,539,215 10.3 4217 .0 4,980,600 84.7 1976 l37,597 1,871,283 l3.6 5126.8 5,052,400 101.5 1977 144,459 1,729,526 12.0 4738.4 5,094,600 93.0 1978 151,721 1,647,222 10.9 4512.9 5,183,873 87.1 1979 174,350 1,759,328 10.1 4820.1 5,248,545 91.8 

*ROI = ADP x 100,000 
Tot. Population 

**Average length of stay in days 

, 

81 



120 

110 

100 

90 

80 

70 

60 

50 

r I 

FIGURE 15 
RATE OF INCARCERATION - JAILS 

FY 1960 - FY 1979 

• • 

82 

• 

N ,... 

i\ 

r 

1 i 

[
.i. ~ 

. I 

[

E 
" , 
: 

~~.l·i ,,i ., 
if ~ 

~ ( 
. I 

n 
! . 
i I 
(' 

l i 

Training and Education of Correctional Personnel 

During fiscal year 1976, the following training was provided by the Department of Corrections: 

State Correctional Officers 
local Correctional Officers 
local Correctional Officers 
State Probation and Parole Officers 

1,168 
460 

1,623 
600 

Basic Training 
Basic Training 
Advanced Training 
Advanced Training 

DUring fiscal year 1979, 680 State correctional officers received basic 
training while 41 received advanced training. A total of 1,267 local correc­
tional officers received basic or advanced training, and 99 probation officers 
received basic training. Clearly, the profile of personnel receiving training 
has changed over the past four years. By now, most have received the required 
basic training, and staff turnover rates are decreasing. Advanced in-service 
training on an annual basis will be the emphasis during the next few years. 
There is a need to provide a standardized program of advanced training to all cotrectional personnel. 
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ADULT CORRECTIONS 

PROBLEMS: 

State and Local Corrections and Detention 

There is a need to provide safe, secure, and uncrowded State and local adult 
correctional and detention facilities which meet minimum standards for design, 
personnel, and programs throughout the State. 

Overcrowding of both State and local correctional institutions is a pressing 
problem at this time and is projected to be a problem for years to come. There is 
a need to expand and improve adult rehabilitation and treatment programs at both 
the State and local level. There is a need·to establish and/or implement minimum 
standards ensuring quality of facilities and programs in all correctional institu­
tions. Virginia is mobilizing to develop a systemwide correctional program to 
provide a continuum o'f~..fare. for offenders from the point of arrest through post­
release supervision. 

If the criminal justice system in Virginia continues to function according to 
current practice, the number of offenders in the system will rise dramatically in 
the next decade. )'he Dotential number of probation cases \'1ould reach 11,556 in 
1990, and parole cases' would reach 3,356. 9 

While cases under supervision have risen during the past four or five years, 
the rate has not kept pace with the total number of commitments to prison. 
Discharges also have not matched commitments, although a total of 2,846 felons 
were either discharged or paroled during fiscal year 1979. The average time 
served by all parolees and di scharges was 30 months. The medi an time \'1as 25 
months. The result is that State institutions are overcrowded. 

Related to the need for community-based alternatives is a more specific need 
to provide a continuum of care for ex-offenders returning to their respective 
communities through comprehensive re-entry programs and facilities. This problem 
is recognized by both the State Department of Corrections and local correctional 
and community mental health service agencies. 

During the past five or six years, the majority of services available to 
probationers~ parolees, and offenders discharged from State and local institu­
tions have been available through agencies with missions other than corrections. 
Additional services have been available from the State Department of Vocational 
Rehabilit~tion, now the Department of Rehabilitative Services. However, about two 
years ago, changes in federal requi rements el imi nated offenders and ex-offenders 
as a target group for receiving vocational and transitional residence services 
through the Department of Rehabilitative Services. Although only limited services 

9Corrections Options for the Eighties, Virginia Department of Corrections, 1978, 
p. 32. 
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have b~en available for probationers and parolees, the group of offenders 
most d~sadvantage~ by the lack of services has been offenders discharged on 
flat t1me complet1on of sentences. 

F~ve years ago t~e State had two probation/parole halfway houses in 
ope~at1on and thre~ sltes in ~he planning stages. The intent was to develop 
a slte for each maJor populat1on area of the State in what are now identified 
as the Department of Corrections regional areas. Community resistance was so 
stron~ that the three on the drawing boards never materialized and another 
has Slnce closed: Localities have resisted providing less sec~re environ­
men~s. f~r probat1~ner~ and parolees, with less than half a dozen of these 
fac~11t1~s operat1ng 1n the State, exclusive of substance/alcohol abuse 
res1de~tlal tre~tment programs. It is hoped that the Community Diversion 
I~cent1ve.Act w1ll h~l~ to resolve the problems with community resistance. 
W1thout v1ab~e trans1t1onal programs providing pre and post adjudicative and 
release ser~lces, many of the State's prob~tioners, parolees, and discharges 
a~e respons1ble.fo~ them~e~ves in their communities, facing civil disabili­
t1es and econom1C ~n~tab1l1ty. Higher recidivism rates are the most likely 
result of not prov1d1ng a reasonable continuum of care for these offenders 
and ex-offenders. 

. It is necessary to reduce overcrowding in local and State adult deten-
tlOn and correction~l.f~cilities, so that the offenders with the greatest 
needs for ~hesE fac1l1t1es and services may receive them in a more efficient 
and ~ffect1ve manner, and so that offenders who need alternatives to those 
serV1ces may be served more appropriately in other programs. 

The~e is a need to develop and implement responsible community-based 
al~er~at1ves, b?th pre and post trial! to increase the utilization of 
eX1st1n~ 7~mun1ty resources, and to provide comprehensive re-entry programs 
and fac1l1t1es for ex-offenders retUrning to their communities. Local 
support and understanding are essential to these efforts. 

L?caliti~s.need technical assistance in all aspects of local adult 
detent10n f~C1l1ty ~lanning and operation, including the implementation of 
management 1nformat1on systems. 

Training and Education of Adult Correctional Personnel 

There.is a need to expand and improve the level of effort for training 
and.~~ucat1on ?f.adult correcti?n~l personnel.. This includes providing basic 
tra~n~ng, spec1f1c advanced tra1n1ng, and spec1fic technical and in-service 
t~a1~~ng for all correctional personnel. Salary scales and personnel classi­
f1cac1ons for correctional officers need to be upgraded throughout the 
St ate. 

There is a need to standardize basic and advanced levels of training for 
all. c?rrectio~al p~rsonnel. Currently, the onl.~1 stil.ndardized correctional 
tra1n1ng prov1~ed 1S b~s~c correctional officer training, and basic probation 
and parole off1cer tra1n1ng. All other correctional training is provided 
without specific standards. 
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JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

EXISTING EFFORTS AND RESOURCES: 

Prevention Services 

Although delinquency prevention is not viewed as a part of the juvenile 
justice system, both the system and local communities are placing increasing 
emphasis upon community prevention services and diversion, i.e., referring youth 
to non-juvenile justice agencies and non-traditional juvenile justice programs for 
servi ces. 

Federal, State, local, and private resources are currently supporting a 
variety of prevention initiatives in the Commonwealth. Direct services include 
diagnosis and screening; alternative academic and vocational education; recrea­
tion; counseling; residential care; emploY:"1t counseling and tra'ining; and job 
placement and referral. Indirect services ;:lude research and evaluation, 
technical assistance, training, advocacy, program development and coordination, 
and management of direct services. State agencies responsible fof' coordination and 
delivery of prevention services include: 

Department of Corrections 

Through House Bill 1020, the Delinquency Prevention and Youth Development 
Act, State funds were appropriated for the creation of local offices on 
youth. Twelve such offices are funded currently in order to coordinate local 
servi ces and serve as referral sources for youth throughout the State. 
Through recent reorganization of the Department of Corre~tions, increasing 
emphasis is being placed upon community prevention services. Prevention 
specialists are located in all 5 regions; the central administration also 
staffs this effort. Standards for prevention services are in place, and a 
manual for citizen involvement has been developed. 

Division for Children 

This agency was created to assume a youth advocacy role at the State level. 
Working closely with service delivery agencies, the Division is involved in 
many activities to improve the availability and quality of all services to 
youth. 

Department of Welfare 

Diagnosis, referral, counseling, treatment, residential care, and financial 
assistance are provided to youth who might come into contact with the juve­
nile justice system if their service needs were not met by social service 
agencies. 

Department of Education 

The recently developed Standards o'f Quality mandate alternatives to tradi­
tional education for youth not abie to succeed in the regular classroom. 
All 131 school districts in the State must provide some type of alternative 
to sllspension, expulsion, or "pushing out" of students, in an effort 
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t~ reinforce the need for education. Included are individualized voca­
tl0nal and academic education and tutorial services. 

Department of Mental Health/Mental Retardation 

This agency provides, through local community services boards, diagnosis 
and screening, psy.:hological counseling, drug education and counseling, 
and referal services for youth. 

Virg'inia Employment Commission 

This agency provides employment counseling, vocational training, and job 
pl acement through a statewide network of local offices •. 

Department of Rehabilitative Services .. I" 

This agency provides financial assistance and services for eligible 
handicapped youth in the State. 

Office on Volunteerism 

While not offering direct service, this office oversees and advocates the 
~tilization of ~olunt~ers in youth programming. Volunteers play an 
lmportant.rol:~ln dellnquenc~ ~revention by one to one "ma tching" (Big 
Brother/Blg Sbter) and prOV1Slon of volunteer homes for youth in crisis. 
Volunteers are utilized by many youth serving projects in Virginia. 

Commission on Outdoor Recreation 

The Commission assures the provision of quality recreational facilities 
and services to families in the Commonwealth. 

Department of Health 

Medical services are provided to youth and families through local health 
departments. 

Division of Justice and Crime Prevention 

Through administration of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
Act (JJ~P Act) and the Crime Control Act, seed money for a variety of 
preventlon prog~ams has been provided to localities and State agencies. 
Many of the offlces on youth and alternative education programs were 
begun through assistance provided by these dollars. Additionally, pro­
gram development, technical assistance, and evaluation services are 
offered throughout the State. 

Law Enforcement Services 

. Law enforceme~t agencies throughout the Commonwealth are locally operated 
ln the fo:m of pollce or sheriffs· departments. Normally, the first point of 
contact wlth the system occurs at the law enforcement level; whether a delin­
quent act has been committed, or a child is a runaway, neglected, abused, or 
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abandoned. Traditionally, no emphasis was placed on the unique problems/ 
situations of juveniles, and thus, alleg~d juvenile offenders were handled by law 
enforcement officers in a manner similar to adult offenders. In the past seven 
years, at least 20 law enforcement agencies in the Commonwealth have establ"i shed 
juvenile divisions respnsible for the investigation and processing of all juvenile 
cases in those particular localities. In addition to investigation, these 
agencies place high priority on prevention and diversion services. 

Prevention services include counseling, law-related education, school 
resource activities, recreational organization and programming s and public 
education. Diversion services include referral of youth to needed community 
services in lieu of processing through the court. 

Court Intake Services 

Juveniles not diverted at the law enforcement level are referred to 
juvenilE' court intake for action. Th'jrty-two court districts provide 24-hour 
intake service for juveniles in all localities in Virginia. Complaints may be 
filed fOI~ delinquent or status offenses, and in situations of custody, abuse and 
neglect, and abandonment. Juvenile courts also handle complaints against adults in 
juvenil e related matters. Compl aints may be brought to juvenil e court intake by 
law enforcement officers, parents, citizens, social service agencies, schools, and 
others. The goal at this level also is to divert from formal court action those 
juveniles who could be cared for by alternative programs outside of the juvenile 
justice system. The Juvenile Code Revision (HB 518) provides court intake officers 
with the discretionary authority not to file a petition against a juvenile charged 
with a minor offense. Instead, t~intake officer may refer the juvenile to 
another agency or program which might be better suited than the juvenile court to 
meet the child1s needs. 

For juveniles who do require court processing, the intake officer also has 
the responsibility to decide who will supervise the child prior to the court 
hearings. Whenever possible, the goal is to release the child to his/her parent 
or guardian. If this is not feasible, then a non-secure detention program is 
preferable. However, in order to protect the public safety, the child, or to 
insure the presence of the child at court proceedings, it is necessary to 
securely detain some children. 

The majority of Virginia1s court service units are operated by the Department 
of Corrections; a few are locally-operated. The DJCP and the Department of 
Corrections have provided technical assistance, evaluation, and training to court 
personnel. 

Community-Based Alternatives 

t~any services previously described under IIPrevention ll also serve as diversion 
alternatives for police and court intake officers. Included here are both 
residential and non-residential programs, educational, employment, counseling, 
referral, and diagnostic screening programs. If a youth is in need of services 
provided by any of these programs, a referral can be made to the appropriate 
service. Recent changes in the Code of Virginia reinforced the importance of 
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develo~ing a network of community-based programs in th C 
Communlty-based alternative pro 'V" , e ommonwealth. 
of local, State, federal and p~~~m~ ln' lrgln1a are ope~ated with a variety 
funding sources is utliz~d Some a e resources. Many tlmes a combination of 
court service unit; most d~ not. programs operate within the frame\'1ork of the 

The Department of Corrections t 
residential alternatives including opera ~s a network ?f com~unity-based 
homes,(i .e., therapeutic foster ho group omes and faml1y-orlented group 
d~veloped and training provided to m~~~~ tSt~n~ards for operations have been 
tlons also reimburses two-thirds p J c ,s a f. The Department of Correc­
residential facilities The regi~f fPe~atl0nal costs of locally operated 
ongoing monitoring of these ro ra~: s ructur~ of th~ Department allows 
with the Department in the a~ea~ 0 on a routlne basls. The DJCP cooperates 
assistance, evaluation, and resear~hP~ogram,d~velopme~t, planning, technical 
programs. Financial assistance is o,assls commu~l~y-based alternative 
through the JJDP Act block gra t provlded.to local~tles and the Department 
service integration initiativenfo~rolgraml' Th~ DJCP ~s currently initiating a 

oca serVlce dellVery efforts. 

Detention Services 

If a cou rt pet i t i on is fi 1 ed "1 ' 
his being released to parental CUS~~d; J~~~nlo~thand clrcumstances prohibit 
secure, less-secure, or secure detenti~n t{, ~ay be placed in a non-
factors. In recent ears. , se ,lng, ependent upon individual 
the child in the lea~t re~t~~~~~~!l~ft~mph~~ls h~~lbeen ~l?ced upon keeping 
HB 518 (1977 Juvenile Code Revision) • rna lve,w 1 e aWaltlng court action. 
use of secure detention Currently ~~o~ a m~~or step towards minimizing the 
secure detention in exc~ss of 72 ho~r~. a us 0 enders may not be held in 

, In response to this emphasis, outreach d 
lmplemented in at least f' ,~tention programs have been 
to parental, or in l' lYe c?urt serVlce unlts. He're, the youth is released 
outreach workers. oeo parentls custody and supervised daily by court 

, lIf slightly more supervision is deemed necessary 
ln a ess-secure detention s tt' , , a child may be placed 
while awaiting court action.

e C~~~~n~ie., ~ non-secure r:-siden~ial facility, 
option available. Services provided i~'a~~~~,cou~t servlc~ ~nlt~ have this 
behavioral observation and referral to d1d 10n ? supervlslon lnclude nee e serVlces. 

When secure detention is warranted th h 
trial basis in one of 15 dQtention h ',e yout may be placed on a pre-
are locally or regionally ;perated a~~es ~nbthe ~t~te. All detention homes 
Corr~ctions. Localities not operating ~:~~n~~~~ fa~ii~~,Department hOf 
serv~ce on a per diem, space availabl b ' les m~y,purc ase 
p~ovlde~ youths while in secure deten~io~s~~cf~~~ ~th~r localltles. ,Services 
dlag~oSlS and screening, transportation d ' edlcal, PSYC~ologlCal 
houslng and supervision are also pro 'd'defucatlonh and :ecreatlon. Temporary 
Board of Corrections and awaiting tr~~s~er.or yout commltted to the State 
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The Department of Corrections monitors the operations of all detention 
programs and facilities through an annual certification process; training is also 
provided through the Department. 

The DJCP has provided block grant assistance to at least 12 outr~a~h, 
less-secure and secure detention programs throughout the State. Addltl0nally, 
planning, n~eds assessments, program development, technical assistance, and . 
evaluation are offered. The DJCP monitors detention homes annually to determlne 
compliance with requirements of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention (OJJDP). 

Jail Services 

Youth in Virginia may be held in jails on delinquent charges pre and post 
dispositionlly, in accordance with the.Code of Virginia: ~ ~ery h~gh priority has 
been placed on the separation of juvenlles from.adults.1n J~11s WhlCh house ~oth. 
Virginia law requires "sight and sound" separatl0n of Juvemles from adults 1n 
jails. The State Board of Corrections recently established standards for the 
jailing of juveniles which closely parallel Federal standards. 

All 91 jails in the Commonwealth have undergone certification procedures in 
the last year; 56 are presently certified to hold juvenil es; 33 are not; an~ 2 
have since closed and are building new facilities. Services provided youth 1n the 
certified facilities vary I'/idely from virtually nothing to medical, recreational, 
counseling, and educational services; however, separation of ~u~eniles while th~y 
are involved in programming is often impossible, and adds to Jall management 
problems. 

The Department of Corrections reimbur~es two-thirds of the base salaries for 
treatment and basic services staff such as medical, classification, work rele:ase, 
and recreational services and reimburses operational costs on a pro-rata basls 
dependent upon the number of offenders housed on St~te fel ony o~ mi scemeanant 
charges. In addi ti on, the Vi rgi ni a State Compensatlon Board relmburs~s base 
salaries for jailors, matrons, correctional officers, and support statf. 

The DJCP has provided intensive resources to local jail~ ~ver th~ past ten 
years including: block grant assistance, needs asessments, Jall studles, 
architectural and program technical assistance, and evaluatio~. The DJCP has also 
educated State officials as to federal standards and the requlrements of ~he JJDP 
Act. All jails are monitored by DJCP staff at least once yearly to determlne 
compliance with these requirements. 

The DJCP and Department of Corrections are currently cooperating in 
conducting an impact analysis of the effects of removing all juveniles from 
Vi rgi n i a jail s • 

Court Dispositional Alternative Services 

Virginia judges have several dispositional alternatives available to them in 
most instances. If a youth is found to be guilty of a delinquent offense, 
dispositiJns may include, among others: 
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1. Fi nes 

2. Restitution 

3. Probation 

4. Court-based programs (i.e., family counsel i ng, volunteer programs, 
etc. ) 

5. Community-based programs 

6. Commitment to State Board of Corrections 

7. Commitment to jail 

Resources available vary widely throughout the State. 

Institutional Services 

If a youth has been found guilty of a delinquent offense, he can be 
committed to the State Board of Corrections. House Bill 518 (1977 Juvenile 
Code Revision) prohibits the commitment of status offenders to the State 
Board of Corrections. Upon commitment, a youth is transferred to th~ 
Reception and Diagnostic Center for screening, testing, diagnosis, and 
placement. Dependent upon the outcome of this screening, a youth may be 
placed in State foster care, a "special placement" (public or private 
residential facility), or transferred to one of the six State operated 
learning centers. A seventh facility, the Intensive Treatment Learning 
Center, is under construction and scheduled to begin operation in July,1981. 
Services provided in the learning centers include medical, recreational, 
treatment, educational (academic, vocational, tutoring), psychological, 
psychiatric, religious, transportation, visitation, and volunteer servlces. 
The average length of stay is approximately 9 months. 

The Department of Corrections operates and staffs the learning centers; 
the Rehabilitative School Author"ity (RSA) provides academic and vocational 
instruction to the students. RSA receives federal dollars from a variety of 
sources to support programming. The DJCP provides block grant assistance to 
both RSA and the Department of Corrections for facilities and programming. 
The DJCP additionally provides p1anr~ng, program development, technical 
assistance, and evaluation for learning center programs. 

