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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 two 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 Départment of Corrections

The Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation, Division of
Substance Abuse

The Office of the Executive Secretary of the Supreme Court
The Department of State Police
Planning district commissions

Individual localities
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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 gquite accurate
ability to project the population in each age group, we have the basis upon
. which to build crime forecasts (Anderson, 1977).
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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.
y Note the steep rate of increase in the crime rate of whites 15-19 and 20-29
mj years old.
I The projected slope or rate of change for each of the U.S. age group crime
4% 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
o than are available with Virginia data. Virginia crime rate projections are
lg 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
g 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
F based upon the population projections shown in Figure 4.
H

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 Tower than this in most
1 jurisdictions. Figure 5 shows the distribution of crime among localities.

Note that a high percentage of total index crime occurs in approximately twenty
' localities.
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Crime Rates for Age Groups
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FIGURE 1 i FIGURE 2

UNITED STATES CRIME RATES VIRGINIA CRIME RATE PROJECTIONS
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FIGURE 3

VIRGINIA INDEX CRIME PROJECTICNS
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FIGURE 4

VIRGINIA POPULATICN PROJECTIONS
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DISTRIBUTION OF CRIME IHN 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 gquilty 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 Commonwealth's 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, Tarceny, and motor
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
tatest year in which all applicable data are availabie.

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 Commonwealth by the DJCP. From these data,
annual disposition rates for various crimes were obtained. Disposition rates of
juveniles in juvenile and domestic relations district 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.

e S e T
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Ny Ny ! ; QE CRIME, DELINQUENCY, AND THE PROCESSING OF CRIMES AND
Assessment of Crime and Justice '
. . CHARGES THEREFORE IN TWELVE LARGE YIRGINIA LOC
Figure 6 summarizes crime and delinquency in twelve large localities® ; .l o
with respect to the crimes of robbery, burglary, and larceny and the : §,¢ ROBBERY
outcomes of arrests on charges therefore. . L ?
; " o Estimated Number i y
Calculation of the values in Figure 6 is complex and is not described in + % ¢ A0 I e a0
detail here. However, since the ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CRIMES is so much larger N A. Crimes not reported.... 2,833 44.5%
than numbers based solely on UCR, a detailed explanation of this estimate is T D NN ) N
provided in Appendix 1. This estimate is conservative as there are no means ? E - B. No one charged for crime 2,022 31.8
to account for crimes that are reported but do not enter Uniform Crime o e o -
to sccaunt ; F \ T y C. Charges not prosecuted. ... 439 6.9%
The quantity, CRIMES NOT REPORTED, slice A in Figure 6, is the estimated 7 0. Acquittal or dismissal °
number of crimes minus the total reported crimes from UCR for the 12 locali- 47’, o - o
ties. The quantity, NO ONE CHARGED FOR CRIME, slice B, is total UCR reported : A E. Guilty/not incarcerated 107 1.7%
crime, minus arrests reported to CCRE and UCR arrests of juveniles adjusted 28 N '
for those diverted by law enforcement after arrest. - STty incarcerated. ... P8 104
The quantities, CHARGES NOT PROSECUTED, ACQUITTAL OF CHARGE OR : §
DISMISSAL, GUILTY OF CHARGE: NOT INCAR, AND INCARCERATED, slices C, D, E, Y BURGLARY
and F, respectively, are from the adult transaction statistics reported to f
the CCRE, plus the approximation of juvenile transactions obtained by K ] R fstimated Kumber of Crimes 53,309 100.0%
applying average disposition rates for juveniles for years 1970 through 1975 f: L : A | o
computed from the DJCP Court Data Base against adjusted 1977 UCR juvenile ) § g & A+ Crimes not reported....... 32,414 s1.2y
arrests, - ] at X .a
| iv ] E o) B. No one charged for crime.. 25,096 39.6%
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 _ F - Charges not prosecuted.... 1,763 2.8%
approximation of the situation in large Virginia localities. }i é i |
5 é I " —F D. Acquittal or dismissal.... 935 1.5%
; \ / . :
) § gg ‘. y 4 E. Guilty/not incarcerated.. . 792 1.3%
g ! <;;:: ,;J F. Guilty/incarcerated....... 2,303 3.6%
% f LARCENY
i Estimated Number of Crimes 312,888 106.0%
! g A. Crimes not reported......, 234,666 75.0%
g S B. No one charged for crime.. 65,227 20.8%
F C. Charges not prosecuted.... 2,980 1.0%
¢ . s '
- ‘ Y : D. Acquittal or dismissal.... 2,133 7%
“Localities are the Cities of Alexandria, Chesapeake, Hampton, Newport News, ' J ! \ " i
Norfolk, Portsmouth, Richmond, Virginia Beach, and the Counties of o 5o — =+ Guilty/not fncarcerated. . $.215 3R
Chesterfield, Fairfax, Henrico, and Prince William. 53 | nl N F. Guilty/
i e . Guilty/incarcerated....... 3,667 1.2%
{ A
- L
|} a
9 T L
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Why is so much crime not reported?

i icti d/or witnesses) fails
here are many reasons why the public (victim an : ]
to re;ort or why 1iw enforcement does not record'a11 of the crimes gf ¥h;;h
it is made aware. Reasons why the public may fail to report crime include:

e Disinclination to invoke the law
e Class and individual tolerance of deviance
e Fear of: loss of pay, harassment in courtroom, or retaliation

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

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

o Lack of victim compensation or remediation
e Previous, but as yet disclosed, experience as an offender

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

According to National Crime Survey reports, crimes involving szrg?gers
are reported more than those involving non-gtrangers apdhthﬁ per;egf o
victimizations reported to law enforcement increases with t e1agam1]
victim, the value of the loss, or degree of injury, and annua y

income.

The NCR reports the percent distribution of a set of reasons fggosgz
reporting victimzations to law enforgemept. Two gf these reaéoni)anothin
for just over one-half of n?n-rgpg;t1ng ;;pgg§§n§1ggggzﬁanc$;é ) hot g

--lack of proof an no . ) )
Eﬁglgt27 ggpgona] matte? and reported to someone else do we11.1n]c22233n2f
violence. Toc inconvenient or time consuming and fear of reprisa
for only small percentages of non-reporting.

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

o Doubts of victim legitimacy

ici i litical, cultural,
e Style of policing as affected by soc1§1, po >
anﬁ demographic context; e.g., emphasis on order maintenance
over that of law enforcement
e Informal methods of controlling juveniles
e Inadequate record keeping processes

¢ Individual discretion

11
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the victimization when it happens. Rates of victimzations also vary with type of
Tocality. The following information, based upon the 1977 National Crime Survey
Report, Criminal Victimization in the United States, describes segments of the
population more likeTy and Tess Tikely to become victims of violent crime and
crimes of theft, and how victimization rates vary among types of Jocalities.

® Acceleration of "unfoundings" 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
In many instances these are the segments identified as less apt to report

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 Tikely 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).

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

® Persons from families with 1ow annual income have much higher
victimization rates (Tess than $3,000, 54,0; $25,000 or more, 28.4),

o Rates generally increase with increased level of educational
attaimment. (ages 25 and over) (Tow of 12.4 for 8 years elementary
to high of 30.2 for 1-3 years of college, declining to 24.3 for 4 or
more years of college)

e 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).

Non-metropolitan areas

Type of Locality Rate
Metropolitan areas
Core city greater than 250,000 47.5
Core city 50,000 to 249,999 41.4
Suburban (core city greater than 250,000) 32.8
Suburban (core city 50,000 to 249,999) 29.5

22,1
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Victims of Crimes of Theft i i JUVENILES, DELINQUENCY, AND THE JUVENILE JUSTICE
} T SYSTEM IN VIRGINIA
. ; i ndi ' i
Rates are for.the United States and, unless otherwise indicated, are per } , Jl OVERVIEW:
1,000 population of age 12 and over. .
H - OR . . . . . . P :
. ys females (M108/F88). g%: L The juvenile justice system in Virginia consists of the procedures and
e Males are more apt to be victims than fema ( /F88) i : iﬁ institutions which are utilized to deal with juvenile offenders. The law which is
. ; : r age 20-24 (182.0), while , ' the basis for dealing with juveniles provides for organized methods of handling
e Among white ma}es,tﬁheh?732§itrgfzei;sza aggg 25-34 §138.5). i e them., This law is based upon the concept that in all proceedings the paramount
among black males the nig ¢ i | @é concern of the State is the welfare of the child and the family. The law provides

Among females, ages 15-1¢ have the highest rate (W142.1/B113.1).

e s . ; . . . ily income
Victimization rates increase dramatically with increased fami

(over $25,000-129.3), although the very poor (1@55 than $3,00Q) have
somewhat higher rates (92.3) than those with slightly better income

(79.2).

Rates increase rapidly with lTevel of educational attainmgnt (persons
age 25 and over) (0-4 years elementary 32.3; 1-3 years high school

oy

considerable latitude and special consideration for juveniles who get involved in
the juvenile justice system., The result is a system which is aimed at meeting the
unique needs of youth and preventing further delinguent behavior. It is,
therefore, necessary when describing the juvenile justice system to view it along
two routes. One route is the system of formal official processing and the other
is a somewhat informal system of processing which is guided by the concept of
diverting youth from the system at the point 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

60.1; 4 or more years college 114.1). take him out of the formal official processing route. It may be done at any step

i i rces personnel have high rates A ) in the route before or after the official processing commences. Po}ice or court
® Professional, tEChn;CSléha$gr;r?§g0igrs pgivate household workers, gf ;i intake workers may divert youth through release to parents or guardians, referral
(127‘149'9} compgge7 95.2) ’ ; to other service delivery agencies, or any other option which might be available
and operatives (70.7-95.2). ) in order to prevent filing a petition. Even after a petition is filed, there are
. s ity or suburban are higher %; ways by which a youth can be diverted from further official penetration into the
e e et tran miost 170,91 | Tene St Ssten:
~, ‘ The other route is the official route in which a petition is filed and a
§§ }f youth enters the juvenile justice system to be processed according to a set of
- L established legal procedures especially developed to handle youth and designed
to provide the due process safeguards to which everyone is entitled. Under

1 the system the individual has the rigiit not to be diverted and may insist on
| coming into the formal system if he or she so chooses,

There is much concern over the extent of youth involvement in crime and
§ delinguency, yet there are no valid figures of the numbers of offenses
} committed by juveniles., Many offenses committed by juveniles go undetected or
unreported just as is the case with offenses committed by adults. The best
| gauge of delinquency presently available is juvenile arrest statistics.

f According to the Department of Planning and Budget "Projected
- Populations, 1979," persons under 18 years of age represented 28% of
{ 5 Virginia's population in 1979 (1,458,403 of 5,248,545). According to the
s Department of State Police publication, Uniform Crime Report - Crime in
Virginia, 1979, 13.5% of the total arrests were persons under the age of 13
E (38,659 of 285,858).
g
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TOTAL ARRESTS OF JUVENILES
FY 1979

Subtotal of Part I Offenses: 14,636
Subtotal of Part II Offenses: 24,023
Total Arrests 38,659

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

part I Offenses, as defined by the Federal queau of Investigation, fall
into seven categories: murder/manslaughter, forc1b1g 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 10,260
Referred to Juvenile Court ZS,QSg
Referred to Welfare Agencies 279
Referred to Other Police Agencies 32
Referred to Adult Criminal Court % 832
Total Dispositions R

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

i f arrests and
Note: The discrepancy between the.tota1 numper of t -
police dispositions 1is attributed to inconsistencies 1n

agency reporting procedures.

. . . . . th
Police have a unique role in the juvenile Ju§t1ce'system. When a you

comes ?nto contact with the system the police of ficer is usua]]yhﬁheff1git

representative of the system the yoqth faces. The of ficer, az t.;s t;rdirect

encounter, has considerable discretion 1n most cases and can tec1 e ko ¢

the juvenile of fender toward an a]tgrnat1ve to-the formal sys gm,-¥§can£y

diverting him to his home. The actions of po]1cg can have a signi %he

jmpact upon both the formal and informal (diversion) processing 1n

juvenile justice system.