The Department of Corrections has developed minimum standards for 
learning center operations. Beginning in fiscal year 1981, all learning 
centers will be certified on these standards. Training is provided all 
personnel through the Depa rtment. 

Aftercare Services 

Upon commitment to the State Board of Corrections, aftercare services 
commence. While a youth is in State care, the committing court service unit 
is responsible for maintaining contact with the youth and being involved in 



. h is released. At least 10 court.service 
planning for serVlces after th~.y~U~ . the remainder utilize probatlon staff for 
units have separate af~ercare ~V1S10~S'outh while they are in State care include: 
aftercare ca1es. SerVlces provl~ed ~ .{ to the learning center, and referrels to 
case coordination, family contact' ~~Sl ~mmunity transition services offered 
community servi.ce. Upon .r~tu~n 0 t e ~nd ongoi~9 counseling with the purpose of 
include educatlonal andh Jbo kP.a~~m~~e'home school and community. 
re·i nteg rat i ng the yout ac 1 n " 
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Prevention 

JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

IMPACTS AND GAPS: 

The recent emphasis placed on preventing delinquency has had some 
positive results. The quantity of community-based prevention services has 
increased generally. The public, through educational efforts, is becoming 
incf'easingly aware of the myriad of resources available for prevention. 
Prevention services are being coordinated at the local level through Offices 
on Youth, and at the regional level through Department of Corrections Com­
munity and Prevention Services st&rf. Advocacy for children's services is 
occurring at the local and State levels, through the efforts of the Division 
for Children. The private sec~or is contributing greatly to delinquency 
preventi on. Vo lunteers are bei fig IIpl ugged i ntoll preventi on servi ces through­
out the State, resulting in more efficient and less costly service delivery. 
State and local agencies responsible for human service delivery are becoming 
more aware of the role their agencies can play in delinquency prevention. 
Local agencies are beginning to develop methods of service integration where 
the need is the greatest. The Virginia General Assembly is placing increas­
ing emphasis on the need for prevention· through passage of the Delinquency 
Prevention and Youth Development Act (House Bill 1020). 

Though major strides are being made in prevention programming in the 
Commonwealth, there are gaps which hinder the provi sion of services. One is 
the lack of State agency level coordination of services. Each service deliv­
ery agency is responsible for carrying out a unique and necessa,ry mission. 
At the local level, these mission~ often conflict, overlap, or fail to serve 
a population in need. This results in some youth receiving duplicate and 
unnecessary services, and others receiving no services at all. 

Prevention programming is the most difficult to area to evaluate. 
Longitudinal studies provide the most valid me'ans of detennining effective­
ness, but often they are too dificult and too costly to implement. 

Not all localitie~ in the State have equal access to prevention pro­
gramming, due to geographic, political, or cost factors. Planning capabili­
ties at the regional level are being slowly depleted, and in the future it 
will become more difficult to obta'in data nec;;ssary for detennining program 
needs. 

Staff in prevention programs sometimes ·lack the skill and training 
req ui red. 

Law Enforcement Services 

Creation of juvenile divisions in law enforcement agencies has had a 
positive impact in the Commonwealth. More youth are receiving needed services 
at the community level through the emphasis on diversion. Complaints at 
court intake and court caseloads are decreasing in localities which have 
diversion-oriented police divisions. Public attitudes towards law 
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enforcement officers have improved through the non-traditional roles assumed 
by juvenile officers. The number and quality of prevention programs and 
coordination of existing services have increased due to youth officer efforts in 
community organization. Regular patrol officers are receiving specialized 
training in juvenile related matters. Law-related education is being provided to 
youth in the Commonwealth. 

There are gaps in law enforcement services for juveniles. Many localities do 
not have the benefit of juvenile divisions, and court caseloads and costs of 
processing youth through the system are remaining at past levels, or increasing. 
Financial assistance to law enforcement agencies is being slowly depleted through 
lack of State money available and decreasing federal assistance. Training for 
officers in juv9nile-specific laws and human relations counseling is not available 
in the Commonwealth. Officers must attend schools out of state to receive 
necessary training and professional development. This training, although vital, 
is often time-consuming and costly. 

Court Intake Services 

Court service unit intake offices have had a positive impact on the juvenile 
justice system. Intake is now provided on a 24-hour a day basis to every locality 
in the State. More youth are bei ng refe/'red to needed community-based servi ces 
due to the increasing emphasis on diversion. Better decisions are being made for 
the handling of complaints. Court intake services are being monitored through the 
Department of Corrections court certification process. Intake services are being 
coordinated at the regional level through the Department of Corrections regional 
court specialists. 

There are still problems with juvenile court intake services. In some 
localities, particularly rural ones, 24-hour intake is provided on an "on-call" 
basis, creating transportation problems and delays in processing of complaints. 
While training is available to intake officers through the Department of 
Corrections, often these officers lack adequate training in community-based 
services necessary for efficient and timely decisions' to be made regarding 
processing of youth. Some intake units have no immediate access to non-secure 
facilities, necessitating inappropriate placements in secure facilities in some 
cases. 

Community-Based Alternatives 

Community-based programs throughout the Commonwealth are having a profound 
impact on the juvenile justice system. Youth who otherwise would have been 
processed through the court are now receiving needed services more quickly and 
closer to their homes; i.e., the "least restrictive alternative" is being 
utilized. Costs to the system are decreasing with the use of non-justice system 
alternatives. The public is becoming increasingly aware of and receptive to the 
diversion of youth from the system due to visible successes. Volunteers are befng 
util ized to increase services and reduce costs. Fewer youth are being committed 
to the State Board .)f Corrections for 30-da.y screening and diagnosis. Fewer 
status offenders (CHINS) are being held in secure detention. Virginia is 
presently 95.2% in compl iance with the OJJDP deinstitutional ization requi rempnt. 
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The quantity and quality of community-based services has steadily 'In­
creased. Community-based services are being coordinated locally by offices on 
youth, and regionally by the Department of Corrections Community and 
Prevention Services staff. The private sector is playing an increasingly 
important role in the treatment of delinquency. 

State and local agencies are becoming more aware of their role in 
treatment of delinquency .• Local agencies are beginning to look toward 
service integration to improve the quality of services. The adult 
correctional system is utilizing the experience of the juvenile justice 
system in moving towards community-based corrections (Community Diversion 
Incentive Act). 

Alternative programs accepting youth in the custody of the State Board 
of Corrections are being monitored through the Department of Corrections 
certification process. Public and private residential facilit'jes are being 
monitored by the DJCP for compliance with JJDP Act reqUirements. 

Though the advent of community-based alternatives has positively 
impacted the system, some gaps still exist. Conflicts in State and local 
agency policies, procedures, and practices impede service delivery at the 
local level. Each agency has a unique and necessary mission. Often these 
missions overlap, conflict, or fail to provide an avenue for needed services 
to a given youth. Some youth, as a result, receive duplicative services; 
others receive none. Community-based alternative programs should serve as 
resources for all human service providers. Therefore, training in available 
programs is essential. Often, youth are processed through the system simply 
because of a lack of knowledge of available alternatives. Even if awareness 
of community alternatives is present, often the "traditional ll attitudes and 
habits of potential referrers interfere with appropriate placement of youth. 
Some localities, particularly rural ones, do not have enough alternatives 
available to them. This often results in youth being processed through the 
justice system as the "lesser of two evils". 

There are often delays in placing youth, particularly in residential 
facilities, due to lack of available space, time-consuming application 
processes, and/or failure to meet technical eligibility requirements. 
Sometimes youth are IImi spl aced" due to lack of adequate screening and 
diagnosis. 

There is no statewide tracking system for youth placed in 
community-based programs, making client impact evaluation difficult. 

There is a lack of evaluation evidence that community-based programs 
truly do divert youth from the juvenile justice system. 

Detention Services 

Less-secure and outreach detention programs have had a number of 
positive impacts. Youth who might have been detained in a secure setting 
unnecessarily are now being placed in the least restrictive alternative while 
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awaiting court action; in the case of outreach, services are provided in the 
child's home. Through training, the quality of less-secure detention services is 
improving and valuable information is being made available to the court for 
disposition. More youth are appearing at court hearings. More space has been 
made available for youth needing secure detention, decreasing the possibility of 
pre-trial jailing~ Average length of stay in secure detention is lower in 
localities which have less-secure options available. Standards for the operation 
of such programs have been developed, and Department of Corrections certification 
procedures are in place. 

Secure detention has also impacted the system. Secure placement in lieu of 
jail is available for those youth needing it. Needed services (medical, diag­
nostic, recreational, educational, counseling) are being provided. Detention 
homes are being monitored through the Department of Corrections certification 
process. Detention homes are being monitored annually by the DJCP for compliance 
with OJJDP requirements. Training is being provided for detention home 
personnel. 

Though detention services fill a definite need in the Commonwealth, there are 
a myriad of gaps needing attention. Inappropriate placement of youth in less­
secure or outreach detention results in "widening the net", i.e., services are 
sometimes given unnecessarily to youth who would normally be released to parental 
custody. When "children in need of services" fill such slots, the impact on 
secure detention and jailing rates becomes questionable. Some youth are also 
placed inappropriately in secure detention due to lack of alternatives, i.e., 
1 ess-secure programs, or lack of knowl edge about alternatives. 

Transportation is frequently a problem, especially when long distances are 
involved. Responsibility for transportation has been divided among detention home 
personnel and law enforcement agencies with no clear delineation of roles. 

Detention homes are being utilized for post-trial youth committed to the 
Board of Corrections awaiting transportation. This consumes bed space needed for 
pre-trial youth needing detention. Three detention homes are constantly 
o ve rc rowded • 

Many localities do not have easy access to detention homes; even fewer 
localities have less-secure programs available to them. Some children in need of 
services (CHINS) are being held in secure detention in violation of the 72 hour 
1 imit. 

Youth are often placed in secure detention (and placed for longer periods of 
time) due to an internal pressure to keep beds filled to capacity for reimburse­
ment and budget justification purposes. 

Personnel in detention programs often lack human relations skills essential 
to working with youth. Emphasis is placed more on custody and supervision than on 
identifying problems, making referrels to needed services, and crisis counseling. 
Educational and recreational services in secure detention homes need upgrading. 
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Jail Servi ces 

Th: eff?rt ~o s:parate juveniles from adults in jails has had an im act 
on t~e.JUVenlle Justl~e system. Fewer youth are being held in jail bot hP 
~~ein~~~~n~n~h~~sJ~~~~~~~SJ:~~lcerii~ic~t~londbY the De~artment of Corre~tions 
ti 'b no e Jal e unless slght and sound separa 

on are poss~ leo Virginia is expected to be in 100% compliance with the -
JJDP A~t.requ1rement for s:paration by June 30,1981. The DJCP has monitored 
every Ja1l on a yearly bas1s for compliance with JJDP Act requirements. 

. '1 In ~~me i nstan7e7, better servi ces are bei ng provi ded to youth pl aced in 
Jalts •. e use of Jalls offers juvenile judges a means of determinate sen enclng. 

. There are gaps i~ this area which need attention. Some juveniles are 
~:~~{f~~~n~p?fte~h~ d1stance from their community in order to be placed in a 

~a1. 1S cr~ates problems in their receiving legal services and 
courtd~er~lces from thelr home community, and makes contact with families 
more 1ff1cult. Many youth are jailed on a pre-trial basis temporaril due 
to lack of transportation services to the nearest detention home. y 

1 k s~me y?uth are inappr~priately sentenced (post-trial) to jail due to the 
ac 0 avallable alternatlves. Even when preferred alternatives are avail 

~blei ~ome youth are ~nappropriately sentenced to jail due to a lack of -
nowe ge of alternatlVes and/or "traditional" punitive judicial attitudes. 

T~ose youth pla7ed "appropriately" in jail do not have quality 
~~ucat~onal, rec:e~tlonal ,.treatment, and medical services available to them 
.~~e ls.no prov1s10n for Juvenile s~ecific training for jail staff charged· 

W1 carlng for youth. The only tralning provided is of a custodial nature. 

C~urt Dispositional Alternative Services 

. The impact of ~eveloping and upgrading court services has been positive 
~~ ma~y ways. More Jud~es have dis~ositional alternatives available to them 
b an .efore. Alternatlves are beglnning to be more relevant, and thus of 
ene~lt ~o the court, the offender, and the victim (as in the casp of ' 

~est1t~t10n). Vo~unteers are being "plugged in" resulting in gre~ter 
1 ntenslty of serV1 ces and reduced cost. 

Probat~on caseloads are decreasing and thus, becoming more mana eable 
Mor: ~tte~t1on.can be devoted to youth needing intensive supervision: • 
Tra1n1ng lS be1ng offered to judges, and Court service unit personnel. 

The citizenry is beginning to view the court in a "helping" light as 
opposed to a traditional punitive one. 

.Throu~h the provision of in-house psychological services in some court 
servlce.un1ts, fewer youth are being committed to the State Board of 
Corr~ct10ns for a ~O-day screening and diagnosis period, and psychological 
serV1 ces are becom1 ng less expensive. 

The social history format has been standardized, facilitating use 
throughout the system. 

97 



Court services are being monitored through the Department of Corrections 
certification process, and are being coordinated through the Department of 
Corrections regional Community and Prevention Services staff., 

There are sti11 gaps in juvenile court services. Even when alternatives are 
present, some are under-utilized due to lack of knowledge of their existence, or 
traditional attitudes and/or habits. Partially due to the locally operated/State 
operated dichotomy and partially due to judicial discretion, procedures and 
practices in handling juveniles vary widely from court service unit to court 
service unit. 

There is a lack of data and evaluations available on factors precipitatirig 
delinquent behavior and thus court involvement. There is no case management 
tracking system available. In some localities, there is a lack of coordination 
and cooperation with local agencies, and there is no juvenile specific training 
available. 

Institutional Services 

The "Youth Region", consisting of the Rr:ception and Diagnostic Center and six 
learning centers has had some positive impact. The learning centers provide 
medi um to secure confi nement fo r youth need; ng highly structured pl acements and 
constant supervision while they receive the necessary diagnostic and treatment 
services. 

There are a number of gaps remalnlng in institutional services. Facilities 
at most learning centers are in deteriorating condition and must be closed on a 
rotating basis for renovation and repairs, resulting in lack of adequate space. 
Overcrowded conditions exist at all learning centers despite the exclusion of 
status offenders from the populations. The average length of stay at learning 
centers is unnecessarily long, often due to "r.ed-tape" in pl acement procedures. 
Because centers receive children from throughout the State, transportation of 
families, aftercare workers, lawyers, and friends is burdensome and expensive; 
planning for aftercare service is difficult. Case tracking capabilities do not 
extend past release from the learning centers. Despite efforts to overcome a 
punitive image, the centers continue to be viewed as "warehouses" for 
del i nq ue n t s • 

Transportation of youth from detention homes to the Reception and Diagnositc 
Center (a responsibility of Department of Corrections staff) often is delayed 
causing backlogs of committed youth in detention facilities. Transportation must 
be provided for youth in 15 detention homes as far away as Bristol, Virginia. 
Overcrowded conditions at the Reception and Diagnostic Center necesitate rapid 
processing of youth, resulting in occasional inappropriate placements. Youth in 
need of special placements frequently are not able to be transferred to them due 
to lack of information, lengthy application procedures, lack of available space, 
and/or ineligibility due to technical criteria. Most youth affected in this way 
are transferred on "pending" status to a learning center, thus receiving virtually 
no treatment services in the interim. Youth committed for 30-day screening and 
dlagnosis are taking up bed space which could otherwise be utilized for longer 
term commi tments. 
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Aftercare Services 

Aftercare servi ces in the Commonweal th pl ay an important rol e in the juven­
ile justice system, and have had a positive impact. More youth are receiving 
better transitional amd post-institutional services to aid in home and community 
readjustment. Aftercare units are working closely with community-based preven­
tion and treatment programs, thus completing the circle from prevention to 
aftercare to prevention. 

In courts having specialized aftercare units, probation caseloads have de­
creased to manageable levels. Subsequent delinquent acts have been decreased in 
most court service units. Monitoring of aftercare services is occuring through 
Department of Corrections certification procedures. Specialized training for 
personnel is made available through the Department. 

There are gaps in the provision of aftercare services. The intensity and 
quality of aftercare services is less in those court service units not having the 
specialized units. 

Transportation can be burdensome and costly for both staff and youth. Vi sits 
must be made once every three months to every facility housing a youth on a 
particular caseload. Travel time diminishes service delivery time. 

There are only sporadic attempts made at tracing youth after discharge from 
aftercare to monitor adjustment and recidivism. 
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JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

PROBLEMS: 

Prevention 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

There is a need to resolve conflicts in legislation, policy, procedure, 
and practice which impede youth service delivery at the local level. 

There is a need to determine the impact of various program strategies 
on the prevention of delinquency. 

There is a need to make services available to localities having limited, 
or no access to prevention programs. 

Ther'e is a need to develop new, and maintain existing planning capabili­
ties at the local and regional levels. 

There is a need to upgrade the quality of existing prevention services. 

Law Enforcement 

1. 

2. 

There is a need to establish juvenile-specific law enforcement capa­
bilities in police and sheriffs' departments which have no juvenile units 
at present. 

There is a need to upgrade the services provided in existing juvenile 
divisions. 

3. There is a need to establish a statewide training program for juvenile 
offi cers. 

4. There is a need to establish a systematic, speedy access law enforce­
ment information system. 

Court Intake 

1. There is a need to resolve delays in processing of complaints. 

2. 

3. 

There is a need to provide training in community-based programs and 
diversion strategies to intake officers. 

There is a need to develop less-secure alternatives for diversionary 
use in localities not having access to them at present. 

Community-Based Alternatives 

1. 

2. 

:r I 

There is a need to resolve conflicts in legislation, policy, procedure, 
and practice which impede service delivery at the local level. 

There is a need to provide training in community-based alternative 
diversion strategies to referral sources throughout the State. 
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3. There is a need to educate the public of the benefits of diversion. 

4. There is a need to provide adequate commun'ity-based alternatives in 
localities having limited, or no access to such programs at present. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

There is a need to upgrade the quality of existing alternative 
servi ces. 

There is a need to provide educational services to youth placed in 
short-term residential facilities. 

There is a need to resolve delays in placement of youth in,to appropriate 
programs. 

There is a need to evaluate the effectiveness of community-based pro­
grams in diverting youth from the juvenile justice system. 

There is a need to upgrade screening and diagnostic services at the 
1 oca 1 1 eve 1 • 

10. There is a need to establish a centralized tracking system for youth 
pl'aced in commun ity-based programs. 

11. There is a need to continue to monitor public and private community­
based resident-fal facilities for compliance with requirements of the JJDP 
Act and the Code of Virginia. 

Detention 

1. There is a need to encourage the appropriate placement of youth into 
secure and less-secure detention programs. 

2. There is a need to establish clear lines of responsibility in the 
transportation of youth to and from detention. 

3. There is a need to upgrade detention facilities and services provided in 
them. 

4. There is a need to explore solutions to the housing of post-trial 
(committed) juveniles in secure detention facilities. 

5. There is a need to provide adequate transportation services for utili­
zation of detention in lieu of jail placement. 

6. There is a need to continue to monitor the placement of status offenders 
in secure detention facilities for compliance with JJDP Act requirements 
and the Code of Virginia. 

7. There is a need to alleviate pressures which tend to lengthen a youth's 
stay in secure detention and create overcrowded conditions. 

8. There is a need for training of detention personnel in human relations 
skills and crisis intervention. 
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Jail 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

There is a need to provide a1ternatives to the jailing of juveniles. 

There is a need to provide transportation services to and from detention 
to avoid temporary pre-trial jailing of juveniles. 

There is a need to educate the public, the judiciary, and intake 
personnel in the need for alternatives to jailing. 

There is a need to upgrade the facilities and programs in those jails 
certified to hold juveniles. 

There is a need to provide training and upgrade positions for jail 
personnel to improve the quality of services to jailed youth. 

There is a need to st:<dy the potenti al impact of removi ng juvenil es from 
ja il . 

TherE.' is a need to continue to monitor Virginia's jails for compliance 
wi th JJDP Act requi rements and the Code of Vi rgi ni a. 

Court Oispositional Alternatives 

1.' There is a need to provide dispositional alternatives for courts 
prE ,ently havi ng none. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

There is a need to train the judiciary in the need for alternatives to 
traditional dispositions. 

There is a need to evaluate and standardize court service unit operations 
throughout the State. 

There is a need to evaluate factors precipitating court involvement 
and recidivism. 

There is a need to establish case management tracking sy~tems at the 
court service level, from intake through aftercare and dlscharge. 

There is a need for court service units to work closely with public 
and private agencies in provision of services to youth. 

There is a need for training of Commonwealth's Attorneys in juvenile­
related matters. 

Institutional Services 

1. There is a need to address rapid staff turnover at the State learning 
centers. 

2. 

~r I 

There is a need to standardize services available at the learning 
centers. 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

There is a need to upgrade facilities and services at the learning 
centers. 

There is a need to accredit the Rehabilitative School Authority's 
schools. 

There is a need to assure adequate staff training at the learning 
centers. 

There is a need to resolve overcrowded conditions at the learning 
centers. 

There is a need to reduce average length of stay for youth at the 
learning centers. 

There is a need to improve aftercare planning capabilities and encourage 
interaction with families, while youth reside at the learning centers. 

9. There is a need to upgrade di rect care infonnation options and to 
develop a follow-up case tracking capability, from relase from a 
learning center to discharge from the system. 

10. There 'is a need to educate the public about the purposes and programs in 
the learning centers. 

11. There is a need to provide adequate transportation services at the Recep­
tion and Diagnostic Center. 

12. There is a need to reduce delays in the placement of youth from the Recep­
tion and Diagnostic Center. 

13. There is a need to reduce the number of youth committed for 3~-day screen­
i ng and di agnosis. 

14. There is a need to monitor State learning centers for compliance with JJDP 
Act requirements. 

Aftercare Services 

1. There is a need to create specialized aftercare units in court service 
units not presently having them, where practicable. 

2. There is a need to provide and coordinate transportation services needed 
by aftercare personnel in perfonning their jobs. 

3. There is a need to establish a systematic tracking of youth upon dis­
charge from aftercare. 
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DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 

EXISTING EFFORTS AND RESOURCES: 

Public awareness of family violence has surfaced only recently, and citizens 
are becoming concerned about th'is problem. Family violence is being discussed, 
researched, dramatized, and publicized through various media which often raise an 
issue about the unwillingness and and/or inability of the police and courts to aid 
the victims of family viole.nce. 

Throughout history, the American legal and criminal justice systems have been 
uncertain about the appropriate method or methods for dealing with the complex 
problem of family violence. 

Domestic violence is thought to be the most frequently occurring type of 
crime. Family fights constitute the largest single category of police calls. 
Homicide statistics indicate that the majority of murders occur among family 
members. Basic statistics specific to wife abuse are not routinely collected by 
the police or hospital emergency rooms. There is a lack of specialized training 
for law enforcement and social servi ces personnel, and speci al ized programs for 
the victims of domestic violence and their families. Within Virginia, there is no 
continuity of services among agencies that serve victims of domestic violence. 
These agencies include mental health, health, welfare, and the criminal justice 
system. There is a need in Virginia to enhance coordination among agencies such 
as 1 aw enforcement, health, welfare, medi cal, educati on, 1 ega 1 , and others deal i ng 
with domestic violence. 

The 1978 Session of the General Assembly passed House Joint Resolution Number 
31 (HJR 31) encouraging all localities of the State to establish community-based 
'shelters for battered spouses and their chi,ldren, and encouraging the Virginia 
Department of Welfare to provide Title XX funding for local information and 
referral services to battered spouses. This resolution also encouraged the use of 
funding available through the Division of Justice and Crime Prevention to support 
the shelters. 

As a result of HJR 31, the Division of Justice and Crime Prevention conducted 
a survey of thirty-five local law enforcement agencies in the State to determine 
the specific needs of law enforcement in addressing domestic violence. Three 
major issues emerged from the survey: 

1. The need for more specialized training for law enforcement officers 

2. The need to establish and/or modify law enforcement standard operat­
ing procedures to reduce the impact of domestic violence calls and 
situations on the agencies and the individual officers responding 

3. The need to develop community programs and awareness of existing 
resources 
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Analysis of the survey results and further study by the DJCP and the 
Depa:tment of Welf~re.r~sulted in a request from the House Appropriations 
Commltt~e of th~ Vlrglnla Gene:al Assembly for the DJCP to draft legislation 
addresslng t~e lssue of domestlc violence, its victims, possible solutions, 
and.a1ternatlves for the Commonwealth. House Bill 690 was drafted and later 
modlfled and approved by both Houses of the General Assembly This bill was 
modeled on,the existing child abuse statues and gives the D;partment of 
~elfare pr1~ary responsibility for the Plan~ing, coordination, and 
lmplementatlon of programs and services for domestic violence victims within 
the State. 

Current pro~ram~ ~n~ services for victims and their families are 
generally communlty ln1tlated and community funded. Many are sponsored and 
;~~~~~.bY women's centers and organizations, YWCA's, Uni'ted Way, and church 

Programs and services within the Commonwealth are listed below: 

Prince William Women's Aid 
Jeni fer Levy 
P. O. Box 174 
Dumfries, Virginia 22026 
703-494-7483 

BristOl Crisis Center 
Marylon Barrett 
P. O. Box 642 
Bristol, Virginia 24201 

Vanessa Dane 
Lyn ch bu rg YWCA 
626 Church Street 
Lynchburg, Virginia 24504 
804-847 -7751 

P arne 1 aM. S pi vey 
612 Second Street 
Radford, Virginia 24141 

Mental Health Association of Charlottesv'j'lle 
415 Lexington Avenue 
Charlottesville, Virginia 22901 
804-977-4673 

United Way of Greater Richmond 
2501 Monument Avenue 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
804-353-1201 
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Abuse Victims Steering Committee 
326 W. 20th Street 
Norfolk, Virginia 22350 
804-446-5140 

Rachel Key 
323 Pendleton Road 
Danville, Virginia 
804-792-0657 

24541 

Battered Women's Support Project 
Ann Brickson 
P.O. Box 178 
Alexandria, Virginia 22313 
703-750-6631 

Community Services Abuse Victims Program 
Betty r~artineau 
P. O. Box 1980 
Norfolk, Vi rgi nia 23501 
804-446-5140 

YWCA Women's Victim Advocacy Program 
Sheila Cohen 
6 N. 5th Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23215 
804-643- 6761 

Fairfax County Victim Assistance Network 
Edity Herman and Virginia Ratliff 
8119 Holland Road 
Alexandria, Virginia 22306 
703- 360-691 0 

Shelter for Help in Emergency (SHE) 
Ann Woods 
P. O. Box 3013-University Station 
Charlottesville, Virginia 22903 
804-293-8509 

Domestic Violence Emergency Service 
Ma rga ret Clore 
300 Randolph 
Danville, Virginia 24541 
804-797 -2504 

ff I 
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Shirley Carr, Chairwoman 
127 Westmoreland Court 
Danville, Virginia 24541 
804-793-885'1 

Action in the Community Through 
Servi ce 
South Main Street 
Dumfires, Virginia 22026 
703-221-7852 

Williamsburg Area Homen's Center 
Sandra Peterson 
P. O. Box 126 
Williamsburg, Virginia 23185 
804-229-7944 or 804-253-4405 

Arlington Battered Women's Support 
Group 
Cri sti ne Mo ran 
141 N. Illinois 
Arlington, Virginia 22205 
703-435-4286 

Farifax County Women's Shelter 
Wendy Reges 
P. O. Box 1174 
Vienna, Virginia 22180 
703-435-4940 

Peninsula Council for Battered 
Women 
Ca ro lyn 1"1 gh e 
Penninsula Psychiatric Hospital 
530 E. Queen Street 
Hampton, Virginia 23669 
804-722-2504 

Christiansburg Women's Resource 
Center 
Sheii a Davi s/Joan Cl ark 
P. O. Box 278 
Christiansburg, Virginia 24073 
703-382-6553 
Total ,L\ction Against Poverty (TAAP) 
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First Step, Inc. 
Sharon Sprague 
Box 69-B 
Keezleton, Virginia 22382 
703-434-9161 

Rappahannock Council on Domestic 
Judi Schmidt 
P. O. Box 1785 
Fredericksburg, Virginia 22401 
703-371-9002 

YWCA 
Thea Hentz 
626 Church Street 
Lynchburg, Virginia 24504 
804-847 -7751 

Betty LO,ng 
P. O. Box 2868 
Roanoke, Virginia 24001 
703-345-6781 

Women's Resources and Service 
Violence Center 
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Ba rbara Todd 
605 1st Street 
Roanoke, Virginia 24011 
703-342-4076 

The House 
Susan Sroim 
29 Weems Lane 
Winchester, Virginia 22601 
703-667-6529 
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DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 

IMPACTS AND GAPS: 

Wife battering is estimated to be the most frequently committed crime; and 
yet, accurate statistics are unavailable because of the victim's shame and 
secrecy, fear of retaliation, and a history of social and legal indifference. In 
most jurisdictions within Virginia, spouse abuse is not considered or reported as 
a separate crime category, thereby obscuring further the magnitude of domestic 
violence. Data regarding the nature and extent of domestic violence are 
incomplete and unreliable. 

When the Division of Justice and Crime Prevention began making funds 
available for domestic violence programs in 1979, several areas of the State 
indicated a need for these programs, and began collecting the little information 
which was available. 

Information presented by Arlington County in their criminal justice plan for 
fiscal year 1981 indicates that in 1978, Arlington County Police recorded 1,267 
calls in the family offense category. In 1979, the family offense calls increased 
12% to 1,426 requests for service, most of which involved some degree of spouse 
abuse. In Arlington it is. estimated that as many as 3,600 hidden victims of 
chronic abuse are in need of services. Eleven percent (11%) of the reported 
requests for police intervention, or as few as 155 cases received services of the 
Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Courts in 1979. Although the Department 
of Health Resources records approximately 280 requests from victims of abuse\ the 
enormity of needs presented by these famil i es renders current resources 
inadequate. 

The Central Vi rgi ni a Pl anni ng Di stri ct' s crimi nal just; ce pl an fo r fi scal 
year 1981 indicates that the number'of domestic violence cnses coming to the 
attention of social service agencies is steadily increasing. This violence occurs 
between members of the same family or between persons who live together in the 
same household. This includes spouse abuse, chi 1 d abuse, abuse of parents by 
children, sexual abuse of children, and other fonus of intra-family violence. 
Based on statistical information from the Tayloe-Murphy Institute, it is estimated 
that approximately one-third of the population, or 89,000 people in the Centr~l 
Virginia Planning District suffer from domestic violence. These people are 
victims of physical, psychological, emotional, and/or verbal abuse. 

Each month the Lynchburg Police Department receives between 300 to 325 calls 
because of domestic violence. Other police officials in the Central Virginia 
Pl anning Di strict receive between 100 to 150 calls a month because of di sturbances 
in homes. 

It was reported by Lynchburg Protective Services that they serve approximate­
ly 50 to 75 children a month who suffer from child abuse or neglect because of 
violence or confl lct between parents. In addition, other agencies such as 
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Pl annJ~; 6~ ~~~~Cie~~df~~~e~r~~!~a~ei~:~~c~a~~:~y f~r ig~9 Rapp~hDannocbk 
1979~ there were 974 domestic call ' :; ,an ecem er 31, 
resulting in 125 arrests Warrant~ ~~o~~ur o~ t~ehla~ enforcement agencies, 
12 against wives for the· same period of ti~~~lns us ands totaled 191, and 

Agency 

Caroline County 
Sheriff's Department 

Fredericksburg 
Police Department 

Spotsyl vania County 
Sheriff's Department 

Stafford County 
Sheriff's Department 

TOTAL 

Domestic Violence Calls 

Jan. 1, 1979 - Dec. 31, 1979 

Number 
Domest i c Ca 11 s 

50 

225 

375 

324 

974 

109 

Number 
Spouse Assault Arrests 

55 

28 

NA 

42 

125 



Local ity 

Carol ine 
Frederi ck sbu rg 
Ki ng George 
Spotsyl van; a 
Stafford 

TOTAL 

Spouse Against Spouse Warrants 

Jan. 1, 1979 - Dec. 13, 1979 

Against Husbands 

47 
26 

2 
55 
61 

191 

Against Wives 

2 
2 
1 
1 
6 

12 

Hospital emergency room data show the majority of victims were females 
between the ages of 18 to 44 who were victimized by either their husband or 
another family member. 

Rappahannock Council on Domestic Violence statistics for the Rappahannock 
Planning District showed 508 calls for assistance, with 216 clients assisted in 
some form by the shelter. A shelter was established and opened in November, 
1979, and served 13 clients during the first three months of operation. 

Rappahannock Council on Domestic Violence 

Dec. 1, 1978 - Nov. 30, 1979 

Local ity 

Ca rol i ne 
Fredericksburg 
Ki ng George 
Spotsyl vania 
Stafford 
Other 

TOTAL 

i; f 

Locality 

Carol i ne 
Fredericksburg 
Ki ng George 

Information/ 
Assistance Calls 

19 
121 

8 
149 
154 

57 

508 

.-

Shelter Residents 

Nov. 2, 1979 - Jan. 31, 1980 

110 

Number of Families 

1 
3 
1 

Clients 
Assisted 

10 
52 

7 
48 
72 
27 

216 
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Shelter Residents Cont1d 

Nov. 2, 1979 - Jan. 31, 1980 

Locality 

Spotsyl vani a 
Stafford 
Other 

Number of Families 

TOTAL 

4 
3 
1 

13 

In the New River Valley Planning District, the Women1s Resource Center 
op~rates a t~mporary shelter and reported providing shelter for 304 women and 
chlldren.durlng 1979. They also reported there were no other documentable 
dat~ avallable from the criminal justice system or the social service 
dellvery system. 

.. The City of Bristol, in Mount Rogers Planning District reported their 
Crlsls.Center a~sisted 389 individuals in 1979 who were in ~buse situations. 
The Brlstol PO~lce Department reported responding to 1,200 domestic violence 
calls from Aprll, 1979, to April, 1980. 

The C~ty of Alexandria domestic violence program statistics are the most 
compr:henslve collected to date. The following information was provided in 
the flscal year 1981 criminal justice plan for the city of Alexandria: 

CITY OF ALEXANDRIA DOMESTIC VIOLENCE PROGRAM 

June, 1978 - June, 1979 

Police Involvement # % 

Client called once 18 15.1 
Client called more than 

once 5 4.2 
Client never call ed 

police 57 47.9 
Unknown 39 32.8 

TOTAL 119 

Battered Women1s Support Program {BWSP} Referral Source 

# % 
Area shelter or crisis 1 i ne 18 15.1 
Police 9 7.6 
Magistrate 1 .8 
Friend or acquaintance 6 5.0 
Court 3 2.5 

111 
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Battered Women's Support Program (BWSP) Referral Source Contlj. 

Soci al Servi ces 
Advertisement or phone book 
WEOP or RVCP 
Church group 
Ci ty agency 
Army 
Lawyer 
Unknown* 

TOTAL 

14 
7 
3 
4 
5 
1 
1 

47 

119 

*Prior to 12/78, referral source was not an intake 
question and so, "unknowns" are very high. 

CITY OF ALEXANDRIA DOMESTIC VIOLENCE PROGRAM 

June, 1978 - June, 1979 

11.8 
5.9 
2.5 
3.4 
4.2 

.8 

.8 
39.5 

Total Call s by Month # % Child Abuse Incidence # % 

1978 
June 3 2.5 
July 1 .8 
August 6 5.0 
September 9 7.6 
October 13 10.9 
November 11 9.2 
December 8 6.7 
1979 
January 12 10.1 
February 8 6.7 
March 10 8.4 
April 16 13.4 
May 9 7.6 
June 13 10.9 

TOTAL 119 

Client by Marital Status # % 

Ma rri ed 84 70.6 
Separated 6 5.0 
Divorced 7 5.9 
Single 19 15.9 
Unknown 3 2.5 

TOTAL 119 

Client stated that 
husband/boyfriend also 
abu sed ch il d ren 
No, abuser does not strike 
ch i 1 d 
Unknown 

TOTAL 

*15, or 12.7% clients had 

BWSP Client Referrals 

Magistrate 
Lawyer 
Soci al Servi ces 
Employment Servi ces 
Counsel i ng 
Program in client's area 
Housi ng 
BWSP office 
Protective Services 
Hospital 
Detox. 
No referral 

TOTAL 

112 

19 

20 
65 

104* 

15.9 

16.9 
54.6 

no children 

# % 

18 10.2 
40 22.6 
13 7.3 
19 10.7 
33 18.6 
9 5.1 

16 9.0 
7 3.9 
1 .8 
1 .8 
1 .8 

19 10.7 
177 
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Client's Number of Children # % Duration of Abuse - # years # % 
0 15 12.7 0-1 63 52.9 
1 - 2 66 55.5 1 - 2 13 10.9 
3 - 4 19 15.9 2 - 3 5 4.2 5 + 3 2.5 3 + 18 15.1 Unknown 16 13.4 Unknown 20 16.9 

ToTAL 119 
TOTAL 119 

Age of Client # % 

Years 
Weapon Involvement 

5 4.2 
21-25 29 24.4 10, or 8.4%, of the clients 
26-30 20 16.9 speci fically stated that the abu ser 31-35 9 7.6 used a weapon. 
36-40 11 9.2 
41-45 2 1.7 
46-50 3 2.5 
51 + 4 3.4 
Unknown 36 30.3 

faTAL 119 
Geographic Location of Clients 

# % 
Al exandri a 72 60.5 Client by Race # % Arlington Co. 8 6.7 
Fairfax Co. 5 4.2 
Other Vi rgi nia 1 .8 Black 41 34.5 Wash., D. C. 1 .8 White 54 45.4 Maryl and 3 2.5 Hi spani c 1 .8 Other State 6 5.0 

Ori ental 3 2.5 Unknown 23 19.3 
Unknown 20 16.8 

T01AL 119 TOTAL 119 

Shelter # % Alcohol Involvement # % --
BWSP purchased 9 7.6 Yes 37 31.1 
BWSP assi sted 18 10.2 No 22 18.5 
Cl ient arranged 21 17.6 
Cl i ent rema i ni ng at Unknown 60 50.4 
present site 7 5.9 
Unknown outcome of shelter TOTAL 119 
req. 13 10.9 
No shelter request 47 39.5 
Unknown 4 3.4 

TOTAL 119 

, 
113 
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DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 

PROBLEMS: 

roblem in this area is the la~k of documen~able data 
The first and foremeost P tent and victlms of domestlc 

available to assess accurately the natu~~tae~lSO ~omplicates the issue of 
violence in the com~o~w~althf· Lackl o~ g and addressing this problem, since it 
determining responslblllty or ex~ orln 
crosses many agencies and professl0ns. 

. ecial ized training of 1 aw enforcement 
Secondly, there '7 a need for ~ore ~~s There also is a need to establish 

personnel in the handllng of domestl;.c~ pr~cedures utilized by law enforcement 
and/or modi fy current st~ndard ~pera\'~~~llS have on the department and on the 
agencie~, to reduce the ,mpact ~hese 
individual officer. 

d th is also a need for community 
In conjuncti~n with law enf~rce~~~~u~~:ssfor ;~~ice, as well as provide 

programs to functlon as al~e~~atlved their families Community awareness and 
services and shelter forl'ntVlegCralmlsS:~vice provided by· these programs. 
education should be an 
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE 

EXISTING EFFORTS AND RESOURCES: 

The focus of the substance abuse service delivery system in most 
Virginia communities is the programs administered through 37 community 
services boards which are locally managed, and operate within the standards 
established by the Virginia Department of Mental Health and Mental Retarda­
tion. Funding for these sUbstance abuse services is provided through local 
government support, the Virginia Department of Mental Health and Mental 
Retardation, private and public third party payers, and the federal govern­
ment; primarily the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism and 
the National Institute on Drug Abuse. 