. . , . . ]
he iuvenile and domestic relations district court 1s.the fonna.
adjudgcat%on module of the juvenile jugticg sygtem. Juven]les ﬁomea;ngg an

contact with this segment of the juven1[e justice system via referr '
intake department of a court service unit. Paren?s or gqard1ans,dsc 0 e
officials, police, social service workers, pfobat1op off!ceri, iq]_%r v
citizens may initiate a formal complaint against a nger]ﬂ_el ythT l gtwo
complaint with a juvenile intake officer 1n one of Virginia's irty-

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 formal court processing of a youth is not in
the best interests of the community, the youth may be diverted. Those cases
not diverted could result in the filing of a formal petition. The filing of a
petition does not negate diversion, 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 of fender is most Tikely to be released to
the custody of his/her parents while awaiting a formal court hearing.

If it is decided that an alleged offender needs to be retained in custody
until the preliminary court hearing, a detention order must first be issued by
a judge, clerk, deputy clerk, or in special 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 placement
alternatives are exhausted, a delinquent youth may be detained in jail,
provided that he or she is at least 15 years of age and entirely separated
from confined aduits in the same facility.

The next stage of the system is the formal juvenile court hearing. Most
cases that appear in court have been processed through intake services but a
few have not. After the preliminary hearing a few cases are dismissed,
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 disposition.

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 availabie 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/or counseled directly by probation officers.,

If a commitment is made to the State Board of Corrections, the delinquent
of fender is sent to the Reception and Diagnostic Center in Richmond where
diagnostic testing is conducted for placement and treatment purposes.
Placement 1is 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 formal court
disposition.
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Unless otherwise noted, all data presented_arg from the.Virginiq
Department of Corrections, which operates the V1r91n1a Juvenile Justice
Information System and the Direct Care Information System.

Juvenile Court Intake

t intake serves as a screening mechanism to.reduce the number of
inappgggiiate cases on juvenile court dockets. In f1sca1.year 1979,.83,136
cases (defining a case as a child) were handled by court intake services.
Approximately 27% of all juvenile cases processeq ?hroqgh court intake were
diverted from formal court hearings. When a decision 1is made §o hq1d an
adjudicatory hearing, as happened in 73% qf the cases, a juvenile 1§#nqit.
Tikely to be released to the custody of his/her pqrent§. However, if 1t 1s
decided that an alleged of fender needs to be'reta1ngd in custqdy untjl.tbe
formal court hearing, she or he may be held'1n §pec1a1 detention facilities,
or in some instances, if the need for security 1s high enough, she or he may
be detained in jail, providing that she or he 1s'at Teast 15 years of.age
and separated entirely from confined adu]@s by s1ght.and squqd: In fiscal
year 1979, 3,951 juveniles were detained in local jail facilities.

Secure Detention

ing fiscal year 1979, 9,594 juveniles were placed in secure
deten%?gn %aci]itiéi. Children in need of services accounted fqr_17% of
these youths, and alleged delinquent of fenders made up the qema1n1ng-83%.
Based on fiscal 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 Tongest 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 facilities. Of this total, 35.6% were children in need of
services and 64.4% were alleged delinquent of fenders.

Crisis Intervention Centers

'During fiscal year 1979, 1,836 youths were houseq in locally operated
crisis centers in Virginia. Children in need of services accountgd for
34.8% of this total. The remaining 65.2% of youth were charged with
delinquent of fenses,

Outreach Detention Supervision

eral of Virginia's regionally operated secure detention facilities
offerSiZtreach counge1ing services. During fisca1.ygar 19?9, 1,0§8 youth
raceived this service. The majority of youth receiving this service were
alleged delinquent offenders (70.8%). The remaining 29.2% were al leged
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 probation comprised 4.6% (3,268) of the dispositions.

There were 927 complaints (1.3%) deemed serious enough to be certified to a
circuit court for processing as an adult.

Institutionalization is another alternative in court imposed sentencing.
In fiscal year 1979, in Virginia, 1.6% (1,127) of the court dispositions

resulted in a jail sentence. An additional 1.8% (1,291) of the dispositions
were suspended jail 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
learning centers and group homes.  Learning centers are administered 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.

A1l other types of dispositions account for just over 51% (3,649) of the
complaints heard by the juvenile and domestic relations district courts.

In most cases after youth are released from these placements, the court
service unit or the local social service department in the jurisdiction where
commitment was ordered resumes counseling contact with them in the community.

Assuming 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 of fenders should be noted.
According to the Department of Corrections, Division of Community and Prevention
Services, $9,329,785 was spent on the State operated court service units alone in
fiscal year 1979. Reimbursements to localities totaled $2,707,555 for lucally
operated court service units, and it is estimated that these localities spent
approximately $3.2 million of their own monies. The costs to the juvenile justice
system for court service units in Virginia for fiscal year 1979 can be expected to
total $15.2 million. While this monetary expenditure may seem astounding, the
cost in temms 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 law enforcement agencies across Virginia 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 premice, 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 rapes 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 c¢rime prevention programs. The
Association was formed in 1978, and one of its stated purposes is "to 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,
I11inois, 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 Virginia Crime Prevention Association and has attempted to coordinate
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
Administration, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
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 Tocal 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 agencies.

Other State agencies that are actively involved in promoting crime
prevention are the Virginia Office on Aging and the Virginia Tech Extension
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ing @wo crime prevention slide/tape programs.
or!g1na]1y‘for the New River Valley Planning Di
being duplicated for statewide distribution,
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A]though they were developed
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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 assuring, to at least some degree,
public safety, and because it is a cost-effective method of preventing
crime.

Most law enforcement experts would agree that there are three broad
types of crime control strategies. The first, and the one most often em-
ployed by law enforcement agencies, is punitive crime prevention. An example
of this approach is the belief that the presence of a police officer will
deter a great majority of the population from committing crimes. It is on
this basis that law enforcement agencies allocate as much as 40% of their
total patrol time for preventive purposes. Preventive patrol means that
while not responding to a call for service, police officers patrol the
streets in a highly visible manner in hopes of being detected by a potential
criminal who hopefully, will not committ a crime for fear of apprehension.
Additionally, law enforcement agencies think that if their response to
criminal incidents is good in regard to apprehensions, investigations, and
prosecutions, then that also will prevent further crimes because potential
criminals will fear swift and sure punishment. While enforcement certainly
is necessary, it by no means even suggests to the public that their safety is
being enhanced, since a number of studies show that the lack of preventive
patrol, or the lack of high visibility by the police has very little bearing
on the incidence of crime or the number of calls for service in a given
locality. Furthermore, such a philosophy clearly indicates to the public
that the law enforcement agency is more concerned with apprehension and
arrest than with the prevention of crime.

The second strategy is labeled corrective crime prevention.  This ap-
proach calls for the system (meaning the criminal justice system and others
that may affect it) to correct the behavior of criminals and potential crimi-
nals, by eliminating the physical and social conditions in which crime
flourishes. It is obvious that in order for this strategy to achieve posi-
tive results, there must be almost unlimited funds for such costly services
as housing, education, recreation, rehabilitation programs, jobs, and job
training programs. Corrective prevention is obviously a broader issue than
the criminal justice system alone can address and one that has very little
impact when funds for social programs are limited.

The third strategy, and the one that law enforcement agencies and
citizens' crime prevention groups are beginning to embrace is mechanical
prevention, or target hardening. The basic premise in mechanical prevention
is that each person shares the responsibility for preventing crime against
his own person and property. In order to prevent crime there are a number of
tactics that can be employed. Among others, they include locking doors and
windows, installing improved locking devices, providing ample lighting,
locking automobiles, being cognizant of dangers that may exist while out
alone at night, engraving identifying marks on property, taking the
opportunity and the time to watch out for neighbors' property, forming
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neighborhood security programs, as well as others. Target hardeni

role for both law enforcement agencies and for communitg groups. 132522:]?ypr§ﬂ2r
role of thg law enforcement agency is to act as a catalyst and to develop w{thin
the community a volqnteer service delivery system which provides direct service to
the.ggnera1 popg1at!on. 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 g]ay a significant role in crime prevention by assuring their’own
safety. In addition, citizens can form, or become part of, neighborhood groups
that may have a mgtua] concern over the safety of the community and can assist law
eqforcement agencies or community organizations in fulfilling their crime preven-
tion goals. Where law enforcement and citizens are working in tandem, the mechan-

Zﬁ?;é or target hardening strategy becomes a cost-effective way of preventing

As has been indicated, citizen and law enforcement participati i i
prev9n§1on has increased substantially in a relatively sﬁort pegizéogf121;g1Tﬁ
V1rg1n1a. Currently, crime prevention efforts in the State are located primari-
ly in Fhe metropo]i?an areas of Northern Virginia, Richmond, and Tidewater.
Forma11zed efforts in the predominantily rural areas of Virginia are almost non-
existent., A]ghough the sixteen largest jurisdictions in Virginia report almost
89%.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-
?1on, law enforcement agencies in the rural sections of Virginia are ill-equipped
in tgnns gf manpower, training, and resources to become catalysts for crime pre-
vention like thg1r 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.

' Oqe of the difficulties that has plagued crime prevention units since their
1ncept1on-1s a lack of planning and an inability to measure accurately, or eval-
uate Fhe impact of their efforts. Crime prevention units and law enforcement
agencies typ1c§J1y respond to requests for services from the public. For in-
s?ance, a service club may request a crime prevention program on burglary preven-
tion; a store owner may request a security assessment be done on his premises, and
a church group may request a speaker on the subject of crime prevention at oné of
its funct1on§. The.prob]em with this approach is that it is scattered and has no
feal evq]uat1on design built in. Therefore, resources are not being utilized to
che’max1mum. As has been indicated earlier, a more logical approach would be for
1aW'enforcemen@ agencies and their crime prevention specialists to identify, or
establish within their jurisdiction, a resource delivery system which wou]d’mean
that the law enforcemgnt 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 Virgini iti i

! ; ginia localities are cooperative
efforts betweep the Taw enforcement agencies and the citizens' groups, thege is
ngverthe]ess Tittle opportun1ty 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?cipatign
and planning, then there is little chance that.thg programs or projects will
be comprehensive and serve the needs of the maJor1ty.of thelcommun1ty. In
addition, where such participation is lacking, the citizens' groups often do
not regard themselves 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 Timited resources.
Although the Virginia Crime Prevention Association is attempting to address the
coordination problem, it is Timited in its activities because most of its members

are responsible for planning, implementing, and coordinating programs in their own
localities.

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
Timited resources.

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 Tocal

budgets continue to shrink, it is uniikely that many departments and groups will be :
able to send their representatives to Kentucky for crime prevention training. r
Again, the Virginia Crime Prevention Association has attempted to fill the void, i
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 forms in Virginia. The
Commonwealth funds and maintains law enforcement agencies with statewide
responsibilities, and most political subdivisions within the Commonwealth

maintain Taw enforcement agencies with jurisdictions Timited 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 Tocal 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 established 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
Criminal Information Network (V-CIN). V-CIN is the center of law enforce-
ment telecommunications in Virginia and routes messages from local Taw
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 Corporation
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
Tocal 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 establish-
ed by the State Compensation Board. Such salaries may be supplemented
locally. If a county chooses to hire more deputies than the Compensation
Board deems necessary, it must pay the total salary for the additional
deputies. The sheriff is a constitutional officer elected by the citizens
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within his jurisdiction. Sheriffs' departments have criminal Jjurisdiction;

?1though in five Virginia counties, separate police departments enforce criminal
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 are empowered to enforce State criminal laws and town
ord1n§nces apd regulations. The entire operating cost for a town police depart-
ment is provided by the town in which it is located. The town police department

is headed by a town sergeant or chief of police, who is appointed by the town
manager or mayor.

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 Taw 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 s pends

$37,583 on law enforcement, while the average urban locality outlays $29,540 and
the average rural Tocality $8,735.