Within the Commonwealth's substance abuse services network, the alcohol 
abuse services include 19 outpatient clinics, 18 alcoholism service units 
within community mental health centers, an inpatient program serving resi­
dents of Virginia at the Medical College of Virginia, 21 alcoholism resi­
dential treatment facilities, and 4 inpatient State hospital units. The 
clinics and mental health centers provide primary outpatient treatment, 
public education and information, agency consultation, and serve as community 
catalysts for the development of community involvement in the establishment 
of local programs and services. The State inpatient program located at the 
Medical College of Virginia, and the units at Eastern State Hospital, Central 
State Hospital, Western State Hospital, and Southwestern State Hospital 
provide intensive, specialized alcoholism treatment. 

The 21 residential treatment facilities, totaling approximately 414 
beds, provide a protective environment where alcoholics receive an array of 
counseling services aimed at recovery and enhanced self-sufficiency. 
Residential programs are of two types: subacute detoxification (five day 
average stay) in which clients withdraw from the toxic effects of alcohol, 
and residential rehabilitation in which clients receive individual and group 
counseling aimed at re-entry to society by beginning to work and 
re-establishing family relationships (average stay two to twelve months). 

The Commonwealth's drug services network consists of 5 methadone 
clinics, 7 residential treatment facilities, 25 outpatient drug free 
components of service efforts, and a Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime 
(TASC) program. Prevention, education, crisis intervention, and referral 
servi ces are offered by these programs, as well as numerous private 
agencies. 

The five methadone clinics provide medically supervised detoxification 
or maintenance and other need support. They are located in the major 
metropolitan areas, specifically Portsmouth, Norfolk, Richmond, Alexandria, 
and Hampton, where opiate use is most prevalent. These programs have a 
capacity to provide services to 536 persons, including 447 maintenance and 89 
detoxification treatment units. 

The residential treatment facilities provide an array of services, 
including individual, group and family counseling, educational services, 
vocational and job placement counseling, referrals for health care, medically 
and non-medically supervised detoxification, psychiatric, and legal services. 
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The publicly supported residential substance abuse treatment capacity in Virginia 
is 364 beds. (Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980) 

The outpatient drug free treatment services in Virginia are similar to, but 
generally less intensive than, those provided in residential facilities. Out­
patient treatment units serve approximately 2,185 persons at this time. TASC, 
while not a treatment provider, functions as an identification, screening, and 
referral program for the drug abusing client involved in the criminal justice 
system. This program provides services to approximately 250 clients in the 
Richmond area annually. 

Other substance abuse service efforts in Virginia include education and 
prevention, intervention, occupational assistance, services to special popula­
tions, i.e., women, youth, the aging, and cultural minorities, and criminal 
justice interface activities. Education and prevention programs are usually 
affiliated with the services offered by the community services board or an 
individual treatment program. School divisions provide supplemental prevention 
programs which emphasize peer counseling, positive self-concepts, and decision­
making skills. Approximately 25 prevention and education efforts, including 
prevention components in treatment programs, receive support from the Virginia 
Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation, although it should be noted 
that many private and civi c prevention efforts are conducted wi thi n the Common­
wealth. Additionally, the Department of Education reports that 49 county and city 
school divisions have supplemental prevention programs. 

Intervention and outreach programs are most often affiliated with community 
services boards, treatment programs, or other locally based organizations. These 
activities include hotlines, walk-in centers, and other forms of crisis inter­
vention counseling. Occupational assistance programs are being developed by a 
number of businesses, industries, and governmental units in Virginia. Two new 
employer-related consortia which purchase occupational programming services, 
training expertise, and employee evaluation and referral through local substance 
abuse programs are operational. In addition, the State Employee Assistance 
Service (SEAS) is in its second year of operation. 

Within the criminal justice system, counseling programs which provide 
substance abuse services are operational at the Virginia Correctional Center for 
Women, Staunton Correctional Center, Southampton Correctional Center, the Norfolk 
City Jail, the Virginia Beach City Jail, and a therapeutic community at the James 
River Correctional Center. The Department of Corrections, Division of Community 
and Prevention Services continues to provide direct services to clients through 
the utilization and training of substance abuse specialists. 
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The following is a list of SUbstance abuse programs that are providing 
services within the Commonwealth: 

Planning 
District 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

.6 

TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

Alcohol 

Program 

Planning District 1 Community MH/MR 
Servi ces Board 
Cumberland Plateau Community MH/MR 
Servi ces Board 

Abingdon Local Alcoholism Services 
Waddell Rehabilitation Center 

Alpha House 
Mount Rogers Community MH/MR 
Servi ces Board 

New River Valley Council on Alcoholism 

White Cross Alcoholic Center 

Mental Health Services of the Roanoke 
Valley-Outpatient Alcoholism Services 
Mental Health Services of the Roanoke 
Va 11 ey-Trans it i onal L i v i ng Apa rtme nts 

Bethany Hall 
Mental Health Services of the Roanoke 
Valley-Alcoholism Programs 

Pear Street 
Shenandoah Lodge 
Rockbridge Community MH/~1R Services 
Board 
Valley Communtiy MH/MR Services Board 

117 

Nature of 
Services 

Outpatient 

Ou tpa t iE"~t1t 

Outpatient 
Residential 
Detoxi ficat i on 
Residential 

Outpatient 

Outpat i ent 
Res i dent i al 
Residential 

Residenti al ; 
Detoxi fication 

Outpatient 

Transitional 
Hou si ng 
Residenti al 

Detoxi fication 

Residential; 
Residenti al 

Outpatient 
Outpatient 
Outpati ent 



Planning 
District 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

{i I 

TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION CONT1D 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1919-1980 

Alcohol 

Program 

Council on Alcoholism, Front Royal 
Northwestern Mental Health Center 
Council on Alcoholism, Lord Fairfax 
Community, Inc. 
T.H.E. Counseling Center of Winchester 

Prince William County Drug and Alcohol 
Program 
The New Beginning 
Fairfax Hospital Alcoholism Treatment 
Unit 
FCAP Alcoholism Outreach Program 
Fairfax Local Alcoholism Service 
Alcoholic Rehabilitation, Inc. 
Alcoholism Treatment Program (Arlington) 
Alexandria Alcoholism Services Program 
Loudoun County Community MH/MR 
Servi ces Board 

Culpeper Total Health Education Clinic 
Rappahannock-Rapidan Community MH/MR 
Se rvi ces Board 

Full Circle House 
Alcoholism Treatment Center 
David C. Wilson Neuropsychiatric Hospital 

Alcoholic Rehabilitation Center of 
Central Virginia 
ARISE 

Alcoholism Treatment Center, Martinsville 
Alcoholism Treatment Center, Danville 
Hope Harbor, Danville 
House of Hope Alcoholic Treatment Center 
Magnolia Serenity Home 

118 

Nature of 
Services 

Detoxi fi cat ion 
Outpatient 

Residential 
Outpatient 

Outpatient 
Residenti al 

Detoxi ficatiori 
Outpatient 
Outpatient 
Residential 
Detoxi fi cat i on 
Ou t pa tie n t ; 
Residential 
Outpatient 

Outpat i ent 

Outpati ent 

Residenti al 
Outpatient 
Inpatient 
Outp~ti ant 
Detoxi fication 

Residential 
Outpatient 

Outpatient 
Outpatient 
Residenti al 
Residenti al 
Residential 
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Planning 
District 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION CONT1D 

Source: Virgin~ubstance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

Alcohol 

Program 

Southside Community MH/MR Services Board 

Piedmont Area Community MH/MR 
Servi ces Board 
Willow Oaks Farm 

Needl e I s Eye 
Dubicon Alcoholism Program 

Project Jump Street 
Richmond Aftercare 
Hanover Community MH/MR Services Board 
Chesterfield County Community MH/MR 
Services Board 
Henrico Community MH/MR Services Board 
Richmond Metropolitan Hospital 

Serenity Home 
Rappahannock Area Al cohol i sm PI~ogram 

Middle Peninsula Community MH/MR 
Services Board (served by) 

Middle Peninsula Community MH/MR 
Servi ces Board 

Petersburg LAS (Local Alcoholism Services) 

Western Tidewater Community MH/MR 
Servi ces Board 
Flynn House of Portsmouth, Inc. 
Chesapeake Substance Abuse Program 
Portsmouth Alcoholism Services 
Virginia Beach Community MH/MR 
Servi ces Board 
Norfolk LAS (Local Alcoholism Services) 

Serenity House 
Peninsula Alcoholism Services 
Hampton Alcoholism Clinic 

Eastern Shore Commuinity MH/MR 
Servi ces Board 
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Nature of 
Services 

Outpatient 

Outpatient 
Residential 

Residential 
Outpatient 
Detoxi fication 
Residenti al 
Outpatient 
Residenti al 
Outpatient 

Outpatient 
Outpatient 
Detoxi fi cat i on 

Residenti al 
Outpa t i ent 

Outpatient 

Outpatient 

Outpati ent 

Outpati ent 
Resident; al 
Outpatient 
Outpatient 

Outpatient 
Outpati ent 

Residential 
Outpatient 
Outpatient 

Outpatient 



Planning 
District 

State 

Pl anni ng 
District 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

'I I 

TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION CONT'D 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

Alcohol 

Program 

Eastern State Hospital 

Central State Hospital 

Western State Hospi tal 

Southwestern State Hospital 

Medical College of Virginia 

Drug Abuse 

Program 

Planning District 1 Community MH/MR 
Servi ces Board 

Cumberland Plateau Community MH/MR 
Servi ces Board 

Invest 

Mount Rogers Community MH/MR Services 
Board 

Ra ft, Inc. 

Mental Health Services of the Roanoke 
Valley 

P.ockb ridge Commun ity MH/MR Servi ces 
Board 

120 

Nature of 
Services 

Detoxi fication; 
Inpatient 
Detoxi fication; 
Inpatient 
Detoxi fication; 
Inpatient 
Detoxi fication; 
Inpatient 
Detoxi fi cat i on; 
Inpatient 

Nature of 
Service 

Outpatient Drug 
Free 

Outpati ent Drug 
Free 

Outpatient Drug 
Free 

Outpati ent Drug 
Free 

Outpatient Drug 
Free 

Outpatient Drug 
Free 

Residental Dr'ug 
Free 

Trans it i onal 
Hou si ng 

Outpati ent Drug 
Free 
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Pl anni ng 
Djstrict 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION CONT'D 

?Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

Alcohol 

Program 

Shalom et Benedictus 

Northwestern Community MH/MR 
Servi ces Board 

Fairfax County Drug Abuse Control 
Program 
DHR Counseling Center 
Alexandria Narcotics Treatment 

Program 
Prince William County Drug and Alcohol 
Program 
Second Genesis, Inc. 

Loudoun County Substance Abuse Program 

Rappahannock-Rapidan Community MH/MR 
Services Board - Drug Awareness Program 

Region X Community Mh/MR Services Board 

ARISE 

Impact 
Ridge Street Center 

Southside Community MH/MR Services 
Board 

Piedmont Area Community MH/MR Services 
Board 

Adolescent Clinic 
Project Jump Street 

Rubicon 

Hanover Community MH/MR Services 
Board 
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Nature of 
Services 

Residental Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free 

Residential Drug Free 
Outpatient Drug Free 
Outpatient Drug Free 
Outpatient Methadone; 
Outpatient Drug Free 
Outpatient Drug Free 

Residential Drug Free 
Outpatient Drug Free 
Outpatient Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free 

Outpati ent Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free; 
Pri son Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free 
Outpatient Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free 
Outpatient Drug Free; 
Residenti al Mtcthadone 
Outpatient Methadone 
Residential Drug Free 
Outpatient Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug free 
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Pl anni ng 
District 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
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TREATMENT AND REHABI LITATION CONTI D 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

Alcohol 

ProgralT~ 

Chesterfield County Community MH/MR 
Servi ces Board 

Henrico Community MH/MR Services 
Board 

Da ily Pl anet 

Rappahannock Area Community MH/MR 
Servi ces Board 

Middle Peninsula Community MH/MR Services 
Board (served by) - the CARE PROGRAM 

Middle Peninsula Community MH/MR Services 
Board - CARE PROGRAM 

Real House 

Virginia Beach Community MH/MR Services 
Board 

Western Tidewater Community MH/MR 
Se rvi ces Board 

Norfolk Drug Abuse Services Board 

Chesapeake Substance Abuse 
Portsmouth Drug Free Center 

Portsmouth Drug Treatment Center 

Action Committee to Stop Drugs 

Hampton Roads Drug Center 

Alternatives, Inc. 
Bacon Street 

Eastern Shore Community MH/MR 
Services Board 

122 

Nature of 
Services 

Outpatient Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free 
Outpatient Drug Free; 
Outpatient Methadone 
Outpatient Drug Free 
Outpatient Drug Free; 
Residential Drug Free 
Outpatient Methadone; 
Outpatient Drug Free 

Residential Drug Free 
Outpatient Drug Free 
Outpatient Drug Free; 
Outpatient Methadone 
Outpatient Drug Free 
Outpatient Drug Free 

Outpatient Drug Free 
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Prevention 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

Pub 1 i c 
Program Information Education Attitudinal Behavioral 

Valley Area Comm. College 
Ridge Street 
IMPACT 
Arise 
Raft 
New River Comm. College 
Ri chmond ADAPTS 
Rappahannock Drug Abuse 

Program 
Alexandr·ja City Schools 
Alexandria CADEO 
Hanover Outreach 
Powhatan Outreach 
Alcohol and Narcotics Council 

of Vi rgi ni a Churches 
Chesapeake Schools 
Chesapeake Substance Abuse 

Program 
Alternatives 
Bacon Street 
Portsmouth MH/MR Services 

Board 
Danville-Pittsylavania MH/MR 

Servi ces Board 
Virginia Beach Comprehensive 

Servi ces 
Culpeper Substance Abuse 

Program 
Western Tidewater 
Real House 

x 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

v -. 

x 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
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X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

In a~~ition, ~he Vir~inia prevention system includes public information 
and ?dUcatlon serVlces WhlCh are provided by a majority of the community 
servlces.boa~ds and the local alcoholism services agencies. Further, all 
scho?l dlSt~lCt~ have a substance abuse education curriculum, and many 
provlde attltudlnal programs emphasizing peer education (SODA). 
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE 

IMPACTS AND GAPS: 

Admissions to Treatment 

According to the Virginia Substance Abuse Plan ~or FY 1979-19~0, during 
fiscal year 1978, publicly supported drug abuse serVlces were p~ov1ded to 5,390 
persons. For the same time period, 19,280 persons entered PU~ll~ly supported 
alcoholism treatment programs, an increase of 7% over the adm1ss10ns to programs 
during FY 1977. The Virginia Substance Abuse Plan for FY 1979-~0 state~ that 
males between the ages of 20 and 29 are most in need of alcohol1sm serV1ces, 
followed by males between the ages of 40 and 49 and 30 and 39. The female 
population most in need of alcoholism services appears to be between the a~es of 
30 and 4gyears. Persons between the ages of 18 and 34 appear to be most 1n need 
of services for narcotic addiction. Persons under 25 years of age ap~ear most 
likely to be involved in barbiturate abuse, with males slightly more 1nvolved than 
females. According to treatment admission data, males under the age of 25 have 
the highest rate of admission to treatment services. 

Male admi ssions for all primary drug abuse categories were more :re~ue~t than 
admi ssions for females. For al cohol abuse, the frequency of male adm1 SS10n.:5 to 
treatment was apprOXimately five times greater than those !or females; for 
narcotics abuse, 3.7 times; and for marijuana abuse, 2.3 t1mes greater. (See 
Tables 4-8 in Appendix 3.) 

Arrests 

Arrest data do not provide an accurate picture of the exten~ ~f the,sub~tance 
abuse problem, since they identify only that substance abuse ~Ct1V1ty ,wh1Ch 1S 
visible to law enforcement agencies. Also, these data vary Wlth the 1ncrease or 
decrease in the activity of local and State law enforcement efforts and the, 
emphasis which law enforcement agencies place on particular violati?ns. Th1S 
emphasis may vary from locality to locality. The number of ~worn V1ce squad 
officers and other officers in less populous areas can also 1nfluence ~rrest d~ta. 
Even with these limitations, an examination of arrest data can reveal 1nformat10n 
hel pful to analyzi ng the type of probl em in the State. 

According to information contained in the Virginia Substance Abuse 
Plan, FY 1979-1980, the arrest rate for males was 408.76, and,28.44,fo~ females. 
Table 9 in Appendix 3 shows males accounted for the overwhel,m1 ng maJonty of 
arrests. Although the majority of persons arrested were wh1t~, the arre~t rate 
(381.50) for blacks was higher. As shown in Table 10, Appe~d1:!3~ the h1ghest 
arrest rates for al cohol law vi olations occurred generally 1 n t.ne more rural 
localitities of the State. There was an increase in the arrest rate for seven of 
the fifteen localities for which data were available for FY 1977 and 1978. 

Persons between the ages of 18 and 24, and 35 and 59 experienced the highest 
arrest rates. The arrest rate for persons between the ages of 18 and 24 was 
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285.41; for those of the 35-44 age group, 273.55; for those of the 45-59 age 
group, 262.48. The arrest rate for mal es was lowest for the under 18 age 
category and highest for the 18-24 age group. For females, the lowest 
arrest f'ate was for the age category 60 years and older and highest for 
those females under 18 years of age. The only age group for which the 
arrest rate for females approximated that for males was the under 18 years 
of age category. ,For the other age categories, the arrest rate for males 
was at least 12 t1mes (approximate) greater than that for females (See 
Table 11 in Appendix 3.) • 

There were 11,935 arrests 
during fiscal year 1978. This 
arrests fo r fi scal year 1977. 
urban and non-urban localities 
highest drug arrest rates were 
lowest rate was for Cul peper. 

for violations of the Virginia drug law 
number represents a 2.8% increase in those 
Drug abu se arl~est rates we re high in both 
of the State. Of the localities shown the 
for Richmond City, Emporia, and Norfolk; the 
(See Table 12, Appendix 3.) 

Table 13 in Appendix 3 presents the number of arrests according to 
s~bsta~ce and lo~~lity. Of the total arrests (4,818), 82% wer~ for 
v10lat10n,of mar1Juana ~aws; 9% for other non-narcotics. The City of 
Culpeper 1n Health Serv1ce Area (HSA) I experienced the greatest percent 
(98%) of arrests for violation of marijuana laws; the City of Petersburg the 
gre~tes~ percent (25%) of arrests for violations of opium, cocaine, 
der1vat1ves and synthetic narcotic laws; the County of Bland the greatest 
percent (43%) of arrests for violation of other non-narcotic laws. 

Of the total number of arrests, 75% were white. However, the arrest 
rate for bli.i,cks was greater than for whites for all substances. The arrest 
rates for mal(~s was seven times that for females. Additionally, the arrest 
rate for malt!s was higher for all substances. Persons under 24 years of age 
experiienced higher arrest rates than those 25 years of age and older. The 
18-24 age group experienced higher arrest rates than those 25 years of age 
and older. The 18-24 age group experienced the highest arrest rate for all 
substance categories. (See Tables 14,15, and 16 in Appendix 3.) 

, For all age groups, arrest rates for marijuana were significantly 
h1ghL' than for all other substances. 

Drug Thefts 

According to the Virginia Substance Abuse Plan FY 1979-1980 drug 
~hefts from pharmacies, hospitals, manufacturers and doctor's offices 
1ncreased from ~71 to 202 from fiscal year 1977 to 1978. This change 
represen~ed an ~ncrease ~f 18.1%. The volume of drugs stolen increased by 
24.7%, W1 th an 1 ncrease 1 n every category. Amphetami nes increased the 
greatest percentage (69.5%). The percentage distribution of drug thefts 
among types of,drugs stolen has remained fairly stable from fiscal year 
1976 through f1scal year 1978. An exception is an increase in the 
percentage of thefts for other depressants and a decrease in the percentage 
of thefts for barbiturates. (See Tables 17 and 18 Appendix 3.) 

The Boar'd of Pharmacy estimates the street price of diverted narcotics 
at $20 per dosage unit, stimulants at $15 per dosage unit, and depressants 
at $10 per dosage unit. Using these figures, the street price of diverted 
illicit drugs during fiscal year 1978 totalled $7,257,885. 
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Alcohol Related Traffic Accidents 

Information in the Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 shows that 
during fiscal year 1977 there were 21,169 alcohol related traffic accidents within 
the Commonwealth. These accidents accounted for 14.8% of all traffic accidents. 
Of fatal traffic accidents, 379, or 37.9%, were alcohol related. These accidents 
resulted in 439 deaths and 13,325 injuries. (See Table 19 in Appendix 3.) 

Table 20 in Appendix 3 shows Virginia localities experiencing the highest 
rates of alcohol related accidents. While Craig County experienced the highest 
percent and rate for alcohol related accidents, the number of alcohol related 
accidents for that locality was fourth from the lowest (27 for Bland County). 

Drivers under the age of 24 had the highest rates for al cohol rel ated 
accidents. The lowest rate for al cohol related accidents was 1'or drivers who were 
65 years and older. (See Table 21 in Appendix 3.) 

Drug and Alcohol Deaths 

The Virginia Center for Health Statistics reported 518 deaths resulting 
directly from alcohol consumption during calendar year 1978. These deaths are 
classified as follows: 

Deaths resulting from alcoholic psychosis 
Deaths resulting from alcoholic addiction 
Deaths resulting from alcoholism when associated 

with emotional disorder 
Deaths resulting from acute alcohol poisoning 
Deaths resulting from unspecified alcoholism 
Deaths resulting from alcohol cirrhosis of the 

liver 

Number 
23 
83 

72 
68 
57 

215 
518 

Percent 
4.4 

16.0 

13.9 
13.1 
11.0 

41.5 
100.0 

The smallest percent of these deaths resulted from alcohol pyschosis. The 
greatest percent of these deaths resulted from alcoholic cirrhosis of the liver. 

Table 22 in Appendix 3 shows those localities of Virginia experiencing the 
highest alcohol related mortality rates per 10~000 population. As indicated, King 
and Queen County experienced the highest alcohol related mortality rate (5.31) and 
Northumberland the lowest (2.11). 

White males accounted for 240, or 46% of all alcohol related deaths. Of 
these deaths, 46% were attributed to alcohol cirrhosis of the liver. While the 
number of alcohol related deaths for white males is approximately 2.2 times that 
for black males, the alcohol related mortality rate for black males is approxi­
mately 2.4 times greater than that for white males. For both race and sex, black 
males experienced the highest alcohol related mortality rate. 
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The alcohol related mortal ity rate for both white and black females is lower 
than that for white and black males. (See Table 23 in Appendix 3.) 

Table 24 in Appendix 3 shows the number of alcohol deaths according to 
age groups. As indicated, the alcohol related mortality rate was greatest 
for persons 45 years of age and older. Within the 45-49 and 60-64 age 
groups, the highest alcohol related mortality rates resul·ted from cirrhosis 
of the liver. The mortality rate resulting from alcoholism associated with 
emotional disorders was higher than that for all categories and highest for 
the 65 years and 01 der age group. 

Tables 25 and 26 in Appendix 3 show information about accidental drug 
deaths during calendar year 1977. 

Hospital Emergency Visits 

Statistical information regarding substance related emergency room 
incidents is not available from every hospital emergency room in Virginia. 
However, the planning district commissions obtained fiscal year 1978 data 
from 64.6% of all hospital emergency rooms. Because of the inconsistencies 
in reporting, it is not possible to examine the data to define target areas 
of the State. 

Tables 27 and 28 in Appendix 3 present information relating to hospital 
emergency visits. The participating hospitals reported 9,716 substance 
related incidents which required emergency treatment. Of the total 
eme rgenci es fo r substance, 39.8% were al cohol rel ated. The emergenci es fo r 
barbiturates, tranquilizers, and sedatives represented 12.3% of the total 
emergencies for substance abuse. 

However, emergency room practitioners have stated that these data 
should be used cautiously. Due to problems in diagnosis, the number of 
actual al cohol rel ated emergency vi sits far exceeds the number refl ected on 
hospital records. 

Of the hospital emergency cases for which race was recorded, blacks 
experienced almost twice as many crises requiring emergency care as whites. 
Almost one-half of the persons receiving emergency treatment were females. 
Rates of emergency vi sits were highest among persons under 18 years of age 
except for black males. Black males experiencing the highest rates of 
emergency visits werp. between the ages of 35 and 44. 

Method for Estimating Nature and Extent of Substance Abuse Problems 

See Appendix 4 for a description of the application of a formula to 
estimate numbers and types of substance abusers in Virginia. 
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE 

PROBLEMS: 

In Virginia, available substance abuse services vary widely among catchment 
areas. At best, these services can be considered to be minimally responsive to 
the substance abuse service needs in Virginia. This is particularly true for the 
provision of alcoholism treatment services and servises targeted to barbiturate, 
sedative, and tranquilizer abuse. The Virginia Substance Abuse Plan for FY 1979-
1980 reports that in fiscal year 1978, less than 10% of those persons estimated to 
be problem drinkers received alcoholism services. In many outpatient alcoholism 
programs, 75% of the caseload consisted of referrals to treatment through the 
Virginia Alcohol Safety Action Program (VASAP), resulting in waiting lists and 
limited services for the non-VASAP clients. Preliminary assessments indicate that 
increased community-based service capacity must be created in Virginia to meet 
these needs and to handle the increased burden resulting from the possible 
closing, or reduction in the capacity of alcoholism units in some State mental 
hospitals. Also, preliminary assessments indicate that an increased service 
capacity must be created if Virginia enacts the Uniform Alcoholism Act which is 
targeted to the provision of services to the public inebriate population. 

The organization and operation of substance abuse services in a manner which 
promotes continuity of care for clients who require different types and lor levels 
of care is needed in Virginia. This is especially important in the provision of 
aftercare programming which draws from a variety of community resources. There is 
an expressed need for the development of a coordinated interagency network of 
substance abuse services through cross-referral mechanisms, consultation, and 
service contracts. Liaison with the criminal justice system, as well as other 
human service agencies through formal and informal relationships also is important 
for the provision of treatment, aftercare, vocational, legal, and educational 
services to clients. 

Special service requirements of population groups such as women and the 
elderly must receive increased attention by both drug abuse and alcoholism 
programs. Both federal and State policies and plans have targeted the service 
needs of these population groups as priority concerns. The provision of 
treatment, intervention, and prevention services to these population groups needs 
to involve both the enhancement of the existing service network and the 
development of programs targeted specifically to their special needs. For women 
with drug or alcohol abuse problems, special programs might include residential 
programs which provide arrangements for child care and transitional living 
facilities for women abusers not yet ready to return to their home environments. 
Substance abuse prevention efforts targeted to at-risk women (e.g., those 
experiencing trauma resulting from divorce, rape, or spouse abuse) are potentially 
available through a variety of IIgatekeeperll or early intervention agencies such as 
family planning clinics, crisis intervention programs, rape crisis centers, child 
protective services, and other social service agencies. 
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The improvement of strategies to identify and refer these individuals 
to appropriate services requires the development of special outreach 
strategies and training of substance abuse program personnel. 

Treatment and Rehabilitation 

1. 

2. 

3. 

There is a lack of comprehensive alcohol services within each Health 
Service Area, especially in rural or mountainous areas of Virginia. 

There is a lack of adequate community-based treatment services to 
replace those intensive treatment services being phased out of State 
hospital s. 

There are not enough programs to serve the special needs of 
population groups such as women, elderly, and chronically dependent 
individuals who need long term care. 

4. There is a need to verify community substance abuse program stan­
dards. 

Prevention/Education: 

1. There is a lack of accurate public information regarding substance 
abuse prevention. 

2. There is a lack of educational material that provides useful facts 
concerning substance abuse and provides a basis for individual de­
cision making in a rational manner. 

3. There is a lack of programs designed to impact attitudes concern­
ing substance use and abuse (values clarification and alternatives 
programs) • 

4. There is a lack of behavioral programs to reinforce or change be­
havior concerning sUbstance use and abuse (especially in the lower 
grades). 

Criminal Justice Interface 

1. There is a lack of substance abuse, crimi nal justice interface 
activities and programs at the State and local levels. 

2. There is a lack of new and expanded substance abuse activities for 
justice-treatment interface strategies which will enhance the level 
of services provided for substance abusers involved in the criminal 
justice system. 
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POSSIBLE SOULTIONS (1981-1983) 

U 
t 1 POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS {1981-1983} 

CRIME PREVENTION 

If the crime prevention needs of the citizens of Virginia are to be met, then 
it is necessary to initiate at the State level a mechanism which directs and 
coordinates a largely volunteer service delivery network dedicated to providing 
crime pr'l,vention services to all segments of Virgi.nia's population. The volunteer 
network, along with the citizens of "Virginia, could then be served by a small 
staff responsible for identifying and coordinating existing resources; developing 
new resources; increasing public awareness of crime and efforts to prevent it; 
providing technical assistance to citizens, law enforcement, and other govern­
mental agencies involved in crime prevention, an~ serving as a statewide crime 
prevention clearinghouse. 

The State's crime prevention efforts, along with those at the local level, 
must increase the public's awareness of crime and methods to prevent it, which 
will in tUrn increase the joint involvement of citizens and law enforcement in the 
reduction of criminal opportunity. The increased public awareness could be 
accomplished through the development and distribution of crime prevention public 
service announcements to radio and television stations throughout the State, as 
well as by encouraging the news media to feature crime prevention programs, 
articles, and public service announcements. 

There is also a need to initiate community crime prevention at the local 
level. This could be accomplished by establishing and utilizing speakers' bureaus 
and by the development of local and/or regional crime prevention steering com­
mittees.' The steering committees would be the catalysts for citizen involve-
ment in crime prevention. Such committees would also enhance coordination and the 
sharing of resources among individual programs. 

As previously mentioned, it is necessary to develop a service delivery 
network throughout the State. The volunteer crime prevention delivery system 
woul d be a coordi nated network compri sed of 1 ?,l.~ enforcement agenci es, other 
governmental agencies, service clubs, ind'ividual citizens, and community 
organizations servi ng as resources. In order to ful fill thei r servi ce del i very 
role, members 0f the network would have to receive technical assistance and an 
appropriate level of program development to strengthen their capabilities and 
resources to assist organizations and groups which could not alone develop crime 
prevention programs. Specifically, the State needs to work with local and 
regional agencies and groups in the design and implementation of crime prevention 
programs with emphasis on recruitment and training of volunteers. Likewise, the 
State program would need to work with the Virginia Crime Prevention Association 
and the Criminal Justice Services Commission in establishing crime prevention 
training standards for law enforcement officers at both the recruit and in-service 
1 eve 1 s. 

One of the key elements of improving the delivery of crime prevention 
services in Virginia is to promote a uniformity among programs throughout the 
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State. For instance, it is essential that a single ~umbering syst~ ~e 
developed for operation identification, a pr~gram.wh~ch calls for c1t1zens 
to place their social security number or an 1dent1fY1ng number on all. 
personal property. When property is stolen in Richmond and recovered 1n 
Norfolk it is necessary for the police in Norfolk to be able to trace the 
property back to its owner through the use of a unique, identifiable 
number. 

One of the primary functions of the statewide crime prevention program 
is to serve as a clearinghouse for crime prevention information. Accor'd­
ingly, the State should track ap~r~priate fe~eral, State, ~nd local l~ws, 
regulations, ordinances, and pol1c1es ~hat m1ght.aff~ct cr1me prevent10n, 
and disseminate information to appropr1ate organ1zat10ns throughout the 
State. It should also keep abreast of crime prevention techniques an~ 
concepts whkh have proven to be successful on a ~ocal, Sta~e, or natl0nal 
level, and distribu\:e this information to appropnate age~c1es and g\oups. 
The clearinghouse we"uld also serve as a repository for cr1me prevent10n 
handouts and reference materials which would serve as resources for group~ 
and agencies planning to develop printed mater~als o~ displays. Las~ly, 1t 
is necessary for the State to develop a m~chan1sm wh:ch cou~ d. s~are lnfor­
mation from national, State, and local cr1me prevent1?n a~t1v1t1es on a 
timely basis. This could be accomplished through publ1cat1on of a quarterly 
newsletter which would summarize such activities and at the same t1me~ 
provide local crime prevention programs throughout th~ Commonweal~h.w1th 
specific techniques which they could use to remove cr1me opportun1t1es. 

131 

i 
~ f , i 

ii 

~: ! 
q! L, 

I 

Ll 

Ll 
r 
r 

I • 

,-
\ 
I T 

.J.i 

t r 

i . 
I ' 

u 

I i 

I :.: 
i 

[ ; 

( I 
[

1 
~ 
1 

LAW ENFORCEMENT 

The introduction and assimilation of integrated criminal apprehension program 
conc~pts.such as :rime analysis, career criminal prosecution, directed patrol, and 
appl1cat10n of cr1me prevention strategies would assist in improving the crime 
d~tection, inve7tig~tion~ and apprehension capabilities of law enforcement Jgen­
C1es. Along th1s 11m;:, 1t would also be useful to provide greater means of 
technology transfer of successful, or proven concepts and programs among various 
1 aw enforcement agenci es. 

Cooperation and coordination among law el1Torcement agGncies at the local, 
State, and federal levels would improve services and lower costs, as would multi­
jurisdictional sharing and consolidation of selected resources. 

There needs to be a better training delivery system to enhance the effective­
ness of law enforcement by providing basic, in-service, and specialized training 
for law enforcement officers. There should also be a continous training program 
at an institution of higher learning for top law enforcement executives in the 
State. 

Law enforcement could be more efficient and effective if administrati~e and 
operational systems and procedures were improved and if high productivity concepts 
wer~ introduced and implemented. 

Personnel retention could be improved and better qualified applicants 
attracted through increased salary and benefits programs and the establishment of 
minimum pre-employment standards. 
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ADJUDICATION 

Judicial Education 

As a resu'lt of the budget balancing efforts of the Governor and the 
General Assembly, and in consideration of the President's and the Congress' 
efforts to balance the federal budget, monies available to the judiciary for 
t rai ni ng wi 11 be signi fi cantly reduced. Thus, a seri es of al ternative 
actions to meet the overall needs of the goal of continuing judicial 
education have been developed by the Office of the Executive Secretary, and 
are contained in the Comprehensive Judicial Plan, published by the Office of 
Executive Secretary, Supreme Court of Virginia, as follows: 

'I I 

ALTERNATIVE ONE: A JUdicial Institute 

A time schedule has been assigned to developing the plan 
for the judi ci al institute. Information from exi sti ng judi ci al 
institutes throughout the country has been solicited and is 
being received. Writing the plan will be completed prior to the 
beginning of the Fall conference cycle in September of 1980. 
The concept of locating the institute at an existing law school 
remains central to the plan. 

ALTERNATIVE TWO: Joint Conference 

The concept of holding joint conferences of circuit and 
district court judges and joint conferences of magistrates and 
clerks has been dropped. Subjects to be addressed are too 
disparate and the numbers of people to be housed and taught are 
too great for existing facilities and effective education or 
training. 

ALTERNATIVE THREE: Mandatory Conference Attendance 

The Committee on District Courts requires the mandatory 
attendance by each district court clerk at one selected District 
Courts Clerks Conference each year. No action has been taken on 
making attendance by magistrates at a Magistrates Conference 
mandatory. This matter continues to be studied. 

ALTERNATIVE FOUR: Mandatory Mi nimum Education Standa rds fo r 
Magi strates 

Magistrate minimum education standards were developed by the 
Magistrate Education Committee and the O.E.S., but rejected by the 
General Assembly. These standards would have required new 
magistrates to possess a high school diploma or GED to qualify for 
selection. The O.E.S. will continue to recommend this requirement. 

ALTERNATIVE FIVE: Use of Cyclical Curricula for Judicial 
Training 

A cyclical, multi-year plan was drafted at the request of the 
District Judges' Education Committee. The results of this program 
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will be used to determine how reasonable a cyclical curriculum 
is. The proposed plan combines the "fixed" cyclical curricula 
with "flexible" electives to permit current topics to be covered 
a s needed. 

ALTERNATIVE SIX: Reduction of Outside Congultant Use 

As of the 1979 Fall conference cycle, the use of outside 
consultants has ceased. The Educational Services Directorate 
now is fully responsible for all conferences • 

ALTERNATIVE SEVEN: Funding for Out-of-State Training 
for District Court Clerks 

Funding for this training in the amount of $22,175 has been 
included in the education budgets for FY 1980 and 1981. Funding 
for future years wi 11 be sought. 

ALTERNATIVE EIGHT: Increased Funding of Out-of-State Training 

Funding for out-of-state training has increased in each of 
the previous years; however, the outlook for FY 1981 is 
uncertain in light of the President's announced budget balancing 
efforts and the retrenchment in LEAA approval of grants. How 
this change will affect out-of-state training is not known at 
this time. The number of judges participating in out-of-state 
training has also increased, but in light of current budget 
uncertainties, increased promotion of out-of-state training is 
not being planned at this time. The O.E.S. will continue to seek 
additional funding for this program. 

ALTERNATIVE NINE: Individual Visits to Correctional 
Institutions 

Funding for visits to correctional facilities has been 
received. This program has been expanded to cover visits to 
mental health facilities which were started in 1979. 

ALTERNATIVE TEN: Delivery of Video Equipment 

The Educational Services Directorate has determined that the 
least expensive delivery method is to rent and drive a truck to 
conferences where video equipment must be used. On occasion, a 
State station wagon is suitable for such delivery. As for 
individual use of the equipment, the O.E.S. currently supplies only 
the video tapes and lets the recipient use local police or 
educational viewing equipment. 

ALTERNATIVE ELEVEN: Certification Program for Magistrates 

The magi'strate certification as approved by the 1980 Session 
of the General Assembly has been developed and is scheduled to 
be implemented July 1,1980. Essentially, it will consist of 20 
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hours of training for new magistrates by chief magistrates. New 
magistrates will be required to pass a test on the training and 
also to successfully r.oITIpl ete a six-month probationary period 
before being appointed for a full term. 

ALTERNATIVE TWELVE: Education Seminars for Circuit Court 
Cl erk s 

The Circuit Court Clerks' Conferences have been conduc­
ted semi-annually on a voluntary basis during the last two 
years. Attendance has fluctuated between 20 and 60 clerks. 
The O.E.S. intends to continue with these seminars on at least a,'/ 
annual basi s. 

ALTERNATIVE THIRTEEN: Orientation Progra~~ for New Judges, 
District Court Clerks, and Magistrates 

Orientation programs for judges, magistrates, and district 
court clerks have been impl emented. There is a five day 
pre-bench orientation for new judges immediately after each 
session of the General Assembly. Magistrates receive two days 
of orientation in Richmond shortly after being appointed, and 
Class IV, V, and VI magistrates also receive a four-day training 
course within six months of their initial appointment. District 
court clerks receive a two-day orientation in Richmond shortly 
after thei r appo i ntment. Further ref; nement of these programs 
is anticipated. 

ALTERNATIVE FOURTEEN: A. District Court Clerks Certification 

The c?rtification program for district court clerks will 
parallel the Magistrates Certification Program described in 
Alternative El even. Its impl ementation date is schedul ed for 
July 1, 1981; however, this date could change based on lessons 
from the magistrates program. 

B. Mandatory Continuing Education 
Requi rement 

A proposal for continuing legal education will be drafted 
and submitted to the judges for their comments during the Spring 
conferences. Should their comments be positive, the proposal 
will be submitted to the Committee on District Courts for review 
and approval prior to its introduction in the 1981 Session of 
the General Assembly. 