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

Sworn Law Enforcement Officers per 1,000 Population
Population per Square Mile

Property Crime Rate

Total Part I Crime Rate

Violent Crime Rate
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These relationships indicate that jurisdictions with the most serious crime
problems generally spend the most to cope with these problems. However, those
Tocalities 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

offiger 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 Taw 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 differences in workload per sworn officer. Petersburg has
45,7 Part I offenses per sworn officer as a "potential workload". 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 Tocalities have between 25 and 42 offenses per officer, while
rural jurisdictions have less. Part I offenses are by no means an officer's
only responsibility; 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 Taw
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 Virginia, which has more crime
and more officers than other regions, has only 25.5 adult arrestees per
sworn of ficer,

Clearance rates for Part I arrests are inordinately Tow 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) counterparts. Police are especially active in Roanoke, where
159,1 arrests for Part I and Part Il 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. 1In
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 n
by 0.7% from_19?6. Considering major crimes as well as Part II o%fgngege?gﬁaSE?ch
thgre were victims, approximately one in every eleven Virginians is victimized by
crime annua]1y.. A study done for the Division of Justice and Crime Prevention in
Junea 1975, ent]t1ed "A Survey of Public Attitudes Toward Crime and the Criminal
Justice System in the State of Virginia", found that one-half of Virginia resi-
deqts are fearfu]_that they or a member of their family will become victims of a
crime. The fgar_1§ well founded in that as many as one in every 2.6 families in
Virginia is victimized, if the aggregate incidence of crime is related only to

families. Expressed in a different manner the le i i
pre vel of cri i
every 2.6 families could be victimized. ’ e 1 such that one in

The survey also found that citizen concern for crime is greatest in the large

urban-suburban areas. Such jurisdicti X
crimes. J ons account for 69.3% of the reported major

Of the 209,096 major crimes reported in 1978, 24% were cleared b
by except1onq1 means. Although this efficiency indicator is comparab{eaggeiﬁogg
reported nat1ona11¥, it nevertheless means that an of fender has an almost 75%
chaqce of.neyef being arrested for his or her criminal violation. During the same
per1od,_V1rg1n1qns reported the theft of $74 million worth of currency and proper-
ty, a figure which qua]s 35% of total law enforcement expenditures in the State
Law enforcement agencies were able to recover 38% of the stolen currency and )
property, but, for a number of reasons, returned a Tesser amount to owners.

The previously mentioned public attitude survey revealed that irgini
residents feel jt is important for local citizens t% join in o?ganifgz g?fgl€g12;a
help prevent crime. Of those surveyed, 27% felt that individuals themselves can
do a great deal to help protect themselves and their families from crime. In this
regard, 37% of the residents had increased their alertness; 32% had added or
changed 1ock§; 31% left lights and/or radjos on; 26% did not go into dangerous
areas; 21% did not go out alone at night; 13% had obtained a dog for protection;
11% had bought a firearm; 5% had marked their property with ID; 4% had learned ’
self-defense, and 4% had joined a community citizens' group. ’

The sale and use of narcotics also concerns the citizens of the C
In 1978, law enforcement officers made 12,287 arrests for narcotics vingg?gi:]tg;
2.5 arrests per 1,000 population. When citizens were asked to rank twelve proE-
Tems as part of the 1975 survey, they ranked crime as number three and the sale
and use of drugs as number four. The following is the outcome of the ranking:

Inflation 1 Housing 6 tie
gngmp1qyment 2 Juvenile Delinquency 6 tie
rime 3 Energy Shortage 7
Sg]e and Use of Drugs 4 tie Air and Water Pollution 8
High Taxes 4 tie _ ‘Mass Transportation 9
Schools and Education 5 Poverty 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, Taw 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
re-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 permanent positions, and in temporary or probationary status,

and to establish the time required for completion of such training. 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 potitical subdivisions thereof for the specific 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 training, 4,7?8
received State mandated in-service training, and 5,197 received specialized
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, and to maintain a level of proficiency in the use of firearms.
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 of ficers 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, normal attrition, or turnover. It is unlikely that
a significant number of new positions are being created, since many departj
ments are experiencing budget difficulties. However, it is apparent that it
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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 performance
they believe they are entitled 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 performance requirements.
The history of policing illustrates the need for officers to be prepared in a
comprehensive manner so that performance 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. Furthermore, such basic instruction does
1ittle 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 Institute at the Universtiy of Louisville. Both
of these schools are excellent, but enrollment is limited. Furthermore, 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-
1y, 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 &t 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 slight 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 Taw 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 court 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, the 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
that each should have sufficient capabilities to handle a wide range of law
enforcement problems, many of which occur infrequently. The result is obviously
costly, as services and resources are not often shared or consolidated to an

extent.which assures that law enforcement services are being provided in a cost
effective manner.

The State has Tong provided services that would be costly if each law en-
forcement department in the State had to duplicate them. One such service is
arson and bomb investigations. This service requires a great deal of technical
sk111'and costly equipment. The State also has developed a forensic science
capap11i§y with four laboratories convenient’y located around the State. The
examination gf evidence is a costly service that does not have to be borne by each
departmen@ within the State. The Bureau of Forensic Science also processes and
prints crime related photographs for local departments which lack this capability.

The Department of State Police historically has provided assistance to local
Taw enforcement agencies. It supplies personnel and equipment during civil dis-
order§ and other emergencies which are beyond the control of local law enforcement
agencies. It also provides polygraph and crime scene search resources to Tocal
departments, as well as narcotic and organized crime investigative services. In
short, the Department of State Police has the capability to provide specialized

po]ige services which would be extremely costly if each department had to
duplicate them,

.Ip 1979, the Statewide Interdepartmental Radio System (SIRS) was established
providing for the first time a radio communications 1ink between State and local
Taw enforcemept agencies. This system enables local police and sheriffs to
commgn1cate'w1th State troopers in the field, to foster better cooperation and to
provide an important 1ink in the combined law enforcement effort. Gaps exist,
however, in that some of the urban areas are not yet participating in the system
because of funding Timitations. However, the areas (90% of the total law en-
forcement agencies) participating have consistently expressed their enthusiasm
and support for this succesful concept. Continued efforts will be made to bring
all Taw enforcement agencies into the system.

33



LAW ENFORCEMENT

PROBLEMS:

The incidence of major crime in Virginia c9n§titutes a serious dra1nhon
resources and threatens the well-being of thg citizens gf the.Covmonwﬁ?Lt .
Every two and one-half minutes, a serious crime 1s'comm1t§ed in 1rg11vea
and one in every 24 persons is the victim of a serious cr1me_1nvgny.gia and
year. Law enforcement expenditures equal $40:00 per person 1in irginia,
law enforcement agencies are faced with ever increasing budgetary con-

straints.

The demands upon law enforcement to stay abrea§t of changes 1in
policing, and the ?ncreased demands for servjcg delivery p]age se;e;e
strains upon the resources available for training and e@ucat1on 0 az
enforcement officers. High turnover rates require continued efforzst g
provide basic training to new Taw enforgement officers. §tate mans%oe
in-service training requirements necess1§ate @he re-training of 83 e
officers every two years. Continued legislative amending and 3ud1c1§
interpretation of criminal codes and law enforcement procedures require
constant retraining of existing personnel. qu enforcement.agenclgs p
traditionally lag behind the private sector W1th-regard to innovative an
more productive methods of management and operation.

Law enforcement capabilities and resources in the Commoqwea1th are not
coordinated and consolidated to maximize_the1r use and benefits. Eew
agencies have consolidated duplicative dispatching Qnd record keeping
systems. Little or no use has been made of thg res1dent.trooper pr‘ogram)ES
Very few localities have entered into mutual aid and assistance agreements.

High personnel turnover rates in Virginia's 1qw enforcemen§ agencies
dimini;% tﬁe effectiveness of the agencies. Salaries and bengf1ts of law
enforcement agencies traditionally lag behind those in the pr1vatef?§c or.
There are no statewide standards for entry 1eye1 1law enforcement o 1ier§é
and this precludes the ability to establish m1n1mum.sa1any scales sta §w1 e.
Few opportunities exist for lateral entry at supervisory and managemen
Jevel positions in law enforcement agencies.
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ADJUDICATION
EXISTING EFFORTS AND RESOURCES:

~Judicial Education

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 caseload 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 manageriai/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 (0.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 0.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. (Virginia Code Section 19.2-43 requires that the 0.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 endorsed a program of con-

procedgres. In this process, in Virginia, several concerns have been raised
regarding some sentencing practices:

tinuing education to advance the level of professional competency in the } “[

State's judicial system. The Committee directed that a certain number of wla 1. Should tenci . .

days be a]long to each segment foq in-state traiqing purposes. Thus, ) | , tences 3?2 igg;ggigsoqggﬁgug1§3;$ iﬁ?§$w1g:,dgggn;?ou;dbsega

general district court judges and judges of juvenile and domestic relations 7f trial court judge rather than the 3ury?’ ned by the

district courts are authorized six days' administrative leave annually to i; | A Jury:

attend in-state training programs. Magistrates receive three such days, b 2. Should limitations of any type be put on parole, and should the
3

while clerks and deputy clerks and designated clerks' office personnel are

granted two days each year for their workshops. Mandatory attendance at a {
designated in-state program is required of circuit and district judges and f
district court clerks once yearly. 3. Should determinate or flat-time sentences be permitted in juve-
nile and domestic relations district courts?

- perceqtgge of the sentence that must be served before an inmate
is eligible for parole consideration be increased?

(S

s

i

Sty

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 courses offered in
several places in the United States, sponsored by the American Academy of
Judicial Education in Washington, D.C., or the two-week seasonal courses at

=

4, Shqu]d bifurcated trials in felony cases become mandatory? (one
7 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

the National College of Juvenile Justice in Nevada, satisfy the Committee's ! | . of a lack of facilities?

intent of having all new judges complete one basic course before they are i Z‘ ? )

allowed to attend any speciality or graduate-level program. Judges who ? These are some of the issu hi i i j

attend courses at these or similar institutions are granted an additional s the near future. es Which will have to be addressed and decided in

five days' administrative leave. Where courses of more than five days' l{

duration are taken, judges use their own accumulated annual leave to make up o The Code of Virginia defines the boundaries to which a court or a jury may
the difference. , N proceed in sentencing defendants convicted of crimes within the Commonwealth., As

. . o ) ) = in many other states, much discretion is given in sentencing, to the extent that
This comprehens1ve career program of judicial education emphasizes the : ( ¥ sentence imposed in one jurisdiction for a given offense isgvast1y different froma
following objectives: ! thetsentence imposed in another jurisdiction, yet the offenses for which the
. _ . ; sentence is imposed are vi i ical.
1. Provision of a comprehensive curriculum to each new i posed are virtually identical
Jjudge during his or her first year of judicial ‘ i Current sentencing practices in the Commonwealth ref] i i
. _ - . ) C ; . , ect the legislative
seryvice, including pre-bench or1entat19n, 1n-s?ate Yo intent to conform with U.S. Supreme Court and other federal court degisions and
conferences, and attendance at appropriate national Py guidelines on sentencing. As a result, changes in sentencing within the Common-
programs ; wealth would require action by the General Assembly. However, the emergence of
[ the concerns 9numefat§d above is indicative of the need to reexamine sentencing
Pt practice in Y1rg1n1a in a continuing effort to keep sentencing practices in
[ conformity with federal court decisions.

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

3. Provision for adequate time so that judges may attend ‘ ] i‘ Computer Options for the Virginia Judicial System
training sessions, and incentives to attend the | ;
recommended quota of educational offerings ‘ Currently, there are three categories of automated systems which can be

) . . applied to a court setting:
The expansion of educational opportunities to more of the Common- PP urt setting

Many states, including the Commonwealth of Virginia, have been under- i

going, in recent years, a thorough self-analysis regarding their sentencing 3. Legal research systems

wealth's judicial personnel has been possible in major part through the ' ? 1. Administrative s i
] . r . i . ystems include payroll, personnel, budget,
assistance of funds through the Council on Criminal Justice. - . supplies inventory, financial records, and statistical systems
. - . 2. Case records and trial systems include docketing, indexi
. . i : . g, indexing, case
Judicial Sentencing . | scheduling, Jury management, case tracking, exception reporting,
f : court reporting, and information systems
I
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Many of these automated systems may be applied at either the trial Tevel or
the administrative level of a court system, or both.