C. Education and Training for O.E.S. Staff 

Policies and procedures to make education reimbursement 
payments and training accessible to the O.E.S. staff members are 
being developed. Funds for the reimbursement will be available 
on July 1, 1980. Funding for training has not been allocated, 
but the procedures and policies will be ready when it is. 
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Judicial Sentencing 

1. Create a judicial panel to review existing sentencing procedures 
and report to the legislature. 

2. Create a "blue ribbon" panel composed of attorneys, judges, and lay 
persons to review existing sentencing procedures and report to the 
1 egi sl ature. 

3. Refer the issues surrounding sentencing to the Criminal Procedures 
Committee. 

Computer Options for the Virginia Judicial System 

1. Proceed with systems development. 

2. Obtain funding to develop all of the systems and the implementation 
of a pilot program. 

a. Case Management System 

1 ) Indexi ng 

2) Docketing 

3) Ba sic Repo rt i ng 

4) Notice Generation 

5) Management Reporting 

b. Financial System 

c. Suppo rt Payment System 

3. Prioritize and develop the above systems. 

a • P rio r i ty I Ac t i v it i e s 

1) Indexi ng 

2) Docket i ng 

3) Basic Reporting 

4) Financial Modules 

b. Priority II Activities 

1) Notice Generation 

:2) Support Payment Modules 
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c. Priority III Activities 

1) Management Reporting 

Victim, Witness, and Jury Assistance 

1. Maintain existing victim/witness programs. 

2. Encourage Commonwealth's Attorneys' Offices that do not have a 
victim/witness program to establish such a program. 

3. Encourage legislative action allowing each Commonwealth's 
Attorney's Office to hire and maintain, at State expense, a 
full-time victim/witness coordinator. 

4. Retain current juror selection procedures and practices, but 
institute methods for random selection in conformance with the 
new law. 

5. Study the various methods of randomization and implement the most 
effect'ive, effici ent, and cost-benefici al alternative. 

6. In line with the need to study various randomization schemes, study 
the operations of the trial jury system in a selected number of 
jurisdictions. This could develop as a pilot .analysis of a metro­
politan, a rural, and a combination of circuit courts. 

7. Seek funding for a statewide analysis of trial jury system opera­
tions. This type of study could include three parts--a study of the 
use of multiple lists, a data analysis study to ascertain how 
effective current jury utilization is, and an implementation phase 
to assist interested circuit courts in improved jury management and 
util ization. 

Training for Prosecutors/Commonwealth's Attorneys 

In order to meet the needs for training Commonwealth's Attorneys, their 
assistants, and members of their staffs, several actions are suggested: 

1. Provide basic training and assistance to new Commonwealth's 
Attorneys, their assistants, and members of their staffs. 

2. Provide at least one in-state training program a year for 
Commonwealth's Attorr2Ys, and their assistants. 

3. Provide funding for a least 85 Commonwealth's Attorneys, and/or their 
assistants to seek out-of-state training once a year. 
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4. Provide management trainin f 
aSSistants, and members ofgth~~rC~~~~~~~alth's Attorneys, their 

. If the above 9c+,ions are achieved h 
9uallty.of prosecution in the Commonwe~l~he ~o~~ o~ :ontinuing to enhance the 
lndservlce training and education to Co 0 1 l~?lnla by providing continued 
an members of their support staffs Wil~~~w~:t~ s Attorneys, their aSSistants, 

Career Criminal Programs to Enhance Prosecution 

1. Maintain the current level of 
throughout the Commonweal tho career crimi nal /rnajor offender programs 

2. Increase the number of career 
throughout the Commonwealth. criminal/major offender programs 

Competent Defense for Indigents 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Continue the operation f o existing defender offices. 

lFuarntish adesuate resources and training 
w 0 publlC defender personnel. in substantive and procedural 

~sSist the courts insofar as can 
lnterest in th~ determination 0; ~e ~one without any conflicts of 

1 ndl gency • 

Evaluate the operations of the offices 
on a continuing basis. 

public as to the availability of defense services for 
Educate the 
i ndi gents. 
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ADULT CORRECTIONS 

State and Local Adult Corrections 

In July of 1978, legislation was implemented to allow comprehensive 
rehabilitative services for all offenders in need of transitional services: 

Section 53-128.6. Authority of Director to establish, 
etc.; temporary room, board and counseling, etc., for 
probationers and parolees. --The Director of the 
Department of Corrections is hereby authorized to 
establish and maintain such a system of halfway houses 
as he may from time to time purchase, construct or 
rent for the temporary care of adults who are deemed 
capable of participation therein. The Director is 
further authorized to employ necessary staff personnel 
for such facilities and to promulgate such rules and 
regulations for the operation of such facilities as 
may be appropri ate. The Di rector is further autho rized 
.to advise and assist individuals, groups, corporations 
or other governmental agencies in the establishment 
of halfway houses. The Director may, with the approval 
of the Board of Corrections, provide minimum standards 
for the operation of said facilities and, if such 
minimum standards are established, shall maintain a 
a list of approved halfway houses. 

The Director may purchase temporary room and board and 
trai ni ng, counsel i ng and rehabil i tation servi ces fo r 
probationers and parolees whom the Director deems to be 
in need of such room and board or services and capable 
of participation therein; provided, however, the Board 
of Corrections shall prescribe rul es and regul ations 
for the implementation of this provision which shall 
confo nn wi th the requi rements of all locally adopted 
zoning regulations in providing for services authorized 
by th'1s paragraph. (1968, c. 298; 1974, cc. 44, 45; 
1978, c. 492.) 

This is vitally important legislation in view of the impact that other 
legislation, Section 53-251.3, effective July 1,1979, will have on creating 
a need for rehab"ilatative services for releasees from correctional 
institutions. 

Section 53-296 of the Code of Virginia which mandated sentences for 
additional time for recidivists was repealed. This helped to address 
crowded conditions in State correctional institutions. 

139 

:r I 

--------
------~ ~---------------------

L. 
.~ \ 

Hli . 
I,!' .. 
[ 

r 

L 
C 

t 
r 
r 
r 
\1 

l' 
I 
I. 

\ 

\, 
I 
.~~ \ ,I 

h .. 

. f i 
i. f 

( \ 
'" 

I \ 
I 

P 

P~rsuant to Section 53-251.3 of the Code of Virginia, the State will be 
releaslng offenders who have six months left on thelr sentences via mandatory 
parol e: 

Mandatory discharge on parole.--Every person who is 
sentenced and committed under the laws of the Common­
wealth to any State correctional institution or as 
provided for in Section 19.2-308.1 shall be discharged 
on parole by the Virginia Parole Board when six months 
remain in the person's sentence until his date of 
final discharge; provided, however, each person so 
sentenced or committed shall serve a minimum of three 
months of his sentence prior to such a discharge. Such 
persons who are so discharged on parole shall be 
subject to a minimum of six months supervision and such 
an additional period of parole as the Board deems 
appropriate in accordance with Section 53-255. 

In addition, two new pieces of legislation were passed in the 1980 Session of 
the General Assembly: 

S~ctio~s 53-128.~6 through 53-128.21 added. Community 
D~vers~on Incent:ve Act. Establishes the Community 
DlverSlon Incentlve Act. Authorizes the Director of the 
Department of Corrections to assist localities in 
developing and entering into contracts to establish 
community diversi~n programs. Authorizes such programs to 
serve as alternatlve placements to correctional 
~nsiti~utions for certain offenders. Provides funding 
lncentlves for these community-based services and requires 
the State Board of Corrections to establish standards for 
the programs. Establishes community corrections resources 
boards, specifies their membership and prescribes their 
responsibil ities. H. 896; Ch. 300 

Sections 53-166.1 through 53-166.2 added. Local work 
release programs for offenders. Permits offenders who are 
sentenced to confinement in local jails and who are assign­
ed by. the cour~ to a work rel ease program to partici pate 
also ln educat~onal or other rehabilitative programs to 
supplement t~elr employment. Provides that any offender 
who leaves hlS place of employment or educational or 
rehabilitative program is guilty of a Class 2 misdemeanor 
and shall be inel igib'!e for further participation in a work 
rele?se program during his current term of confinement. 
Permlts wages earned by an offender in a work release 
prog~a~ to be pa~d to the administrator of the program with 
speclf~ed deduct~ons ~nd distribution of the wages 
auth?rlZed~ .Def~nes work release," "educational program" 
and rehablll tatlVe program. II Authorizes furloughs from 
local work release programs in accordance with the same 
criteria as furloughs from State work release programs. 
R.129; ch. 566 
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These and other recent additions to the Code of Virginia set forth 
intent, and open doors for actions to address many of the issues which the 
Virginia correctional system is facing. 

Specifically, the following actions would help to alleviate some of the 
problems previously discussed: 

1. 

2. 

Expand the role of substance abuse and community mental health 
residential facilities in providing services for State and local 
offenders. 

Encourage general district and circuit courts to increa~e.u~e of 
responsible probation for nondangerous offenders, by utlllZlng 
restitution and community service programs. 

3. Encourage local magistrates to develop and implement programs for 
release on recognizance. 

4. Expand local community-based pre-release and work release programs 
statewide. 

5. Incr'ease services a.nd programs for parolees on a regional basis. 

6. Expand and improve adult correctional education, rehabilitation, and 
treatment programs statewide. 

7. Reduce overcrowding in State and local adult detention centers 
through the continuation of the expansion program i ~iti~,t7d ~y the 
Department of Corrections; by renovating and expandln~ 0~qstlng 
facilities, constructing new facilities, and through lncreased 
use of alternatives. 

8. Implement standards for accreditation of State facilities. 

Section 18.2-388 of the Code of Virginia was amended as follows and went 
into effect July 1, 1979: 

Profane swearing and drunkenness.--If any person profanely 
curse or swear or' be drunk in public he shall be deemed 
guilty of a Class 4 misdemeanor. In any area in which 
there is located a court-approved detoxification center, 
the judge of the general district court may, by written 
order, authorize the transportation, by police or 
otherwise, of public inebriates to such detoxification 
center; provided, however, that no person shall be 
involuntarily detained in such a center. 

There is an increasing effort to further decriminalize the charge o~ . 
being drunk in public, which should help reduce the large percentage of Jall 
commitments which are attributed to public drunkenness. 

During fiscal years 1978 and 1979, the D~vision of J~stice and Crime 
Prevention identified a statewide need to asslst local unlts of government 
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with local adult detention and correctional planning. This need was identified by 
reviewing the submissions of needs and problems from the regional and local 
planning units. 

In 1979, Division of Justice and Crime Prevention representatives visited the 
National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture and received 
important feedback relative to the local adult detention planning model. In 
addition, a vi sit was made to the Mi nnesota Department of Corrections to di scuss 
their jail planning methodology which supported their Community Corrections Act. 
The Virginia Department of Corrections has, for a long time, subsidized local 
adult detention facil ities, and developed in 1976, an information reporting form 
which provided a relatively reliable source of data on local jails. This data 
source became the nucleus for a jail planning methodology. See Appendix 5 for the 

, methodology. 

During the past 18-20 months, the DJCP has produced nine technical assistance 
reports analyzing existing local adult criminal justice systems, and developing 
future needs assessments for nine localities. These nine localities operate jails 
servi ng 16 cities and/or counties. In addition, eight other local ities were 
provided on-site technical assistance concerning jailor juvenile secure 
detention. As part of the 1980-1983 planning effort by the DJCP, twelve large 
cities and counties were provided with a jail profil e package containing four 
years of offense-based data by sex and adjudicatory status; frequency of 
popul ation charts, and daily popul at-ion charts. Currentiy, there are three local 
adult detention studies in progress, mth six to eight planned for the coming 
year. 

Last year, the Adult Services Subcomnrittee of the Virginia Council on 
Criminal Justice requested Department of Corrections and Division of Justice and 
Crime Prevention staff to work together in developing a comprehensive management 
information system for local jails. Work on this project began in April of 1979, 
and was completed in June of 1980. 

By October of 1980, the State' will have four years of data avail able from the 
Offender Based Tracking System, and three years of information from the Offender 
Based State Correctional Information System (OBSCIS). This information will be 
assessed concerning its applicability in improving State and local detention 
planning methodologies. 

Based upon information now available, the following actions would help to 
alleviate many of the problems which local adult detention centers are now 
e xpe ri end ng : 

1. Improve and impl ement a local adult detenti on pl anni ng rrethodology 
for Vi rgi nia. 

2. Provide technical assistance in the area of correctional program 
development and implementation. 

3. Assist local adult detention centers to implement management 
information systems which meet current needs. 
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4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Implement comprehensive minimum standards for planning, desi~n, 
construction, operation, and programs for local aduH detentlon 
centers. 

1 1 d t t Oon centers deemed suitable for Provide assistance to oca e en 1 

renovation/expansion. 

A 0 t local units of government to construct new regional 
d!~~~tion centers which meet or exceed minimum standards. 

Expand statewide the level of adult detention programs and 

adul t 

servi ces. 

Training and Education of Adult Correctional Personnel 

d 0 ul ati ons local and State correc-
With i~cre~sing jaild an oP~lSo~h~O~tilizati~n of existing support staff 