In Virginia, the Office of the Executive Sgcretany of the Supreme gourt
(0.E.S.) currently maintains, on an administrative 1gve1, a compgtgr1ie
co&r% personnel record keeping system, 1e§ve accounting system, u]?e Mso
tracking system, and is currently conver?1ng to an automated payro %t Al .
the 0.E.S. maintains a computerized statistical system‘for the c1r§u
district courts and the magistrates. Sqme of the earliest agd mos the
successful computer applicatons at a §r1§1-cou€ﬁ 1Svels;g:§h eggilgax

i ial administration areas. In Virginia, Lhe Ports ) ' s
gggﬁgf; City, and Richmond Juvenile and Domest1cdRe1a§1gns glzt;;gteggurts
eloped support, check writing, and records maintena s
aﬁ¥$edi;e Faederigﬁ ana Winchester General District Courts have developed a

fines and cost payment tracking system.

i 1, are case records and
Under development, also at the tr1§1 court 1eve., e case .
trial systems (orpinfo;mation systems) in the following Virginia 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 court information

i ducing the
developed independently of the others, thus re J
;izggﬂ?1¥i; of thep1oca1ities‘ benefiting from shared experiences and/or

information.

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

inall is i ‘ t, for the Roanoke City
Finally, the 0.E.S. is 1nvolyed in development, ' .
Juvenile and,Domestic Relations District Court and the General District
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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 --

(T) 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 1imited to medical
assistance, psychiatr1c/psycho]ogica] 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 of f from work for each

usually involuntarily dragged into it, making the "rites of passage" 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
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1976, the Virginia State Bar undertook a study of then current juror
se1ec§?on procedures gcross the Commonwea}th. The purpose of @he study"t‘
(which was funded by the Division of Justice and Crime Prevent1oq) was]‘ g
compare and contrast the present system of selecting the master Jgrorth1s se
(pursuant to Section 8-208.10 Virginia Code Annotated) which pefm1Es e us
of random selection, with a system which mandates random selection”.

Quoting from the recommendations of that study:

The basic question considered in @his report is whether
the presant system of jury selection, where'the jury
commissioners exercise almost total discrgt1on over which
names are to be placed on the jury Tist, is Tess
preferable than one where jury lists are choseq in a
mechanical manner and little or no d1scrgt1on is left to
jury commissioners. The present system is far more
subject to abuse and consequent legal attack even Ehough
it usually produces a measure of control over the qga]1ty
of jurors." Random selection, on the other hand, §e1ng
basically mechanical in nature, removes the potential for
abuse, virtually eliminates legal attagk, and produqes a
jury list truly representative of a fair cross section of

the community.

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

The General Assembly should enact mandatory ran@om.
selection legislation for Virginia gourts-as th1s is the
best method of assuring a constitutional jury Tist.

Legistation requiring mandatory randomization was introduced in the 1976

i i i i i 7 session. It
leaislative session, but was carried over into the 197 _ 1
regeived passage in 1977 and was signed by the Governor 1in April. The text

of the law reads:

The jury commissioners shall utilize random se%ect1on
techniques, either manual, mechan1ca!, or electronic,
using a current voter registration 1ist and other sqch
lists as shall be designated and approved by the chief
judge of the Circuit, to select the jurors to bg placed on
the master jury list. After such random selection, the

. . R Civien - tory
1A Study of Jury Selection in Virginia and the Feas1b111ty of Mang
Random %e]ection, Report of the Board of Governors Section on erm1pa1 Law,
Virginia State Bar to the Governor and the General Assembly of Virginia,

September, 1976, p. 2.

2V1'r‘g1'n1'a 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-
Tection process and to ensure compliance with other
provisions of law with respect to jury selection and
service.

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 discussed are the "key number system" and the "master 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
will be called once every ten years; in another, once every five years; in a
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.

Virginia's 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 entire jury trial
system. In anticipation of any study or analysis of individual or several cir-
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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j 1s and are
i enerally used to gengrate jury pane nd .
¢ Egzrzagitllit;eiggdg for melding these lists, or perhaps eliminating

the use of some of them?

3. What utilization exists for the size of various panels which
are drawn?

4. Should there be changes in the number of panel size?

i i be modified to
alification and summons prgcgdures f .
> gggg]gdggnistrative<burdens and facilitate prospective juror

participation?
6. Should a pool concept for jury service be tried?
7. Should juror fees be either raised or eliminated entiraly?
8. Should challenge procedures and voir dire practices be changed?

. ' t
i i i hich can be raised about the curren
is is only a partial list of issues w : . .’
g?gztgzeg aﬁd pﬁocedures of trig]dag;yaogigsﬁéggis;Cet2§ug§mg$n¥ﬁg1E?ia]
i i . As has been noted i ) ; :
ga;;ulﬁsgg;rgi Hawaii,3 there are a var1et¥ OZ geg;gﬁgggxesfﬁg;mawggﬁgg;;ent
j tem --from a system-or1ep e roach, !
anal%iihth5r332¥h§§§ purely from the standgo1nt of finding ways to increase
2?Eizen Barticipation in the criminal justice process.

In 1978, the Office of the Executive Secregagy ofnZhihgugggﬁewgsgrgoof
irgini g al funding for a study'to etermi _ /
¥;;%;£;ﬁtsi:gggmf§3ﬁ; selection on a statewide basis and to improve jury

management., This request was denied.

Since 1977, the Model Jury Instructions Pfoqect, wh1c2k?gs gﬁethugSZg_
Council én Criminal Justice, has been q1!1gent1y wor lgcases &
o the o: model jury instructions for both c1v11.and cr1m1na.f 't. o
] Ot tions will not only improve the attainment of uni 2;m1 ﬁa]ity
e eeedurs ruca statewide basis, but will substantially upgrgde he z allty
gggcﬁgi::cggess of jury instructiogs in V}rg}:i?§79TheTg£12}c$} }QZtﬁucticns
i ced on sale . ) s

have gomp]$§§?5h2312ﬁ§dgeﬁgdtg]ihe publishers. The juny exempt1on2 l;ft was
2?§§ti§§?1y reduced from 24 classes to 7 classes {of which two wer

stricted) by Senate Bill 80, enacted in 1980.

Training of Prosecutors/Commonwealth's Attorneys

! S
After each election, approximagelﬁ 2?% ofvallrgggmgggiglgzsisegzg;niﬁ
t ion arena and the urnove
g;;ognggg EZﬁugq?;?cuaost of these prosecutorial neophytes spend a few

3Trial Jury System of Hawaii, National Center for State Courts, September,
1976, Vol, II.
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initiation days learning thejr Way around the courthouse and then take thejr place
in the system as prosecutors. During their tenure, on the job training of the
“learn 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 Attorneys
and their staffs to stay abreast of changes in laws, Programs, and management
techniques. The 1imited 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. Their duties include management of corre-
Spondence, overseeing the smooth f1ow 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

established by each Tocality, reflecting the needs of the Tocality 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 of f the streets more quickly than if their cases were
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 criminal" 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
Additionally, grants

Virginia State Bar, and enabling legislation passed in 1972.
awarded by the Council on Criminal Justice haye made possible the injtial opera-

The basic cbjective 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

T oo e i 3w



the Virginia statutes require that thg opportunity for representation by
competent counsel be provided at public expense.

/ ndary purpose of using the public defender off]cgs as pilot .
projeétzeignii ﬂegerﬁine whether the overall cost of prov1d1ng counselhgggz_ }
indigents can be decreased. The first three defender of fices gere g:en
ed by the initial enabling legislation, and all three off3ces a\{i1 gen
wideﬁy accepted by the judiciary, the bar, and the.pub11c, ahpoZ1 ial
dicator of the effectiveness of the system. Add1t1ona11y,.t : ene
Assembly has approved assumption of the costs of these projects.

[ES— e

In 1978, following a report of the Public Defender Commission and

ici i irgini 1 Assembly I
nt by the Judicial Council of V1rg1n1§,'the Genera : |
§Qgggiﬁmihe 1zgislation to provide for twohaddygboggh off;cgzé ?gea1203nty .
i i i than , an \ .
county or city with a population of less é 00, and o e Dafander .
itv with a population of more than 100,000. Botn ie |
ggm;}éﬁion and Ehz Judicial Council were of the opinion that the program %

i t that time, but

d not be expanded to include a §t§tgw1de system a -
iﬂgﬁ}d be expandgd to allow more visibility, analysis, and evahuat1on.
Accordingly, the Petersburg of fice was opened on July 1, 1979. %

-

i i i in Staunton-Waynesboro-

Other Public Defender's Offices are gperat1ng in : N
Augusta County, Virginia Beach, and the City of Rganoke. These off1ci§ %i
began with grant monies from the Division of Justice and Crime Prevention,
ard are now fully supported by State funds.

B il oI
. tr - .

4public Defender Commission Phase I Input for FY 1981-1983.
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IMPACTS AND GAPS:
Judicial Education

The impact of judicial education/training will be upon several specific
areas, including, but not limited to, the respective courts in which the judges

who participate in the training 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 Tatest information and practices in areas of
substantive law as well as areas of managerial practices and responsibility.

Thus, to paraphrase 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
will be upon the courts, the Department of Corrections, lTocal jail/lock-up facili-

ties, 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
antirely, thus reducing administrative causes for court/trial delay.

e

Victim, Witness, and Jury Assistance

The impact of victim/witness programs will be upon those individuals who are
usually involuntarily involved in the crimial justice system, the victims of/
witnesses to crime, in addition to court personnel, prosecutors, and d: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 Timited to, the number of days between indictment and
trial and final disposition; the number of cases won; the number of cases
"Tost" and why; the average length of sentences being given defendants
prosecuted by the Commonwealth's Attorney's Office; the number of plea
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 criminal/major offender programs will 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 Public Defender's Offices offer defense services to those indi .

] i ) - : ndigents charged
with crimes, e1ther fe]on]es or misdemeanors. Thus, the immediate impact is upgn
22? c;gcu1t and general district courts and upon their respective case calendaring

orts.

The rising costs of indigent defense have been documented and i
d : cost compari-
sons between the court appointed private counsel and the public defender haee been
ngg. Th: repog?s og ?he Public Defender Commission provide evidence of the
vings of a public defender system over the court-appointed privat
system of indigent defense. i private counsel

In the future, it will be critical for the Commonwealth to examine carefully

the_costs qnd banefits of a statewide public defender system and the overall
savings which may result from a State financed system.
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ADJUDICATION . ’ personnel resources. New methods must, it is now realized, be sought and
PROBLEMS : %E T implemented to meet these new and ever increasing needs and challenges.
. t I 1}}
{ Computerization has only recently been considered as a viable alternative for
Judicial Education g% ‘ A rr cgurts. While the compu?ef ?as prﬁvez 1t§ gffectiveness in bqsiness, jt is still
. na iudicial eduation is ' A viewed by some court officials with skepticism. The current interest in automated
One of the TOS? ?19212;C2321¥2g?leﬂz Zﬂ;ggiﬁdlﬂg ictivities. This - cguqt information ?ysgems ;s a rgg]ect1on of §h$ qe?essizy of solving the problems
the reduced level oOf Tun 1 . in the structure and/or , of increasing caseloads and providing managerial information.
X ; f what changes in ; I, ;
situation has led to cons1d§rat1on of seful, given the T
the administration of judicial education $r°9;$$§u¥§“1ﬂegﬁcﬁion of gemi_ ; L Unfortunately, computerization is not, and should not be considered, a
reduced level of funding. Use of CyC11§§ 'ﬁ:tion of consultant support ] panacea; utilization of computers won't automatically solve a court's managerial
annual conferences, and reduction, or eiimi ; = problems. 1In short, computers have proven effective in the business world and can
have been considered. . UE pe adaztedltg a court‘s.m?nageg?nt negdi.thComputeri can azg a c$urt in identify-
_ ) ‘dered are the possibility Of chang- ing and solving managerial problems, bu ey cannot cure them alone.
Ot2er opt1OZieﬁg;ﬁZehin?egee20§g?i;d§:dicia] conferences as jo;ntk 7&
ing conference att . Yy s agqistrates and clerks, 4 . . . .
meetings of district and circuit judiciary anghgfgza%e to accommodate all i} Victim, Witness, and Jury Assistance

. v s i : .  thin
ablishing a judicial institute witr :
:ggcgigona1 oppgrtunities for clerks, magistrates, and judges.

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

1. Wnat educational requirements, if any; should be set
for magistrates and chief magistrates?

i : ts of magistrates'
. Should the State underwrite @he cost .
: garticipation in administration of1Just1ge courses
offered by Virginia's community coileges?

i i -of-state training
. Should the funding levels for out-of
’ be increased, and should opportunities for such
training be extended to clerks?

Judicial Sentencing

enough support in the General Assembly

> . 1 ] N=
for a critical re-examination of sentencing practices w;t21n Egﬁ gozggsting
wealth. At present, the General Assembly 1S not incline . ng Sugport (oess
sznten&ing pract Ices WithOUt'Strona %q?tézzgaEZZSPansg:t:;cing ?n Virginia
i rt) for such action. Unti > . ther
a$211ie;:gzoeslential1y unaltered, and, as such, may not meet, in eithe

letter or spirit, fedaral court decisions.

A major problem is to generate

Computer Options for the Virginia Judicial System

4
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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 being "lost" in the system, of witnesses refusing 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 the importance of the victim/
witness to the prosecutorial process. All too oftzn, court services are de-
signed for the convicted offender, and the needs of the victim/witness are
glossed over, if not ignored completely. The "humanization" 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 program, will probably positively affect the community's attitudes
toward the criminal jusiice 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

:
i
!

random selection techniques to replace non-random procedures.

The increasing use of courts as dispute resolution centgfs h?i gﬁzugﬁd
ttention upon a "new" function of the courts. The new func 122eor e of
zersing as a primary information center; a fu?Ct1°"-¥a1§ﬁé §2creasiﬁé
i i sustice system, This role, along wi i
z;;;1§2$t;n§}rgoart operations, has placed a heavy burden upon the existing
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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 instituted in several other state courts, such as one-day

one-trial.

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. What procedures should courts use to improve juror information and
court-juror relations?

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

4. Should juror compensation levels 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 Taw 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-
lated areas of the Commonwealth, the "career criminal" 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
liberty are entitled to adequate and effective representation by counsel at
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public expense, assuming, of course, that the accused is unable to afford

The de?enn1nat1on of indigency is an age-old problem, and the enabling 1eg?g$2i$;a
is des1gqed.to have the public defender and/or his staff assist in the determina-
tion of indigency. _To do this, a financial questionnaire is used for determmining
general assets or ljabilities of defendants, and this information is furnished to

Egsrgourts with the final determination as to eligibility being made by the

In the past two or three years, the cost of court-a ointed couns
1eve1ed'off-to some extent. It is no longer required thgg counsel be zgpg?zted
for recidivist cases, since only those cases which involve additional punishment
by virtue of the conviction itself are now prosecuted. It is anticipated, how-
ever, that the cost of court-appointed counsel will increase considerab]y’in the
next two years.because of some increases in fees and general administrative costs
It is a]so believed that specialization in criminal law, both from a defense ]
standpoynt as we!l as a prosecution standpoint, will result in a stronger system
?zscggggggl gusg;ce. NaEionwide, the number of states providing defender services

0 the case by case court-appointment i in-
creased enormously in the last ten yearg? °F private counsel) has in
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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 lecal 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
Corrections.>

Part of the decrease in felon commitments can be attributed to the
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 Figurz *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
fiscal year 1978. From fiscal year 1974 to fiscal 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. ODuring 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 197§, 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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FIGURE 7
FELON COMMITMENTS

gUMEEI‘FéD FOR FISCAL YEARS ENDED
comm JUNE 30, 1970 — 1979
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Source: Felons, Misdemeanants, Recidivists, Committed and Confined,

Year Ended June 30, 1979, Virginia Department of Corrections,
1979.
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FTGURE 10
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Jail Population®
JULY 1979 - JUNE 1980
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FIGURE 11

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Jail Population
JULY, 1978 - JUNE, 1979
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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
stable since 1977. As in the past, the largest number of felons were committed by
the cities of Richmond and Norfolk. Norfolk, with 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 commitments, while the total new
commitments decreased by 7.9% over the previous year. Richmond had 21.5% less
commi tments in fiscal 1979, and Norfolk courts decreased their 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% committed
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 commit-
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 year's 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.

0f 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 from 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 Armmed Forces, 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 6€.4 and 57.9,
respectively.

58

O

gy

==

ooy,

R, [ Cibuinl

=

pedineh 3

R st g

Pt

e

™

0f 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 year's new
commi tments had a juvenile record, while 52.7% did 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 previously
committed to a State learning center.

0f 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 population on June 30, 1979, was 30 years;
however, the most frequent age was 24 years. The median age of the popula-
tion was 27 years. Again, 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 Targest number with 333, or 4.3% of the total population.

Of the 7,725 felons confined on June 30, 1979, 4,310, or 55.8% com-
mitted offenses against persons and 2,578, or 33.4% committed of fenses
against property. In comparing the percentage of new commitments sentenced
in each of the offense categories, a greater portion committed offenses
against property (47.4%) than offenses against persons (33.8%). The per-
centage of confined felons committed for violation of narcotic drug Taws
(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 twenty 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 Tife or death
sentences, was 15.6 years. This included additional time received after
commi tment for recidivism, escape, and/or other offenses. The average
length of sentence has increased 56% since fiscal year 1977.

0f the 7,455 felons tested for intelligence, 3,488, or 46.8% displayed
normal intelligence. This figure is similar to the percentage of new com-
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
differences from 1977.

0f 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 misdemeanants 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

female.

Ages were recorded for 915 of the 916 misdemeanants committed. Of these,
50.1% were under the age of 24. The youngest misdemeanant committed 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 of fenses 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 s generally the same for fiscal
years 1977 and 1978, and differs significantly from the felon population 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 Tirst with 17.9%, and Norfolk with 11.9%.

Local Jails

Local jails are supervised and operated by local units of govermment 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 Tocal level.
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_In fiscal year 1978, the Department of Corrections reported 151,721
commi tments to gity and county jails in Virginia. The commitments resu]ted
in 1,647,222 prisoner days, averaging 10.9 days per commitment (includes pre
and post adjudication detention). The design capacities of these jails in
f1§ca] year 1978 provided a maximum of 1,790,325 prisoner days per year.
Th]s is the total number of prisoner days that would be available if every
jail had been filled to capacity every day of the year (rated capacity X
365). The rated capacity for all the State's jails was 4,867 in fiscal year
1976; 4,979 in fiscal year 1977; 5,024 in fiscal year 1978; 5,033 in fiscal
¥?ar 1979, and 5,249 by June of 1980, an increase of 7.9% during the past

ve years.

Duripg.fiscal year 1979, there were 77,717 less total prisoner days
than the Ja1]s.were designed to accomodate. From 1976, when there were
943828 more prisoner days than capacity days, to 1978 with 143,103 less
prisoners days, jail populations decreased by 13.6%. In fiscal year 1979,
there were 1,759,328 total prisoner days for the State's jails, an increase
of 6.8% over the previous year.

Of the total jail commitments during fiscal year 1979, 67% were white
and 33% were non-white. The racial distribution shows no change over fiscal
years 1975-1979. Commitments of youths under the age of eighteen show a
downward trend; 6,573 in fiscal year 1975, to 3,749 in fiscal year 1978; a
drop of 75.3% during the past four years. Commitments increased from fiscal
year_1978 to fiscal year 1979 to 3,951 or 5.4%. The general trend for
commitments to jail for this age group shows a 29% increase from 1964, at
5,601 ?o 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 one most frequently occurring was drunk in public (25%).
Traff1c.vio]ations ranked second with 21%. There has been no significant
change in these percentages of commitments since fiscal year 1975, Fiscal
year 1978 data clearly show that 52% of all commitments were for
m1sdgmeanors, 26% for local ordinances, and 22% for felonies. This has
remained relatively constant since fiscal year 1975.

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

% Commitments

Fiscal Year Misdemeanant Ordinance Felony
1964 86.4 0 11.6
1965 86.8 0 11.2
1966 86.5 0 11.3
1967 - 86.5 0 11.5
1968 86.1 0 12.1
1969 85.7 0 12.5
1970 84.5 0 13.4
1971 82.9 0 15,2
1972 82.0 0 16.2
1973 82.7 1% .
1974 69.0 13.6% 19.5
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% Commitments

Fiscal Year Misdemeanant Ordinance Felony
1975 56.0 22.6% 21.6
1976 51.0 25.2% 23.8
1977 53.6 23.9% 22.5
1978 51.9 26.3% 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
remained somewhat constant. The significant increase is in felony commitments,
88% over the past 15 years, due in part to the overcrowded conditions in State
adult institutions.

As can be seen in Table 1, the number of arrest warrants issued by magis-
trates for felonies has increased 6.6% since 1976, while 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 population. It is apparent that there is a heavy flow of misdemeanant
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 Tocalities 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. 4

Training and Education of Correctional Personnel

The Virginia Criminal Justice Services Commission has established minimum
basic training requirements for law enforcement and correctional officers, and has
established minimum in-service annual training requirements for Taw 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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1976
1977
1978
1979
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TABLE 1
Commi tments/
Arrests Bonds Summons Releases

Felony Misdemeanant Felony Misdemeanant
34,410 256,937 16,796 208,168 40,554 142,609
33,208 254,197 17,230 191,342 36,428 162,226
36,118 242,741 19,7101 152,2102 35,410 189,6803
36,681 250,494 21,0714 175,1725 34,088 212,6516
Includes 5,929 unsecure and 13,781 secure felon bonds.

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

Inctludes 102,207 commitments and 87,473 releases.

Includes 5,534 unsecure felon bonds, of which 616 are Promise to Appear

and 4,918 are Personal Recognizance; and 15,537 secure felon bonds.

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.

Includes 113,840 commitments and 98,811 releases.
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Department of Corrections which provides basic Tevel 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 temm
“correctional officer" shall mean an employee of the-Depqr?-
ment of Corrections whose normmal duties relate tg maintaining
immediate control, supervision and custody of'pr1soners
confined in any penitentiary, prison camp, prison farmm, or
correctional field unit, owned or operated by the Dgpartment
of Corrections, and who has taken an oath that he will )
faithfully and impartially discharge and perform all duties
incumbent upon him as a correctional officer. (1976, cc. 740,
746.)

i i ho for all in-
The result is that a large number of correctional personnel w ' -
tents and purpos2s provide supervision for offender§ as a result of theTr speg1f1c
treatment or support services function are not required to complete basic train-
ing, nor are they required to be certified.

ections Academy for Staff Development, Tocated in Waynesbpro, Vir-
giniaThsscgggrated by the Dipartment of Correctioqs: The Academy prov1des stgff
and facilities for basic correctional officer tra1n1ng and for basic and spe§1a1—
ized training for Community and Prevention Services staff. The Academy pr9v1de§ a
three-day orientation session for most Departmen? of Corrections emp[qyegsafﬁra%n-
ing for some Department of Corrections food service personnel; training in firs
aid; facilities for training by consultants geared to Department of Correct1ons
management personnel, and faci]it1e§ for various Department of Corrections
employee association and staff meetings.

i iali ini i fficers is provided
Some basic or specialized training of local corrgct1ona1 0
via eight regional law enforcement academies. Appr9x1mate1y 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 i
State correctional officers. Basic training for other correctional personnel such
as medical, maintenance, and treatment personnel is also provided.

Advanced training is provided to smmne correctional officers, probation, and
parole officers, and some management and treatment personnel.
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ADULT CORRECTIONS

IMPACTS AND GAPS:

State Adult Corrections

Of the 2,732 new commitments to the Virginia correctional system for
fiscal year 1979, 454, or 16.6% had served one or more previous felon
sentences in the Virginia correctional system. The recidivism rate of 16.6%
represents a decrease from fiscal year 1978, when the rate was 18.0%. The
recidivism rate has remained fairly constant since fiscal year 1971, with
the exception of fiscal year 1974 when the rate sharply increased to 24.1%
from fiscal year 1973's rate of 17.0%. (See Figure 12.)