tional instltutlons woul ~axlmlze 0 0 0 f r all correctional 
by requi ~i nth ~as~uf~r~:f~l~~~~r~f~~~~r aga;~~~~nn~l wo rk i ~g di rec~1_y wi th 
~~~!~~~~s·hav~Sthe basic training necessary to perform satlsfactorlly. 

Other actions which would upgrade correctional personnel and enhance 
their retention on the job include: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Maintain and/or increase the level of effort for correctional 
training statewide. 

Explore the feasibilit~ of ex~a~ding corr7ctional curricula within 
regional criminal justlce tralnlng academles. 

Study current correctional officer personnel classification pro­
cedures and salary scal es. 
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~UVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
Prevention 

1. Convene local and State issues study groups to identify and resolve con­
flicts in policies, procedures, and practices of eleven State agencies and 
thei r local counterparts. 

2. Develop and implement an "ideal" service delivery model in one locality. 

3. Evaluate the model and prepare a report suggesting changes in legislation, 
policies, and procedures of the agencies involved. 

4. Conduct an evaluation of school alternative programs. 

5. Promote a close working relationship between t.he OJCP and the Department 
of Corrections H. B. 1020 Coordinator and regional prevention specialists 
to encourage evaluations of prevention programs, and to revi ew exi sting 
efforts, both State and national. 

6. Provide program development and funding assistance to localities which 
currently have little or no access to prevention programs. 

7. Promote a close working relationship b-etween the DJCP and local and 
regional units of government to encourage local maintenance of juvenile 
justice and delinquency prevention planning capabilities. Encourage 
Department of Corrections regional staff to assume these planning efforts 
where gaps exist. 

8. Encourage agencies not traditionally thought of as part of the juvenile 
justice system to become actively involved in delinquency prevention pl anni ng. 

9. Continue to monitor and offer technical assistanc~ in the uPfl rading of 
eXisting prevention programs in the ~tate. 

10. Offer program development and funding assistance for statewide training of 
eXisting prevention services personnel. 

Law Enforcement 

1. Provide program development and funding assistance to law enforcement 
agencies wishing to create juvenile units. 

2. Continue to monitor and offer technical aassistance and training informa­
tion to upgrade existing law enforcement juvenile units. 

3. Establish specialized juvenile training at the regional training academies 
through cooperative efforts between DJCP and the Croimi nal Justice Servi ces Commission. 

4. Upgrade the quality and access time of police data through cooperative 
efforts of the DJCP, the Juvenil e Justice and Del i nquency Prevention 
Advi sory Council, and the State Police. 
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Court Intake 

1. 

2. 

Provide technical assistance and program development to courts wishing to 
establish 24-hour intake services. 

Encourage and provide training in diversion and available community-based 
alternatives for juvenile court intake officers. 

Community-Based Alternatives 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Encourage localities to provide training in community-based alternatives 
to all potential sources of youth referrals. 

Encourage the Division for Children to develop and launch a media campaign 
concerning the need for diversion. 

Provide program development and funding assistance to localities and State 
agencies to develop community-based alternative programs. 

Continue to monitor and offer technical assistance to upgrade existing 
community-based alternative programs. 

Resolve existing conflicts which hinder the provision of educational 
services in short-term residential facilities through the cooperative 
efforts of the DJCP, the Department of Education, and the Department of 
Corrections. 

Encoui'age appropri ate State agenci es to design a statewi de computerized 
juvenile facilities information system. Provide prog\am developme~t and 
funding to one State agency to implement the inform~tlon system, Wlth 
technical assistance in maintaining the system provlded by DJCP. 

Encourage evaluation of diversion programs and revi 7w of exist~ng State 
and national efforts by State and local service dellvery agencles. 

Monitor and offer technical assistance to upgrade and conso~i~ate existing 
diagnostic services at the local level and encourage localltles to use 
local services in lieu of 30-day commitments to the Reception and 
Diagnostic Center. 

Encourage the creation and implementation of a centrali~ed, local~y based 
information system (bank) for use by all referral agencle~, and.llnk the 
system to the court services information system for t~ackl~g p~lor. 
servi ces offered to youth comi ng in contact wi th the Juvenll e Justlce 
system • 

Monitor public and private residential facilities for compliance with JJDP 
Act requirements, reporting violations of th~ Act and the Code of 
Virginia, along with recommendations for actlOI1. 
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Detention 

1. Offer technical assistance to eXisting outreach and less-secure detention 
programs in court screening and pl acement procedures. 

2. Encourage secure detention programs to screen and place youth as quickly 
as possibl e. 

3. Provide program development and fundi ng assistance to local ities wi shing 
to establish less-secure detention programs. 

4. Encourage and offer training for judges in the availabil ity and proper use 
of less-secure alternatives. 

5. Encourage resolution of legislative and policy conflicts which confuse the 
1 ines of responsibil ity for transportation of juvenil es to and from deten­
tion facil ities. 

6. Provide program development, technical assistance, and funding, where 
appropriate, to upgrade the facilities and programs of the 15 detention 
facilities in the State. 

7. Study and implement possible solutions to the housing of post-trial 
juveniles in detention facilities. 

8. Monitor, and offer technical assistance and funding, where appropriate, to 
localities and State agencies to upgrade present transportation services. 

9. Monitor on an annual basi s all secure detention facil iti es fo r compl i ance 
with JJDP Act requirements and the Code of Virginia, reporting violations, 
along with recommendations for action. 

10. Resolve legislative, policy, and procedural conflicts which encourage 
over utilization of detention beds. 

11. Encourage and offer appropriate training for detention home personnel 
through the Department of Corrections, DJCP, and the Virginia Juvenile 
Officers Association. 

Jail s 

1. Provide program development and funding assistance to localities wishing 
to implement jail alternatives. 

2. Encourage the Department of Correctiors and the State Conference of 
Juvenile Court Judges to offer training for intake officers and judges in 
the need for and proper use of alternatives to jailing. 

3. 

4. 

Encourage the Division for Children to develop and launch a media campaign 
concerning the need for alternatives to jailing. 

Offer program development, technical assi stance, a nd fundi ng, where 
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appropriate, to upgrade facilities and services for juveniles in jails 
certi fi ed to hou se juver, ;l~S. 

5. Encourage the Department of Corrections and the Virginia Sheriffs' 
Association to offer specialized training in juvenile areas to jail 
personnel. 

6. Encourage the State Compensation Board to upgrade positions and salaries 
for jail personnel involved in juvenile programming. 

7. Conduct an impact analys is of the effects of removi ng juvenil es from 
Virginia's jails. 

8. Impl ement and monitor the recommendations resulting from the impact 
analysi s. 

9. Revise the standards for jails through the cooperative efforts of the DJCP 
and the Department of Corrections, and continue their participation on 
ja il certi fic;:ation teams. 

10. Encourage the Department of Corrections to certify only those jails which 
can guarantee adequate separation of juveniles from adults. 

11. Monitor all jails on an annual basis for compliance with JJDP Act 
requirements and the Code of Virginia, reporting violations, along with 
recommendations for appropriate actions. 

Court Dispositional Alternatives 

1. Offer program development and funding assistance to localities wishing to 
implement court dispositional alternative programs. 

2. Encourage and offer training for juvenil e court judges in di spositional 
alternatives. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Conduct a needs assessment of the juvenile court service units resulting 
in recommendations for changes which would standardize operations. Im­
pl ement and monitor these changes. 

Encourage public and private organizations to conduct research in the 
causes of delinquency and recidivism. Review existing and future studies 
on the State and national level. 

Encourage and provide technical assistance for the development and im­
plementation of a court-based case management information system to be 
tied into the community-based information system and the direct care 
information system. 

Encourage court service '.!nits to work closely with public and private 
agencies involved with service delivery to youth. 

Encourage and make avail able training in juvenil e-speci fic areas for 
Commonweal th' s Attorneys. 
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Institutional Services 

1. Encou~age and support the upgradinu of positions and salaries for 
1 earnl ng center employees. 

2. Provide equal access to individualized programming for all youth committed 
to the State Board of Corrections. 

3. Provide program development, technical assistance, and funding to upgrade 
services and facilities at all learning centers. 

4. Seek accreditation for all learning center schools. 

5. Provide program development and funding assistance for initial training of 
staff to be employed at the Intensive Treatment Learning Center. 

6: Offer specialized training for all learning center personnel. 

7. Study the reasons for overcrowding at the learning centers and the 
Reception and Diaqnostic Center, and develop solutions for the problems 
i denti fi ed. 

8. Develop methods of reducing the average length of stay at learning 
centers, in addition to methods already developed. 

9. Encourage the Department of Corrections to facilitate communications 
bet~e:n le~r~ing cent:r personnel and court aftercare workers through 
traln1ng, JOlnt stafflng of cases at the Reception and Diagnostic Center 
and exchange visitation programs. ' 

10. Provide technical assistance to the Department of Corrections in main­
taining and upgrading the direct care information system. 

11. Assist the Department of Corrections Youth Region in developing and 
launching a public education/relations effort. 

12. Monitor the existing Reception and Diagnostic Center transportation 
system? and of~er technical assistance and funding, if appropriate, for 
upgradlng serVlces to transport post-trial youth from detention to the 
Reception Center. 

13. Monitor all learning centers on an annual basis for compliance with JJDP 
Act requirements and the Code of Virginia, reporting Violations, along 
with recommendations for appropriate actions. 

Aftercare Services 

1. Determi ne the need for creation of special ized aftercare units in juvenil e 
court service units. 

2. Provide technical assistance and funding, where appropriate, to localities 
wishing to establish aftercare units. 
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3. 

4. 

d local court service units to Encourage the Department of Co~recti?ns ~n services to youth in State 
pool transportation resources ln dellverlng 
care. 

to aftE~.rcare units which do not have adequate transporta­Provi de fundi ng 
tion resources. 
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2. 

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 

Develop and implement pilot programs within regional academies for both 
basic and in-service training. 

Develop and implement four to six community programs to provide services 
and shelter for victims and their families. 

3. Provide technical assistance to three to six localities and/or communities 
interested in establishing programs to reduce the incidence of domestic violence. 

4. Assist the Department of Welfare in establishing a service delivery 
network within the State to address domestic violence issues and victims. 

5. Develop a data retrieval system to determine domestic violence needs 
within the Commonwealth utilizing local police data, court data, hospital 
data, and current program data. 
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE 

Treatment and Rehabilitation 

1. Maintain and expand substance abuse services (alcohol) in those areas 
of the State currently without minimal services, i.e., rural and 
mountai nou s. 

2. Establish intensive community-based treatment programs to replace 
current State hospital services. 

.Central State 
• Eastern State 
.Western State 

3. Explore the feasibility and establish two to four programs to address 
the special needs of the elderly, women, and chronically dependent 
i ndivi dual s: 

.To improve existing services and activities for special populations 

.To increase services and resources specifically designed to assist 
target populations 

Prevention/Education 

1. Maintain and expand current prevention programs and services within 
the Commonwealth. 

2. Expand distribution of prevention/education materials' oriented 
towards youth, blacks, and women. 

3. Continue the National Institute of Alcoholism and Alcohol Abuse 
replication projects in Henry and Franklin County Schools. 

4. Continue the National Institute on Drug Abuse State Prevention Coordin­
ator program, which provides regional prevention coordinators in two 
rural health service areas (HSA I and III). 

5. Identify and catalog prevention models for specific target groups, 
i.e., elderly, youth, and minorities for the development of new 
programs within the State. 

6. Continue development of guidelines for prevention program operations. 

Criminal Justice Interface 

1. Maintain and expand services currently provided in State correctional 
institutions for substace abusers • 

• Continue Unicorn House - Staunton 
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• Continue House of Thought - Powhatan 
• Establish sUbstance abuse services in those remaining institutions 

with greatest need. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Expand community services board sUbstance abuse services for treat­
ment, screening, referral, and aftercare to offenders in local jails. 

Continue the Justice-Treatment Interface Training Program. 

~dent~fy and survey all planned and projected sites for public 
lnebrlate detox and protective services • 

Increase th~ utiliz~tion of community-based substance abuse programs 
as alternatlves to lncarceration for those offenders who are sub­
stance users and abusers. 

D~ve 1 ~p a~d/o r revi se interagency agreements among all State agenci es 
~lth J~stlce-treatment interface responsibility by December 31, 1980, 
lncludlng: 

• The Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation 
• The Department of Corrections ' 
• The Division of Justice and Crime Prevention 
• The State Supreme Court 
• The State Board of Pharmacy 
• The Department of State Police 
• The Division of Consolidated Laboratories 
• The Department of Transportation 
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EXPLANATION OF ESTIMATED NUMBER OF 
CRIMES (E) IN FIGURE 6 

The ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CRIMES for each of the three crimes for all of the 

I i I twelve localities as shown in Figure 6 is obtained by: 
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E = R , where 
A 

E = Estimated number of crimes, 
R = Total reported crimes for UCR f:Jr 

the 12 localities, 
A = National Crime Survey percentage of 

total crimes actually reported. 

Values for R and A are shown in the table. 

R 

A 

Robbery 

3,533 

.555 

Burglary 

30,895 

.488 

Larceny 

78,222 

.250* 

*Combines personal larceny (.248) and household larceny (.254). 
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Appendix 2 

DESCRIPTION OF ONE DAY/ONE TRIAL PROCEDURE 

THE TEXAS EXPERIENCE 

In July 1969, Texas began development of a one/day trial jury system which 
coincided with legislation providing for selection of jurors by electronic means. 
The effect of this one day/one trial system is that it limits service to one day, 
or to one tri al. To meet the court' s needs the term of .jury servi ce wa s 
admi ni stratively set for one (1) day, and only enough jurors are called to meet a 
single day's projected needs. Naturally, there may be occasions when a juror who 
has not been assigned to voir dire by the court is asked to return on a day when 
no jurors are regul arly schedul ed, but thi sis the exception, not the rul e. 

The one day/one tri al jury system has several unique characteri sties: 

1. One day term of service 
2. No recycling of jurors 
3. Fewer exceptions 
4. No juror qualifications 

Among the advantages to this type of jury system are, as noted in #3, above, 
there are fewer exemptions from jury duty as more people become liable for jury 
service, and the one day term of jury service significantly reduces the time 
previ ou sly spent wa iti ng for a juror to be' seated or chall enged. There is al ways 
a possibility, of course, that a juror could be selected for a protract.ed case, 
but this is not likely as the national average for the length of jury trials in 
the United States is between one and three days. 

A discdvantage, at least in the Texas experience, is an increased cost of not 
reusing jurors once they have been removed from a panel. It is estimated that -
perhaps one-thi rd of the man days used for jury sel ection coul d be el imi nated by 
the reu si ng of jurors. 

In addition to Harris County, Texas, several other jurisdictions have 
impl emented one day/one tri al jury servi ce in some fo rm. \.Jh il e these projects are 
too new for positive data to have been collected, initial data indicates, thus 
far, that one day/one trial jury service is one cost-saving feature avanable to a 
court system, and the results indicate that excuses from jury services arc 
reduced, as fewer people are inconvenienced by being caned to serve. Satisfac­
faction on the part of those individuals completing jury service is higher because 
of the highly vi sible efforts of the court system to reduce the tediousness of 
jury service. As said earlier, these are preliminary findings, at best. As more 
experience is gained from one day/one trial jury service, better and more meaning­
ful data will be collected, evaluated, and compared to see if they stand up to 
these early indications. 
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Appendi x 3 

TABLE 4 

Total Clients in Treatment By 
Primary Drug of Abuse 

Narcotics 
Marijuana 
Alcohol 
Ba rbi turates/ 
Sedatives/ 
Tranquil i"zers 
Hallucinogens 
Amphetamines 
Cocaine 
Inhalants 
Over the Counter 
Other and Unknown 

*Less than 1% 

FY 1978 

2321 
1247 
649 

384 
186 
175 
82 
25 
11 

310 

7% 
3% 
3% 
2% 
1% 
* 

6% i 
I 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 
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TABLE 5 

Admissions to Programs Reporting to 
Client Oriented Data Acquisition Process (CODAP) 

By Prima ry Drug of Abu se 
FY 1978 

Fiscal Year 1978 Fi scal Year 1977 

Narcotics 1 ,342 (39%) 1 ,721 ( 46%) 
Marijuana 861 ( 25%) 914 ( 24%) 
Al coho 1 402 (12%) 482 (13%) 
Ba rbi turates/ 
Sedatives/ 
Tranquil izers 293 ( 8%) 209 ( 6%) 
All Other and Unknown 582 (16%) 434 (12%) 

3,480 (100%) 3,760 (100% ) 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

TABLE 6 

Primary Drug of Abuse by Race 
Per 10,000 Population* 

FY 1978 

Substance 

Al coho 1 
Na rcot i cs 
Ma rij uana 
Barbiturates/Sedatives/Tranquilizers 
Amphetamines 
Cocaine 
Hallucinogens 
Inhal ants 

White 

46.70 
1.47 
2.27 

.78 

.32 

.11 
• .38 
.04 

*Based on population 15 years of age or older 

~ource: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 
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Black 

42.20 
12.87 
1.74 

.53 

.50 

.50 

.18 
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TABLE 7 

Prima ry Drug of Abu se by Sex 
Per 10,000 Popoulation* 

FY 1978 

Substance Male 

Alcohol 
Narcotics 
Ma rijuana 
Barbiturates/Sedatives/Tranquilizers 
Amphetami nes 

84.65 
5.53 
3.13 

.94 

.54 

.59 

.08 
Hallucinogens 
Inhal ants 

*Based on population 15 years of age and older 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

TABLE 8 
Pr ima ry Drug of Abu se by Age 

Per 10,000 Population* 
FY 1978 

Substance Under 18 18-24 25-34 

Alcohol 22.54 38.23 52.17 
Narcoti cs .41 6.26 9.27 
Ma rij uana 18.65 3.18 .94 
Ba rbi tur ates/ 
Sedatives/ 
Tranu i 1 iz~ rs 2.39 2.00 .74 
Amphetamines .99 .93 .42 
Hallucinogens 1.64 .95 .24 
Inhal ants .44 .08 .04 

*Based on population 15 years of age and 01 der 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Pl an, FY 1979-1980 
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35-44 

77.53 
1.58 

.10 

.43 

.12 

Female 

18.29 
1.50 
1.35 

.59 

.18 

.13 

.02 

45-59 

56.67 
.15 
.01 

.03 

60+ 

21.67 
.03 
.03 

.03 

.02 

, 
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Male 

408.76 

TABLE 9 

Alcohol Arrests by Sex and Race 
Per 10,000 Population* 

FY 1978 

Female White 

278.44 160.26 

*Based on populations 15 years of age and over 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

Local ity 

Norton 
Galax 
Harrisonburg 
Gi 1 es County 
Ci ty a f Roanoke 
Bristol 
Buchanan County 
Bath County 
Petersburg 
Staunton 
Lexington 
Wi nchester 
Wythe County 
Scott County 
Ma rti nsvill e 
Danville 
Charl ottesvi 11 e 
Tazewell County 
Fa i rfax City 
Empo ri a 
Falls Church 
Buena Vi sta 
South Boston 
Ru ssell County 
Warren county 

TABLE 10 

Localities With Highest Alcohol Arrest Rates 
Per 10,000 Population 

1978 

979.53 
602.74 
530.20 
524.46 
497.88 
472.24 
439.91 
430.89 
422.17 
421.92 
417.08 
409.34 
388.37 
360.83 
352.54 
348.80 
341. 7 4 
340.14 
337.00 
333.45 
304.98 
299.24 
287.02 
271.02 
264.02 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 
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Black 

281.50 

1977 

647.3 
566.7 
445.1 
811.4 
572.3 
504.5 

300.2 
351.4 
384.3 
350.7 
392.4 

417.7 
404.7 

362.0 
389.6 
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TABLE 11 

Alcohol Arrests by Age and 
Per 10,000 Population* 

FY 1978 

Male 

Under 18 75.65 18-24 524.23 25-34 397.10 35-44 508.67 45-59 410.47 60 + 171.90 