A total of 24.1%, or 658 persons who were new commi tments for fiscal
year 1979 had served one or more previous felon sentences in the Virginia
correctional system and/or elsewhere. This recidivism rate shows very
little change from fiscal year 1978, when the rate was 24.5%. This rate,
however, shows an increase over fiscal year 1975, when the rate was 22.9%,
the lowest rate in the past ten years. Fiscal year 1972 also exhibited a
recidivism rate of 22.9%.

Non-whites constituted over half (54.7%) of the repeaters, while
whites constituted 45.3% of the recidivist population. Only 5.0% of the
recidivists were females. This recidivism rate for females shows an
increase over fiscal year 1978, when the rate was 3.4%. An analysis of all
new commitments shows that non-white recidivists constituted 25.5% of the

1,411 non-white felons, and white recidivists constituted 22% of the 1,321
white felons.

The 454 Virginia recidivists were 60.1% non-white and 39.9% white.
Female recidivists constituted 4.4% of the total. An analysis of all new
commitments shows that white recidivists constituted 13.7% of the 1,321
white felons, and non-white recidivists constituted 19.3% of the 1,411
non-white felons.

Of the 454 recidivists, 342, or 75.3% had served only one prior
Virginia felon sentence; 85, or 18.7% had served two prior sentences, and
27, or 6.0% had served three or more prior sentences in Virginia. The
percentage of recidivists with only one prior felon commitment is slightly
higher this fiscal year than the percentage in fiscal 1978 (73.5%). The
percentage of recidivists with three or more prior sentences is lower this
year than the percentage in fiscal year 1978 (8.4%). However, of the 658
persons who had served prior felon sentences in Virginia and/or elsewhere,
459, or 69.8% had served only one previous sentence; 131, or 19.9% had
served two prior sentences, and 68, or 10.3% had served three or more prior
sentences. There were two recidivists who had served seven prior sentences.

Further analysis shows that the percentage of recidivists serving three

or more previous 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 declined again
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FIGURE 12
0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000 3,500
Fiscal { I
Year | .
; 68 ‘ RECIDIVIST COMMITMENTS
7 FOR FISCAL YEARS ENDED
0 JUNE 30, 1970 - 1979
7/‘ Recidivists Committad (Va. Only)
; 357 Recidivists Committed—
7 498 (Va. and/or Elsawhare)
1
Total Felon Commitments
1
51
9 e 2,500
7
2
1
9
7
5
1
9 3,000
7
6
1
7 2 842
7
1 54
9 454
7 658
9l :
0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000 3,500
NUMBER COMMITTED
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 fiscal 1976, and 9.0% in fiscal 1977. In fiscal 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 Tast sentence at the time they committed the offense for
which they were returned. In fiscal 1979, there were no recidivists 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 fiscal 1978, 8.4% of the recidivists 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 ic considered a parole
violator and not a new recidivist commitment.

A study of the offenses committed by the 658 recidivists reveals that
340, or 51.7% committed of fenses against property; 188, or 28.6% committed
offenses against persons, and 130, or 19.8% committed other of fenses. 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.

O0f the 454 Virginia recidivists, 228, or 50.2% were convicted of
offenses against property; 121, or 26.7% had committed of fenses against
persons, and 105, or 23.1% committed other offenses. In comparison to the
breakdown of all new commitments, the study reveals that 47.4% committed
offenses against property; 33.8% committed offenses against persons, and
18.8% committed 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 remained 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 1ife 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 with 1ife or death sentences.

last fiscal year's figure of 8.6 years. A sentence of two years was the most

recidivists was 7.6 years, excluding
This figure represents a decrease from

frequently occurring sentence and a sentence of five years was the median Tength

of sentence.

A review of all felon recidivists confined* in the Virginia adult correction-

al system shows that they comprise 37.0% of
an increase of 3% over the past year.
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 commi tments were about the same;
of Virginia recidivists confined had one prior felony,
confined had served one previous sentence.

the total felon poputation in custody,
(See Figure 13.) Virginia recidivists make

72.2%
while 65.7% of all felons

Virginia recidivist felons who had two prior felon sentences comprised 19.8%

of the confined population, while 22% of all recidivists had served two prior

felon sentences.
sentences, compared to 12.3% for all recidivists confined.
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 committed.
of commission of another crime.

*Includes prior commitments still incarcerated, as well as fiscal year 1979
commi tments.
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Only 8% of Virginia recidivists had three or more previous felon
In addition, 18.6% had
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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 confinements, 26% were on parole, and
12.9% had been released from parole supervision prior to the commission of
another crime. Offenses against persons comprised about 50% of all recidivist

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 median age was 31 years. The young-
est recidivist in confinement was eighteen. Profiles on intelligence demonstrate
no variation from the general popuiation. The average level of educational
achievement at commitment was 6.4 for reading, 6.9 for arithmetic, and 6.3 for
Tanguage arts. In addition, about 79% of offenders confined identified their
previous occupational experience as unskilled, while 6% were skilled, and 15% did

not respond.

In 1977, the Secretary of Public Safety and the Department of Corrections
formed a steering committee to develop a master plan for corrections in Virginia.
The steering committee utilized consultants from the National Clearinghouse for
Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture far assistance in this effort.

One of the concerns addressed in the planning process was to assess the
magnitude of the future incarcerated population. A task force began work on the
development of a projection model. Below is an excerpt from the Executive Summary
of Corrections Options for the Eighties, which describes the projection 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 3¢ years of data.* The staff
of the Clearinghouse has reviewed the model with the appropriate 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-
ment's institutional segment.

Essentially, using established historical trends for jail time accrual,

length of stay, parole/discharge, etc., the computer establishes for
each "person" entering, a date of commitment, an anticipated length

of stay, and a projected release date.

*The model used for this projection was developed by Mr. Ray Tuegel, Virginia
Jepartment of Corrections, Bureau of Electronic Data Processing.
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The current model uses, as input: En ]
i d ses, put tg the system, projected commi
gii:gtgn(tne h;s;og1cg;1y established re]ationsh?p getween feTLﬁ?ents
provided oy the Department of State Poli i
to the Department of Corrections. eltce) and conmi tnents

For the purposes of this modei. th i ; : -
into four groups: » the state inmate population is divided

1. Misdemeanants in the state system
g. gelopstczr;ent1y confined in state institutions
. Convicte ; .. . c 2,
ot elons in local jails awaiting admission to the state
4. Felo i j j i i
framgs expected to be committed during the projection time

g

PROJECTION ASSUMPTIONS

These projections are based on the histori i
. ' orically predictable
relationship between fe]ony arrests and commitmegts to the
Department of Corregt1ons. This approach has the distinct
advantagg of summar11y accounting for the pre-arrest effects of
$gizssoc10ﬁconom1c factors that affect both arrests and commit-
s Such as unemployment, ch i i
oS hach ploy anges 1n general population, and

The arrest/commitment relationship used in thi j i
accounts for some factors affectigg commitmen;: E;Eiiczggn atso
arrest stage. These factors are historic and assumed constant
tp the end of the projection period (approximately 92.5 com-
m1tments'per 1,000 arrests as of January 1978). Dramétic
chgnges in these post-arrest factors are not accounted for in
?:;i'approach. Changes in sentencing patterns (such as the
fact;i?1on of Determinate Sentencing) is one such unaccountable

Certain internal changes occurring within the ¢ i

system are qot at this time included, but can bgrgsggggg:led

qnd the projection adjusted as needed. Such factors as the

increased availablility of new beds (due to the opening of new

1nst1tut1on§), which would allow the Department to relieve some

g;cg?gnhgﬁs1nghpre§§ufes in local jails, would affect the pro-
rou . ) .

tapaciny | gn judicial perception of increased 1nmate

Other changes within the correctional

: g ; system, such as changes

1qbgorrect1ona1 or paro]e.p011qy, philosophy, or Tegal resgon-

;;eélgﬁydcannot be built into this projection, as none can be
ed.
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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 official
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 - 9,729
1985 - 12,867
1990 - 12,987

1995 - 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

house this combined population; only 5.6% less than the projected population for
1930, .

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
commi tment 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 te 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 domitories 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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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 probliem can be achieved by a relatively small change
in time served, case by case. In other words, individual 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
would be reduced by about 22%.

[f these measures and other alternatives could be fully implemented during
future years, the effect could be that in 1990, the prisoner gopulation 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 Tast fiscal year, there were 9,624
probationers under supervision from courts of record, and 1,040 from courts not of
record. 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.

TCorrections Options for the Eighties, Executive Summary, DBepartment of
Corrections, 1978, pp. 11, 12, and 23.
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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. O0On the last day
of the fiscal year, there were 3,135 parolees under supervision and 8 par-
Last fiscal year there were 3,008 parolees and 13
pardonees being supervised on June 30. This represents a 4.2% increase in
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 South-
east Region was supervising 858 parolees on June 30. The Western Region had
the smallest caseload, with 446 parolees/pardonees under supervision. 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 year 1979,
66.8% were new cases from court; 4.1% were cases restored to supervision;
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 cther states, and 1.1% were opened administratively to other
districts.

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% were
probationers who had their probation revoked. Among the total probationers
removed from supervision, 21.3% were transferred to other districts, 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 1.6% restored
to supervision; 12.0% of the clients transferred from other districts, a«d
10.4% transferred 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 19;% where the client flow statis- :
jcs do not differ significantly for probationers received for supervision ,
during that year. Eighty-four percent were new cases from court; 4.4% were |
cases restored to supervision; 9.5% were new cases received 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 wers issued for 9.2% of the probationers
who had their probation revoked. Among the total probationers removed from
supervision, 18.1% were transferred to other states for supervision.

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

0f 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
was 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 servad 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
less 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 offeanses 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
Tess. A total of 1,316 parolees (75.5%) had sentences of less than 10 years.
Eleven felons with 1ife sentences were paroled. In addition, there were 8 felons
pardoned, 24 released by court order, and 16 felons who died.

Local Jails

The utilijzation of alternatives to incarceration has fong 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
spat1stics 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
9ffen§es (primarily property offenses, drunk-in-public, driving while
1pto§1cated, traffic offenses, and contempt of court), misdemeanants are not
significantly afforded pre and post trial alternatives 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 bend 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
The detailed survey results are presented in Table 2.

on recognizance.

8 Corrections Options for the Ejghties, Virginia Department of Corrections,

1978, p. 32.
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JAIL

Albemarle-Charlottesville
Joint Security Complex
AlTeghany County
Amherst County
Appomattox County
Augusta County
Bath County
Bedford County
Botetourt County
Brunswick County
Buchanan County
Campbell County
Caroline County
Carroll County
Charlotte County
Chesapeake City
Chesterfield County
Clarke County
Clifton Forge City
Culpeper County
Danville City
Danville Farm
Dickenson County
Essex County
Fauquier County
Floyd County
Frederick County
Giles County
Grayson County
Greensville County
Halifax County
Hampton County
Hanover County
Henrico County
Henry County
Highland County
Lancaster County
Lee County
Loudoun County
Louisa County
Lunenburg County
Lynchburg City

A AT R £

TABLE 2
PERCENT  JAIL
40% Martinsville Famm
Mecklenburg County
90% Middle Peninsula Regional
98% Securtiy Center
---_ Montgomery County
35%  Nelson County
85%  Newport News City
92% Norfolk City
--~  Northumberland County
704  Nottoway County
13%  Orange County
87.3% Page County
--- Patrick County
72%  Petersburg Famm
1004  Portsmouth City
39% Prince Edward County
64% Prince William County
31% Pulaski County
65%  Radford City
56.9% Rappahannock Security
--- - Center
0% Richmond City
--~ - Richmond County
50% Roanoke City
44,.3%  Roanoke County
55.8% Rockbridge 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% Tazewell County
75% Virginia Beach City
——- Warren County
89% Washington County
65% Westmoreland County
53% Williamsburg City
Wise County

30%

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%

209
56%
30
209

36. 3%
66,
319

100
30

55%
75%
59.3%
15%
69%
43.9%
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rememd

A projection method was developed for assessing the future populations

of local jails in the State. The following excerpt from Corrections Op-
tions for the Eighties provides information about the method of projection
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and 1ts application:

Due to its financial responsibility of reimbursing Tocalities for
inmates charged with State offenses and housed in local jails
(either awaiting trial or transfer to State institutions), the
Department of Corrections' Division of Finance maintains monthly
records of jail population.* Because of their fiscal purpose,
these recerds are the most reliable sources of past jail con-
finements. 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 Populatien =

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 computer-plotted scattergram jndicated that the Least Square
Regression techinque would be the most valid technique.
(Regression Analysis attempts, depending on the data, to draw a
line--the 1ine of the least squares--between the data points that
explain the greatest amount of varjation between the points).

The thirteen years of jail data indicate a pattern sufficient to

Justify the use of average daily jail population as a self
predictor.

Utilizing the Least Squares Regression technique, computer
analysis produced the following equation:

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

*The collection and analysis of data for this projection was provided by the
Division of Justice and Crime Prevention, William Lucas, Statistical Analyst.
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This equation was found to be significant at the .00001 level. ' % . én examining the factors which affect corrections populations, two
- Once established, this trend was extended over time to produce : T important facts emerge:
projections through 1980, The following projections of average g 1 . ) .
gai1ﬂ population for Virginia's local correctional facilities were X } ;fsgié; g?agg?:n;2r§1g:eg ;?g92:$b§: ?f ?$m%§sions 0; the averaged1ength
ound: o C acitities can have a resoundin
7 g §§ Tmpact on corrections populations, :
January 1980 - 4,651 average daily population ; -t -hMo§t gf ?he_dec1sions which determine these two factors are outside of
1985 - 5,179 average daily population - the jurisdiction of the Department of Corrections.
1990 - 5,707 average daily population ; g?
Another method for establishing future population is the ratio method which - Table 3
converts the rate of incarceration* into a ratio of jail average daily population ‘ i FY ¢ . . :
divided by general population. A Tow and a high ratio are selected for a period : . LT Lommitments  Total Prisoner Days  A.L.S.** A.D.P. Total Pop. ROI*
which represents the jail rates of incarceration trends. ; 1960 118.177 1.346.246 11.4 3
s s s ‘ 688.3 3,954,429 93.3
Table 3 and Figure 15 indicate that the rate of incarceration during the past [ %ggl 115,832 1,321,931 11.4 3621.7 4,095,000  88.4
twenty years had similar peaks in 1960 and 1979. For this reason, the ten year ﬁl 196% 116,596 1,318,024 11.3 3611.0 4,180,000  86.4
period from 1970-1979 was selected. The low ratio (.000680) in 1973 and the high R Lo 118,121 1,290,908 10.9 3536.7 4,276,000  82.7
for 1976 (.001015) are then multiplied by future total State population, resulting . E 1964 127,953 1,368,285 10.7 3748.7 4,357,999 86.0
in the following average daily populations: %a i ;; 1962 %gé’ggz %,338,283 %8-3 gg;g-g 2,2é1,000 83.3
8 ; , , »270, . . ,456,000  78.1
FY State population ADP Low ADP High ADP Mean . 1967 121,665 1,178,682 9.7 3229.3 4,508,000
— . (.000680) (Iﬁﬁiﬁi%} (.000843) : i 1968 120,828 1,176,733 9.7 3223.9  4.558.000 ;é'?
: e 1969 126,662 1,172,444 9.3 3212.2  4.614.000  69.6
1980 5,313,000 3612.8 5392.7 4502.8 : : 1970 131,057 1,251,237 9.5 3428.0 4,651,448  73.7
1981 5,379,972 3658.4 5460.7 4559.6 . 0y 1971 131,439 1,372,350 10.4 3759.9 4,720,000  79.7
1982 5,447,228 3704.1 5528.9 4616.5 ‘ 8 1972 130,172 1,335,506 10.3 3658.9 4,754,000  77.0
1983 22147509 394973 A 16790 5\ b 1973 136.486 1,202,089 8.8 3293.4  4.844.000  68.0
1984 5,581,789 3795.6 5665. 5 4787.4 » 1974 148,013 1,239,175 8.4 3395.0 4,909,000  69.2
1985 5,648,847 3841.2 5733.6 4787.4 “ [ 1975 149,300 1,539,215 10.3 4217.0 4,980,600  84.7
1986 5,716,125 3887.0 5801.9 4844,5 . é [ 1976 137,597 1,871,283 13.6 5126.8  5.052.400 101.5
1990 5,985,000 4070.0 6074.8 5072.4 ‘ | 1977 144,459 1,729,526 12.0 4738.4 5,094,600  93.0
1995 6262503 1253, 5 6356.4 53075 R ?5 1978 151,721 1,647,222 10.9 4512.9 5,183,873  87.1
2000 6,540,000 44472 6638. 1 5543.7 J 1979 174,350 1,759,328 10.1 4820.1 5,248,545 91.8
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 ) 435
planning mean. Still, jails experience a peak population factor of about 25% G
which must be taken into consideration. With this in mind and without any changes ! i
to the system over the next 20 years, there will be a need in the range of 5,559~ - * g’ N _
8,298 beds, with 6,928 being a reasonable mean to handle peak jail population. ROI = ADP X 100,000
The projected rated capacity for State jails by 1984 is about 5,800 due to new Tot. Population
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. ; v f} Average length of stay in days
. |
* Rate of Incarceration = Average Daily Population x 100,000 . ﬁ 1
Total Population B; } ¥
b {_ ;
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Training and Education of Correctional Personnel

During fiscal year 1976, t
Department of Corrections:

State Correctional Officers

1,168
Local Correctionaj Officers 460
Local Correctional Officers 1,623
State Probation and Parole Officers 600

During fiscal year 1979,
training while 41 received advanced training.

tional officers received basic or advanced traij
received basic training.

has changed over the past four years.

There is a need to provide a standardized
correctionai personnel., ~
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680 State correctional

AR R e e

he following training was provided by the

Basic Training
Basic Training
Advanced Training
Advanced Training

of ficers received basic
A total of 1,267 Tocal correc-

ning, and 99 probation of ficers
Clearly, the profile of personnel receivin

By now, most have recei
basic training, and staff turnover rates are decreasing,

training on an annual basis will be the emphasis during th

Advanced in-service

g training
ved the required



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¥.care 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. The potential number of probation cases would reach 11,556 in
1990, and parole cases would reach 3,356. :

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 1975. The average time
served by all parolees and discharges was 30 months. The median time was 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 Tocal correctional
and community mental health service agencies.

During the past five or six years, the majority of services available to
probationers, parolees, and of fenders 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
Rehabilitation, now the Department of Rehabilitative Services. However, about two
years ago, changes in federal requirements eliminated of fenders and ex-offenders
as a target group for receiving vocational and transitional residence services
through the Department of Rehabilitative Services. Although only Timited services

9Corrections Options for the Eighties, Virginia Department of Corrections, 1978,
p. 32.
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have been available for probationers and parolees, the group of offenders

most disadvantaged by the lack of services has been of fend i
flat time completion of sentences. nders discharged on

Five years ago the State had two probation/parole halfway houses i
operation and threg sites in the planning stages? The intentywas tosd;Celop
a site for each major population area of the State in what are now identified
as the Department of Corrections regional areas. Community resistance was so
strong that the three on the drawing boards never materialized, and another
has since c]osed: Localities have resisted providing Tess secure environ-
men?s.fqr probat19ners and parolees, with less than half a dozen of these
fac1]1t1gs operating in the State, exclusive of substance/alcohol abuse
res1deqt1a] tregtment programs. It is hoped that the Community Diversion
échnt1ve.Act will hg]p to resolve the problems with community resistance.

ithout v1ab?e transitional programs providing pre and post adjudicative and
release services, many of the State's probationers, parolees, and discharges
are respons1b]e.foy themselves in their communities, facing civil disabili-
ties and economic instability. Higher recidivism rates are the most Tikely

result of not providing a reasonable continuum of
End ey o hot bre care for these offenders

. It is necessary to reduce overcrowding in local and State adult deten-
tion and correctional facilities, so that the offenders with the greatest
needs for @hese facilities and services may receive them in a more effigient
and 9ffect1ve manner, and so that offenders who need alternatives to those
services may be served more appropriately in other programs.

There is a need to develop and implement responsible community-based
a]@erpat1ves, bqth pre and post trial, to inCreasg the uti]izatiodyof )
ex1st1ng gommun1ty resources, and to provide comprehensive re-entry programs
and facilities for ex-offenders returning to their communities. Local
support and understanding are essential to these efforts.

Localities need technical assistance in all aspects of local adult

detention facility planning and o i i i i i
ACT | peration, including the imp]l t
management information systems. ’ i Plenentation of

Training and Education of Adult Correctional Personnel

There.1s a need to expand and improve the level of effort for training
and.equcatvon qf.adu1t correctional personnel. This includes providing basic
tra1n}ng, specific advanced training, and specific technical and in-service
training for all correctional personnel. Salary scales and personnel classi-

;gcitions for correctional officers need to be upgraded throughout the
ate.

There js a need to standardize basic and advanced levels of training for
a]l.cqrrect1opa] pgrsonng]. Currently, the only standardized correctional
training provided is basic correctional officer training, and basic probation

and parole officer training. Al1 other correctional training i i
without specific standards. ng 1s provided
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JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

EXISTING EFFORTS AND RESOURCES:

Prevention Services

Although delinguency 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
services.

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. *at counseling and training; 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 for coordination and
delivery of prevention services include:

Department of Corrections

Through House Bil11 1020, the Delinquency Prevention and Youth Development
Act, State funds were appropriated for the creation of Tocal offices on
youth. Twelve such offices are funded currently in order to coordinate local
services and serve as referral sources for youth throughout the State.
Through recent reorganization of the Department of Corrections, 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 Tlevel.
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 of Quality mandate alternatives to tradi-
tional education for youth not able to succeed in the regular classroom,
A1l 131 school districts in the State must provide some type of alternative
to suspension, expulsion, or "pushing out" of students, in an effort
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tq reinforce the need for education. Included are individualized voca-
tional and academic education and tutorial services.

Department of Mental Health/Mental Retardation

This agency provides, through Tocal community services boards, diagnosis
and screening, psyzhological counseling, drug education and courseling,
and referal services for youth.

Virginia Employment Commission

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

Department of Rehabilitative Services

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
utilization of volunteers in youth programming. Volunteers play an
important role in delinquency prevention by one to one "matching" (Big
Brother/Big Sister) and provision 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 (JJDP Act) and the Crime Control Act, seed money for a variety of
prevention programs has been provided to Tocalities and State agencies.
Many of the offices 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

B ARG

9

[t §

Lray

Law enforcement agencies throughout the Commonwealth are locally operated
in the form of police or sheriffs' departments. Normally, the first point of
contact with 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. Traditicnally, no emphasis was placed on the unique problems/
sijtuations of juveniles, and thus, alleged juvenile offenders were handled by 1aw
enforcement officers in a manner similar to adult offenders. In the past seven
years, at Teast 20 law enforcement agencies in the Commonwealth have established
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, lTaw-related education, school
resource activities, recreational organization and programming, 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. Thirty-two court districts provide 24-hour
intake service for juveniles in all localities in Virginia. Complaints may be
filed for delinquent or status offenses, and in situations of custody, abuse and
neglect, and abandonment. Juvenile courts also handle complaints against adults in
juvenile related matters. Complaints may be brought to juvenile 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 of ficers
with the discretionary authority not to file a petition against a juvenile charged
with a minor offense. Instead, the intake officer may refer the juvenile to
another agency or program which might be better suited than the juvenile court to

meet the child's 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 Virginia's 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