*Based on population 15 years of age and over 

Source: ,Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

TABLE 12 

Sex 

Female 

61.58 
36.68 
29.60 
44.25 
34.47 
7.92 

Localities With Highest Drug Arrest Rates 
Per 10,000 Population 

Ri chmond City 
Empo ri a 
Bristol 
Norfol k 
Bl and County 
Falls Church 
Fa i rfax Ci ty 
Petersburg 
Staunton 
Gala;.-
Virgillia Beach 
Chesterfield County 
Roanoke Ci ty 
Hopewell 
Cul peper 

FY 1978 

Source: ~irginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 
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71.7 
71.6 
71.5 
67.1 
55.9 
54.2 
44.5 
41.3 
40.8 
39.6 
38.4 
34.6 
33.6 
30.2 
30.1 

Total -
70.29 

285.41 
213.31 
273.55 
262.48 
76.81 

, 



TABLE 13 

Arrests by Substance 
FY 1978 

Opium, Cocaine 
Other Derivatives and 

Locality Marijuana Synthetic Narcotics Non-Narcotics 

Richmond City 1,222 {78%) 159 ( 1~) 195 (12%) 
Empo ri a 39 (95%) 1 (2.5%) 1 (2.5%) 
Bristol 143 (96%) 5 (3%) 1 (1%) 
Norfolk 1,488 (79%) 19 ( 12%) 167 (9%) 
Bl and County 28 (g(};~) 3 (1~) 
Falls Church 28 (53%) 2 (4%) 23 (43%) 
Fa i rfax Ci ty 68 (73%) 25 (27%) 
Petersburg 128 (7~) 46 ( 25%) 9 (5%) 
Staunton 89 (97%) 3 (3%) 
Galax 21 (81%) 5 (19%) 
Vi rgi n i a Beach 818 (91%) 62 (7%) 16 (2%) 
Chesterfield County 342 (89%) 6 ( 1%) 38 (1~) 
Roanoke Ci ty 295 (81%) 30 (9%) 38 (1~) 
Hopewell 53 {76%) 4 (6%) 13 (18%) 
Cul peper 56 f98%~ 1 ~2%) 

4,81882% 541 ( %) 531 (9%) 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1-80 

TABLE 14 

Arrests by Race and Substance 
Per 10,000 Population* 

FY 1978 

Substance White -
Ma rijuana 19.1 
Opium, Cocaine 
Derivatives and 
Synthetic Narcotics 2..5 
Other Non-Narcotics 2.0 

*Based on population 15 years of age and 01 der 

Source: V~;ginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 
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Total 

1,576 
41 

149 
1,874 

31 
53 
93 

183 
92 
26 

896 
386 
363 

70 
57 

"5"890 

Black 

29.8 

6.2 
3.1 
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Substance 

Ma rijuana 
Opi urn, Cocai ne 
Derivatives and 
Synthetic Narcotics 
Synthetic Narcotics 
Other Non-Narcotics 

TABLE 15 

Arrests by Se>; and Substance 
Per 10,000 fi'~)pu'i ation . 

FY 1978 

White 

43.62 

6.01 
5.75 

5"S:3S" 

*Based on population 15 years of age and older 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

Substance 

Ma rijuana 
Opium, Cocanine 
Derivatives and 
Synthetic Narcotics 
Other Non-Narcotics 

TABLE 16 

Arrests by Age and Substance 
Per 10,000 Population 

FY 1978 

15-17 18-24 

59.36 80.44 

3.25 10.80 
5.47 11.03 

68.08 102.27 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 
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25-34 

17.24 

5.00 
3.85 

26.09 

Black 

5.13 

1.09 
1.36 
7.58 

35 + 

1.58 

.33 

.43 
2.34 
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TABLE 17 

Total Drug Thefts by Volume 
Reported in Dosage Units 

FY 75 FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 

Number of Thefts 322 196 171 202 
Narcotics 365,521 363,047 116,692 155,928 
Amphetamines 195,993 77,996 39,129 66,325 
Barbiturates 348,249 187,020 76,876 78,816 
Other Stimulants 104,086 52,709 26,820 36,266 
Other Depressants 170,152 204,144 156,169 181,230 

Total Volume 1,184,001 884,916 415,686 518,557 

Source: Y1.rgi ni a Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

TABLE 18 

Total Drug Thefts by Volume and Type 

FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 
Percent Percent Percent 

of of of 
Dosage Total D~"sage Total Dosage Total 

Narcotics 365,521 30.9% 363,047 41.0% 116,692 28.0% 
Amphetamines 195,993 16.5% 77,996 8.8% 39,129 9.4% 
Ba rbi turates 348,249 29.4% 187,020 21.1% 76,876 18.5% 
Other Stimulants 104,086 8.8% 52,709 5.9% 26,820 6.5% 
Other Depressants 170,152 14.3% 204,144 23.0% 156,169 37.6% 

Total Volume 1,184,001 100% 884,916 100% 415,686 100% 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 
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% Change 
Over FY 77 

+18.1% 
+33.6% 
+69.5% 
+ 2.5% 
+35.2% 
+16.1% 

24.7% 

FY 1978 
Percent 

of 
Dosage Total 

155,928 30.1% 
66,325 12.8% 
78,816 15.2% 
36,266 6.9% 

181,230 35.0% 

518,557 100% 
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Alcohol Involvement 

Alcohol Related 
Not Alcohol Related 
Unkown 

TABLE 19 

Alcohol Related Accidents 
FY 1977 

Fatal Injury Property Damage 
379 
373 
247 

8,734 
27,922 
3,140 

12,056 
75,502 
13,919 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

Locality 

Craig County 
Rockb ridge County 
New Kent County 
Fa i rfax County 
Alleghany County 
Martinsvi lle 
Frederick County 
Spottsyl vani a County 
Isle of Wight County 

"0 A1 bemarle County 
C1 arke County 
Goochland County 
Greensvil1e County 
Su ffo 1 k County 
Stafford County 
Di nwi ddi e County 
Norfo 1 k 
Petersburg 
Floyd County 
Buckingham County 
Rappahannock County 
Virginia Beach 
B1 and County 
Gal ax City 
Lou i sa Coun ty 

TABLE 20 

Localities With Highest Rates of 
Alcohoi Related Accidents 

FY 1977 

# of :!\l cohol 
Related Accidents 

33 
106 
50 

131 
73 

107 
164 
172 
117 
275 
48 
62 
53 

256 
81 

103 
1,406 

223 
51 
56 
28 

1,147 
27 
32 
80 

% of Total 
Accidents 

35.86% 
19.37% 
20.24% 
13.10% 
19.83% 
16.26% 
22.37% 
18.41% 
20.96% 
18.28% 
21.71% 
20.12% 
21.54% 
18.14% 

. 13.17% 
23.19% 
13.46% 
15.47% 
24.87% 
26.04% 
17.39% 
16.58% 
18.49% 
11.94% 
17.42% 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 
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Total 

21,169 
103,797 
17,306 

Percent 
of Total 

14.87% 
72.96% 
12.17% 

Rate Per 
10,000 

Population 

84.23 
63.49 
63.16 
62.62 
61.03 
58.67 
57.07 
56.50 
55.03 
54.90 
54.62 
54.39 
53.43 
52.78 
52.03 
51.35 
50.32 
50.29 
49.95 
49.93 
49.88 
49.19 
48.75 
48.71 
47.84 



Under 16 
16-19 
20-24 
25-34-
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65 + 
Unknown 

Number 

52 
4184 
5990 
5738 
3075 
2197 
1082 
330 
507 

TABLE 21 

Driver Age by Alcohol Involvement 
FY 1977 

% of 
Total Drivers 

.2% 
18.1% 
25.9% 
24.8% 
13.3% 
9.5% 
4.6% 
1.4% 
2.2% 

*Based on population 14-15 years of age 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

TABLE 22 

Localities With Highest Alcohol Related 
Mortal ity Rates 

Locality 

King and Queen County 
C~ i fton Forge 
Ne') son County 
Highland county 
South Boston, 
Charlotessvi1le 
Nottoway County 
Ma rti nsvi 11 e 
Cumberland County 
Middlesex County 
Radford 
Brunswick County 
Craig County 
Wythe County 
Northampton County 
Ri chmond City 
Roanoke Ct iy 
Washington County 
James City County 

{i' I 

CY 1978 

Number 
of Deaths 

3 
2 
4 
1 
2 

12 
4 
5 
2 
2 
3 
4 
1 
6 
4 

55 
27 
10 
5 
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Per 10,000 
Population 

2.79* 
107.18 
115.60 
69.2 
51.3 
40.3 
23.7 
7.3 

Mortal ity Rate 
Per 10,000 
Population 

5.31 
3.84 
3.41 
3.20 
2.96 
2.93 
2.86 
2.74 
2.72 
2.66 
2.59 
2.58 
2.55 
2.53 
2.52 
2.50 
2.50 
2.47 
2.46 
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TABLE l2 (Cont'd) 

Localities With Highest Alcohol Related 
Mortal ity Rates 

Local ity 

Danville 
Caroline County 
Norton 
Accomack County 
Lynchburg . 
Northumberland County 

CY 1978 (Cont'd) 

Number 
of Deaths 

16 
4 
1 
7 

15 
2 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

TABLE 23 

Alcohol Deaths by Race and 
Per 10,000 Population 

CY 1978 

White Black 
No. Male No. Male 

Alcoholic Psychosis 13 .06 3 .07 
Al cohol i c Addi ct ion 39 .19 26 .59 
Unspecifi~d Alcoholism 30 .15 21 .48 
When As sod ated Wi th 
Emotional Di sorder 18 .09 8 .18 
Cirrhosis of Liver 111 .54 44 .99 
Acute Poi sioning 29 .14 23 .52 

TOTAL Nt! l:I7 1"'3 2:84 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 
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Sex 

White 
No. Female 

4 .02 
11 .05 
6 .03 

37 .17 
39 .18 
11 .05 

108 :sr 
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Mortal i ty Rate 
Per 10,000 
Population 

No. 

3 
7 
0 

9 
21 
5 

4; 

2.40 
2.40 
2.33 
2.19 
2.16 
2.11 

Black 
Female 

.06 

.15 

.19 

.44 

.11 
:95 



Alcoholic Psychosis 
Alcoholic Addiction 
Unspecified Alcoholism 
When Associated With 
Emotional Disorder 
Cirrhosis of Liver 
Acute Poisoning 

TOTAL 

15-17 

TABLE 24 

A'l cohol Deaths by Age 
Per 10,000 population 

CY 1978 

18-24 25-34 

.01 

.07 
.01 .05 

.13 
.03 .05 

'.03 :or :TI 

35-44 

.02 

.20 

.18 

.72 

.22 
1733 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Pl an, FY 1979-1980 

TABLE 25 

Accidental Drug Deaths by Race, Sex, and 
Per 10,000 population 

CY 1977 

Opiates and Ba rbi turates and 
Other Anal gesics Other Depressants Amphet-

and Antipyretics and Hypnotics ami nes 

White Male .01 .01 
B1 ack Mal e .02 
White Female .02 .02 .005 
Bl ack Femal e .02 
Total Male .008 .012 
Total Female .015 .019 .004 
Total White .014 .014 .002 
Total Black .022 

TOTAL -:oT2' :orb .002 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 
~-
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45-59 60-64 65 + 

.08 .24 .22 

.44 .72 .33 

.37 .29 .13 

.01 .14 1.51 
1.44 1.06 .55 

.42 .34 .22 
2.15 2.79 2.97 

Drug 

Other and 
Cocaine Unspeci "" 

fied 

.01 .07 

.02 .07 

.005 .05 
.02 

.012 .068 

.004 .046 

.007 .06 

.011 .044 
:000 :osi 

U 
fl 
n 
n 
o 
n 
e 
f1 11 

n 
fi 
n 
!~ 

fl' 
o 
~ 

I 
" 

'1 

\ 

11 
U 
[j 

U 

U 
1.1 

U 
U 
U 
U 
U 
U 
u 
n 
n 
n 
n 
n 
t 

/ 

. 
- --..~ .... "'~'~"''''''''--'' --- --

TABLE 26 

Accidental Drug Deaths by Age and Drug 
Per 10,000 Population 

CY 1977 

14-17 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-59 

Opiates and Other 
Anal gesics and 
Antipyretics 

Ba rbiturates and 
Other Depressants 
and Hypnotics 

Amphetamines 

Cocaine 

Other and Unspecified 
TOTAL 

.03 

.05 

.08 

.01 

.03 

.06 

.04 .06 
:TLT ':06 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

TABLE ?,7 

.03 

.03 

.05 ' 

.12 

Hospital Emergency Room Yisits by Substance 
FY 1978 

Substance 

Heroi n 
Methadone 
Opiates 
Barbiturates/Tranquilizers/ 
Sedatives 
Amphetamines 
Cocaine 
Alcohol 
Hallucinogens 
Cannabis 
V0latile Substance 
Other 
Combination 
Unknown 

TOTAL 

If of 
Incidents 

18 
15 
94 

1,194 
127 

21 
3,870 

90 
54 

125 
2,252 
1,159 

697 
9,'m 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 
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.01 

.04 

.01 

.11 

.18 

60-64 

.05 

.05 

65 + 

.02 

.16 

.18 

% of 
Total 

.2 

.2 

.9 

12.3 
1.3 

.2 
39.8 

.9 

.6 
1.3 

23.2 
11.9 
7.2 

10(}% 

I 



Under 18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-59 
60 + 

TABLE 28 

Hospital Emergency Cases by Race, Sex, and Age** 
Per 10,000 Population 

FY 1978 

White B1 ack 
Male Female Male Female 

29.44 40.10 28.10 42.12 
15.80 19.48 26.40 30.09 
13.05 18.12 31.15 29.59 
12.49 15.63 35.70 23.14 
10.71 9.13 32.19 13.70 
6.71 3.24 6.6 3.52 

Tota1* 
Male 

39.77 
24.82 
23.20 
24.71 
23.53 
11.46 

*Total is greater than sum of ~~ite and nonwhite because some cases were 
recorded by sex, but not by ral.:e 

**Based on population 15 years of age and 01 der 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 
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Female 

56.43 
28.74 
26.93 
23.08 
12.96 
4.28 
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ESTIMATING THE NATURE ~D EXTFNT OF SUBSTANCE ABUSE 
PROBLEMS l~VIRGINIA 

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 

A relatively new procedure developed by Parker G. ~~rden, Ph.D., attempts to 
identify persons with alcohol related problems for the purpose of estimating the 
potential clientele of alcoholism service programs. This method relies on the 
findings of a national sample survey from which probabilities of high-risk problem 
drinking were generated for persons grouped by correlations of age, sex, and 
occupation. 

Ap~ication of this technique to 1970 Virginia census data results in a 
figure of 209,115 persons in the State who have alchol related problems and may 
need the servi ces of al cohol treatment programs. 

Estimated Number of Problem Drinkers in Virginia by Health Service Area: 

Health Service Area 

I (POC's 6,7,9,10,16) 
I I (PDC 8) 

III (POe's 1,2,3,4,5,11.l2) 
IV (Poe's 13,14,15,19) 
v (Poe's 17,18,20,21~22) 

TOTAL 

Number 

27,473 
38,748 
53,631 
41,271 
47,992 

209, 115 

A recognized method for determining the prevalence of drug abuse is 
unavailable at this time. Ind-icator data used in the absence of such a method 
suggest a stabilitj in the extent of other drug abuse in the State. Slight 
increases occurred in the number of arrests for violation of Virginia's drug law 
and in thefts of drugs from pharmacies, manufacturers, clinics, and doctors' 
offices. A slight decrease occurred in the number of admissions to treatment. 

The Nature of the Problem: 

The available data indicate that alcohol abuse is the leading substance abuse 
problem in Virginia. Other major substances abused are narcotics, marijuana, and 
barbiturates/sedatives/tranquilizers. 

Target Groups of the Population 

1. Alcohol Abuse 

Application of the Marden formula to Virginia census data indicates 
that ma 1 es between the ages of 20 and 29 years an~ most in need of 
services, followed by males between the ages of 40 and 49, and 30 
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White 
Bl ack 

- - -----

and 39. The female population most in need of services appears to be 
between the ages of 30 and 49 years. Admi ssi ons to treatment, a rr'est, 
and mortality data indicate that blacks are more involved in alcohol 
abuse than whites. 

Use of the Marden formula enables estimates of persons with alcohol 
related problems by occupation. The occupational category containing 
the largest number of persons with alcohol problems is IICraftsmen and 
Foremen ll

, followed by IIProfessional and Technical II and IIManagers and 
Admi ni strators, except Farm II. The greatest number of women with 
alcohol problems are clerical workers; however, it should be noted 
that the greatest number of women in the labor force are employed in 
this occupation. 

Estimated Persons in Need of Alcoholism Services by Age and Sex 

Age Male Female Total --
20-29 63,896 3,929 67,825 
30-39 37,822 10,619 48,441 
40-49 42,022 10,202 52,224 
50-59 29,080 2,158 31,238 
60 and over 8,802 585 9,387 
TOTAL 181,622 27,493 209,115 

Indicators of Alcohol Problems by Race 

Admissions to 
Treatment Per 

10,000 Population 

46.70 
42.20 

Arrests 
10,000 Population 

160.26 
281.50 

Deaths 
10,000 Population 

2.68 
3.79 

Estimated Number of Persons with Alcohol Related Problems 
By Occupation and Sex 

Occupation Male Female Total 
~--

Professional and Technical 18,436 4,484 22,920 
Managers and Administrators, 

except Farm 20,781 1,070 21,851 
Sal es Workers 8,319 1,641 9,960 
Clerical 10,868 8,728 19,596 
Craftsmen and Foremen 47,870 525 48,395 
Operators, except Transport 29,496 4,290 33,786 
Transport Equipment Operators 14,520 315 14,835 
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Estimated Number of Persons with Alcohol Related Problems 
By Occupation and Sex 

Occupation 

Laborers, except Farm 
Fa rmers and Farm Managers 
Farm Laborers and Farm Foremen 
Service Workers, excluding 

Private Household 
Unemployed 

2. Narcotics 

Male 

13,907 
2,174 
3,584 

8,283 
3,384 

Female 

279 
36 
98 

5,133 
894 

Total 

14,186 
2,210 
3,682 

13,416 
4,278 

Persons between the ages of 18 and 34 appear to be most in need of 
services for narcotics addiction. Available admissions to treatment 
and arrest data indicate that blacks are more likely than whites to 
need services. Although males were arrested and entered treatment 
more frequently than females, deaths from narcotic overdose for 
females was slightly higher than that for males. 

Under 18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-59 
60 + 

Indicators of Narcotics Problems by Age 

Admissions to 
Treatment Per 

10,000 Population 

.41 
6.26 
9.27 
1.58 
.15 
.03 

Arrests Per 
10,000 Population 

3.25 
10.80 
5.00 

.33* 

*Includes arrests of all persons 35 years of age and older. 

Indicators of Narcotics Problems by Race 

Whites 1.47 2.5 
Bl ack s 12.87 6.2 

Indicators of Narcotics Problems by Sex 

Admissions to 
Treatment Per Arrests Per 

10,000 Population 10,000 Population 

Mal es 5.53 6.01 
Females 1.50 1.09 
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Deaths Per 
10,000 Population 

.01 

.03 

.01 

.07 

.01 

Deaths Per 
10,000 Population 

.008 

.015 

--- I 



3. Marijuana 

As shown by admission rates for treatment, males under the age of 25 
abuse marijuana most frequently. While the admission to treatment 
rates for whites is higher than for blacks, the number of arrests for 
marlJuana abuse is greater for blacks than whites. The arrest rate 
for males is approximately eight times that for females. 

Under 18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-59 
60 + 

Indicators of Marijuana Abuse by Age 

Admissions to 
, Treatment Per 
10,000 Population 

18.65 
3.18 

.94 

.10 

.01 
• 03 

Deaths Per 
10,000 Population 

59.36 
80.44 
17.24 
1.58* 

*Includes all arrests of persons 35 years of age and above. 

Whites 
Bl acks 

Male 
Female 

r f 

Indicators of Marijuana Abuse by Race 

Admissions to 
Treatment Per 

10,000 Population 

2.27 
1.74 

Arrests Per 
10,000 Population 

19.1 
29.8 

Indicators of Marijuana Abuse by Sex 

Admissions to 
Treatment Per 

10,000 Population 

3.13 
1.35 

Arrests Per 
10,000 Population 

43.62 
5.13 
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10,000 Population 

Deaths Per 
10,000 Population 
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4. Barbi turates 

Under 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-59 
60+ 

Pers~~s under 25 years of age appear most likely to be involved in 
barblturate abuse. Males appear to be slighly more involved than 
females according to admission to treatment rates. Blacks have higher 
rate~ for admi ssions to treatment, a rrests, and mortal i ty for 
barblt~rate abuse, although the differential between rates is small. 
Accordlngly, blacks and whites are likely to abuse barbiturates. 

Indicators of Barbiturate Abuse by Age 

Admi sS'j ons to 
Treatment Per Arrests Per Deaths Per 10,000 Population 10,000 Population 10,000 Population 

* 18 2.39 5.47 .03 2.00 11 .03 .03 .74 3.85 
.43 .43** .03 .03 .04 .03 

* Includes all arrests for non-narcotic drugs, excluding marijuana • 
**Includes arrests of all persons 35 years of age and above. 

Whites 
Bl ack s 

Indicators of Barbiturate Abuse by Race 

Admissions to 
Treatment Per 

10,000 Population 

.78 

.53 

Arrests Per 
10,000 Population 

* 
2.0 
3.1 

Deaths Per 
10,000 Population 

.014 

.022 
*Includes arrests for all non-narcotic drugs, excluding marijuana. 

Mal es 
Fema 1 es 

Indicators of Barbiturate Abuse by Sex 

Admissions to 
Treatment Per 

10,000 Population 

.94 

.59 

Arrests Per 
10,000 Population 

* 
5.75 
1.36 

Deaths Per 
10,000 Population 

.012 

.019 

*Includes arrests for all non-narcotic drugs, excluding marijuana. 
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Phases of the Jail Study 
and Responsible Ageooy 

Phase I 

r 

Eatool1sh the correctional 
neEds of the locality. 

Directed by a local 
adm1.n1strator 

Phase II 

Site selection. 

Local c'.:mtty or city 
adm1.n1atrator 

Phase III 

Prepare specif1cations. 

LoCality 

r , 
J J [ .. J 

Appen:i1x 5 

DIVISION OF JUSTICE AND CRIME PRE.VElfi'IQN 

i 
j 

Suggested Methodology for Jail Planning Studies in Virg1n1~ 

f!!rpot;e of Phase 

'lb develop a cannunity­
based corrections needs 
assesanent. 

Assure that the facility 
is located s trateg1call.y 
for transportation of 
prisoners. staff. 
materials. supplies. 
jail visitors, and for 
accessibility to 
essential program 
resources and courts. 

To be used as a guide­
line for the architect. 

Steps Involved in Phase 

A. Detennine how \ell the ex1stirl!; 
jail is seMI'{!; it's purpose. 

B. Detennine altematives to 
iooarceration. (Analysis 
of SCM Fonn I.) 

C. Population forecasts. 

A. Stu:]y f1n:i1nga of Phase 1. 

B. GeolOgical survey. 

C. Environnental :1mpact study. 

D. Exa'!l1ne needs for/cost of 
relocation of 1n:i1viduals/ 
fanll1es. 

A. Collaboration with agei1'Cies 
irwo1ved in Phases I ani II. 

1. Il'7lSpection or t'xistil'{!; 
fElCility. 

2. Survey of ex1still5 
pl.·ograns and seIVicea. 

3 • .Jlail populatIon sttMlles 
am survey. 

1. AnalysIs of offemer 
profiles. 

2. E:valuation of ex1stirl!; 
prograns. 

3. Identify and use 
cannunity I'eaourcea. 

1. Obtain ani analyze average 
daily population. 

2. Obtain and analyze 
offemer profiles. 

3. Obtain and analyze daily 
heaicamts. 

1. Survey essential prograns, 
staff requiranents. court 
locations. 

1. Soil teats. study t0po­
graphy, etc. 

1. Review site for canpUance 
with federal and State 
statutes estlill1shed for 
the protectIon or the 
envirorment and historical 
preservation. 

1. Prot~tlon of :I.n:i1vidual 
property r:tghts and ptbl1c 
safetu'. 

1. Detennine decisIol1B made on 
jail capacity, security 
requiranents, feedil'{!; am 
visitil'{!; arral'{!;anents and 
prograns. 

Page 1 

Other Ageooies Invo1ved1 

mcp 
mcp 
mcp 

rocp 
mcp 

mcp 

DJCP 

mcp 

rocP 

Consultant 

Comultant 

Council on 
the Eiw1ronnent 

mcp & LEAA 

Consultant and 
agencies involved 
in Phase I and II 

, 

\ 

\ 
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Phases of the Jail StuQy 
and Responaible Agency 

Phase IV 

Architecture design. 

Phase V 

Design rev1ew. 

Department or 
Corrections and DJCP 

Purpose of Phase 

Translate recanllBnda­
tions or plann~ 
gro.lpS lrwolved 1n 
Phases I and II 1nto 
o~~rational realities. 

Detennine if the design 
lOOets m1rdmum State and 
federal s tandarcb. 

Steps Involved in Phase 

A. Prepare detailed schEmatics. 

B. Spec1fy nater1a1B. 

It. Review flOr State stardards. 

B. Review for federal stardards. 

Page 2 

Activit1es Other Agencies Involvedl 

1. Collaborate with consultant 
used 1n Phase II to detenn1ne 
operational needs. security 
l'8luiranents. aM supervisory 
problems. 

1. Detenn1ne JOOst econan1cal 
nater1als \<oh1ch adequately 
selVe the needs. 

1. Review des'.gn for 
canpl1ance w1th 
m1rd1rum s tamaroa 
estEbl!shed for 
pl~. pl>~rans. 
am construction. 

1. Review plann:tl1!; study 
ani design for 
canpl1ance with the 
Part E anenim~nt. 

2. Review jaU pl'ogran 
design for canpUance 
Wi th the Part E 
8IOOMnent. 

Architect 

Architect 

IlJCp2. DOO 

IlJCp3. 
IEAA (throogh 
'1'.A. Contracts) 

IlJCP. 
IEAA (throogh 
'1'. A. Contracts) 

lEvery act1vity is a local l'espons:lbU1ty. Other agerlilies lrwolved wUl provide needed technical 85s1stame or/are rEquired by p:>llcy to perfonn 
the 1Micated funct1on. 

20nly for agency approval. 

3DJCP ' s role in these functions 1s cursory review and coordination with the federal consultants mentioned. 
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