Many services previously described under "Prevention" 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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ggéﬁlopgngba network of community-based programs in the Commonwealth
o ]Ogg]y-Pgsid alternative programs in-Virginia are operated with a'variety
» State, federal, and private resources. Many times a combination of

funding sources is utlized S
. ome i ]
court service unit; most do nog. Programs operate within the framework of the

r‘eﬁdggg.Dl]epar‘tmen’c of Correctipns operates a network of community-based
posid (;ae a1€ﬁgg§;;x§§ 1?c1¥d1nﬁ grogp homes and family-oriented group
s (1.4, 1C Toster homes). Standards fo i
developed and traiming : ) r operations have been
: provided to project staff. The D
tions also reimburses two thirds of i c Bof Tocaoyt Of Correc-
_ _ burse - operational costs of locall
residential facilities. The regi fnent o] ke
: . . . gional structure of the Depart t all
o0ngoing monitoring of these programs on a ti i e DUGP comms
with the Department in the areas of  devel opaans: Tne DICP facperates
i ) program development, planni i
assistance, evaluation, and research to assi ty-b i enncnical
> € : > 3 : ssist community-based alter i
E;ggggﬁs%hergggcAzl E?Z;Etancet1s provided to Tocalities and the Deggﬁgégnt
_ . . 0, 9C¢k grant program. The DJCP is curs initiati
Service integration initiative for local service de]iven;regggl{s1n1t1at1ng :

Detention Services

IT a court petition is filed on aj i i
. . Juvenile, and circumstan ibi
ngu221n$e:§1§ased to parental custody, the youth may be p]acedc$i 2r22;b1t
s >>=S€ecure, or secure detention setting. d d individy
factors. In recent years, increasi is has been prvconcyodndividual
. . R ing emphasis has been placed i
the child in the Jeast restricti i i ing connp seeping
_ ve alternative while awaicin court acti
EEESLE g;zg:edgggg;l$ogodeCRevis;?n) tgok a major step towargs minimi§§;gn£he
. urren s Stat i
secure detention in excess of 72 h%urs. 16 orTenders may not be hetd in

In response to this emphasis, out i
_ : : , reach detention programs have b
implemented in at least five court service units, Here, ghe youth iseﬁ21eased

to parental, or in ; i - .
oUtreach workons. loco parentis custody and supervised daily by court

in s %Zszllgzﬁlg ggggnigperviigqn is deemed necessary, a child may be placed
. -SE 1on setling, i.e., a non-secure residenti ild
while awaiting court action. Curre ni e umite pectliey,
' : . ntly, nine court servic its h i
option available. Services provided 1n,add' i vision ncide
_ . S ition to su i
behavioral observation and referral to needed services?erV1S1on netude

o ]wgen'segure detention is warranted, the youth may be placed on a pre-
aL;a1o a?;s in one of 15 detention homes in the State. A1l detention homes
Correcg?ong orngg;92q1]y ogerated and reimbursed by the Department of

: . 1tiles not operating detention facilities h
sérvice on a per diem, space available basis f th Tities.  aar i
provided youths while in secure detention i ]rom nedic jocel Ittes. .Serv1ces
diagnosis and screening, trans i due uqe e Macheychological

_ eni portation, education, and recreation Te
gous1ng and supervision are also provided for youth committed to the Stgzgrany
oard of Corrections and awaiting transfer.
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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 outreach,
less-secure, and secure detention programs throughout the State. Additionally,
planning, needs assessments, program development, technical assistance, and
evaluation are offered. The DJCP monitors detention homes annually to determine
compliance with requirements of the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinguency

Prevention (0JJDP).

Jail Services

Youth in Virginia may be held in jails on delinquent charges pre and post
dispositionily, in accordance with the Code of Virginia. A very high priority has
been placed on the separation of juveniles from adults in jails which house both.
Virginia law requires "sight and sound" separation of juveniles from adults in
jails. The State Board of Corrections recently established standards for the
jailing of juveniles which closely parallel Federal standards.

A11 91 jails in the Commonwealth have undergone certification procedures in
the last year; 56 are presently certified to hold juveniles; 33 are not; and 2
have since closed and are building new facilities. Services provided youth in the
certified facilities vary widely from virtually nothing to medical, recreational,
counseling, and educational services; however, separation of juveniles while they
are involved in programming is often impossible, and adds to jail management

problems.

The Department of Corrections reimburses two-thirds of the base salaries for
treatment and basic services staff such as medical, classification, work release,
and recreational services and reimburses operational costs on a pro-rata basis
dependent upon the number of of fenders housed on State felony or miscemeanant
charges. In addition, the Virginia State Compensation Board reimburses base
salaries for jailors, matrons, correctional officers, and support staff.

The DJCP has provided intensive resources to local jails over the past ten
years including: block grant assistance, needs asessments, jail studies,
architectural and program technical assistance, and evaluation. The DJCP has also
educated State officials as to federal standards and the requirements of the JJDP
Act. A1l jails are monitored by DJCP staff at least once yearly to detemine

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

Virginia jails.

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 delinguent offense,
dispositions may include, among others:
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1. Fines
2. Restitution
3. Probation

4, Cgur?-based programs (i.e., family counseling, volunteer programs,
e CC

5. Community-based programs
6. Commitment to State Board of Corrections
7. Commitment fo jail

Resources available vary widely throughout the State.

Institutional Services
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-If a youth has been found guilty of a delinquent offense, he can be
c0mm1tteq to the State Board of Corrections. House Bill 518 (1977 Juvenile
Code Revision) prohibits the commitment of status offenders to the State
Board qf Corrections. Upon commitment, a youth is transferred to tha
Reception and Diagnostic Center for screening, testing, diagnosis, and
p1acemept. Dependent upon the outcome of this screening, a youth may be
p]aged in State foster care, a "special placement” (public or private
res1dgntia1 facility), or transferred to one of the six State operated
1earn1ng.centers. A seventh facility, the Intensive Treatment Learning
Centgr, 1s under construction and scheduled to begin operation in July,1981.
Services provided in the learning centers include medical, recreational,
treatmentz educational (academic, vocational, tutoring), psychological,
psychiatric, religious, transportation, visitation, and volunteer services.
The average Tength of stay is approximately 9 months.

The Department of Corrections operates and staffs the learning centers;
the Rehabilitative School Authority (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 planring, program development, technical
assistance, and evaluation for learning center programs.

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

Aftercare Services

Upon commitment to the State Board of Corrections, aftercare services
commence. 'Wh11e a yogth js in State care, the committing court service unit
1s responsible for maintaining contact with the youth and being involved in




i ce
ing for services after the youth 1is released: At 1eqs? 10 co%rtizieraff cor
p1qnn1h9 separate aftercare divisions; the remainder ut111;e proba alt s
N tercare. sgs Services provided to youth while thex are in Statedcar$ inc té
aftercaredgaatian family contact, visits to the 1earn1qg-center,_an r?fered
e munity 1nrvice’ Upon return to the community, transition serV1ce; of fe o of
?ﬁTTﬂg;tédjﬁation;1 and job placement, and ongoing counseling with the purp

reintegrating the youth back into the home, school, and community.
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JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

IMPACTS AND GAPS:
Prevention

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
increasingly 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 staff. Advocacy for children's services is
occurring at the local and State Tevels, through the efforts of the Division
for Children. The private sector is contributing greatly to delinquency
prevention. Volunteers are being "plugged into" prevention services through-
out the State, resulting in more efficient and less costly service delivery.
State and Tocal 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 provision 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 necessary mission.

At the Tocal level, these missions often conflict, overlap, or fail to serve

a population in need. This results in some youth recejving 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 means of determining effective-
ness, but often they are too dificult and too costly to implement.

Not all Tocalities 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 obtain data necessary for detemmining program
needs.,

Staff in prevention programs sometimes -lack the skill and training
required.

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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gi v The quantity and quality of community-based services has steadily in-
enforcement officers have improved through the non-traditional roles assumed ‘ creased. Community-based services are being coordinated locally by offices on
by juveniie officers. The number and quality of prevention programs and r i youth, and regionally by the Department of Corrections Community and
coordination of existing services have increased due to youth officer efforts in gﬂ | | Prevention Services staff. The private sector is playing an increasingly
community organization. Regular patrol officers are receiving specialized = 1 important role in the treatment of delinquency.
training in juvenile related matters. Law-related education is being provided to N P
youth in the Commonwealth. : P State and local agencies are becoming more aware of their role in
3 - treatment of delinquency. Local agencies are beginning to look toward
There are gaps in law enforcement services for juveniles. Many localities do . service integration to improve the quality of services. The adult
not have the benefit of juvenile divisions, and court caseloads and costs of ; F correctional system is utilizing the experience of the juvenile justice
processing youth through the system are remaining at past levels, or increasing. ! P system in moving towards community-based corrections (Community Diversion
Financial assistance to law enforcement agencies is being slowly depleted through . { Incentive Act).
lack of State money available and decreasing federal assistance. Training for . o
officers in juvenile-specific laws and human relations counseling is not available 1 ! Alternative programs accepting youth in the custody of the State Board
in the Commonwealth., Officers must attend schools out of state to receive o of Corrections are being monitored through the Department of Corrections
necessary training and professional development. This training, although vital, P certification process. Public and private residential facilities are being
is often time-consuming and costly. ; . monitored by the DJCP for compliance with JJDP Act requirements.
. P Though the advent of community-based alternatives has positively
Court Intake Services ] impacted the system, some gaps still exist. Conflicts in State and local
z Y agency policies, procedures, and practices impede service delivery at the
Court service unit intake offices have had a positive impact on the juvenile : ! Tocal level. Each agency has a unique and necessary mission. Often these

justice system. Intake is now provided on a 24-hour a day basis to every locality

missions overlap, conflict, or fail to provide an avenue for needed services
in the State. More youth are being referred to needed community-based services P

to a given youth. Some youth, as a result, receive duplicative services;

o T

due to the increasing emphasis on diversion. Better decisions are being made for a ! others receive none. Community-based alternative programs should serve as
the handling of complaints. Court intake services are being monitored through the S resources for all human service providers. Therefore, training in available
Department of Corrections court certification process. Intake services are being . S programs is essential. Often, youth are processed through the system simply
coordinated at the regional level through the Department of Corrections regional ¥ % i because of a lack of knowledge of available alternatives. Even if awareness

court specialists. of community alternatives is present, often the "traditional" attitudes and

™ habits of potential referrers interfere with appropriate placement of youth.

There are still problems with juvenile court intake services. In some , b Some localities, particularly rural ones, do not have enough alternatives
localities, particularly rural ones, 24-hour intake is provided on an "on-call" - - available to them. This often results in youth being processed through the
basis, creating transportation problems and delays in processing of complaints. : Justice system as the "lesser of two evils".
While training is available to intake officers through the Department of ; ;
Corrections, often these officers lack adequate training in community-based ; ! There are often delays in placing youth, particularly in residential
services necessary for efficient and timely decisions to be made regarding ’ o facilities, due to lack of available space, time-consuming application
processing of youth. Some intake units have no immediate access to non-secure - o processes, and/or failure to meet technical eligibility requirements.
facilities, necessitating inappropriate placements in secure facilities in some ; N Sometimes youth are "misplaced" due to lack of adequate screening and
cases. L diagnosis.

! I ; There is no statewide tracking system for youth placed in

Community-Based Alternatives ; - community-based programs, making client impact evaluation difficult.

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

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

e
: s

! Detention Services

foree ssey
LI
=

diversion of youth from the system due to visible successes. Volunteers are being E . _ Less-secure and outreach detention programs have had a number of
utilized to increase services and reduce costs. Fewer youth are being committed : ! 1; positive impacts. Youth who might have been detained in a secure setting
to the State Board of Corrections for 30-day screening and diagnosis. Fewer ' . % 4o unnecessarily are now being placed in the least restrictive alternative while

status offenders (CHINS) are being held in secure detention. Virginia is
presently 95.2% in compiiance with the 0JJDP deinstitutionalization requirement.
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i i i ovided in the

iti ourt action; in the case of outreach, services are pr . ' .
g“i}g1gghgme. Through training, the quality of ]essT?eg#retdeﬁﬁgt;gﬂriegglces is
i i i i is being made availabie to
improving and valuable information is . o e

i iti t court hearings. More spac .
disposition. More youth are appearing a . ! Lo the aoss bl s of
available for youth needing secure detgnt1on, ecreasing tn !

Eig?tr¥a1 jailing. yAverage length of stay in secure detention 1? ]ozig ;neration
localities which have less-secure options available. Standards. or tigication
of such programs have been developed, and Department of Corrections cer
procedures are in place.

Secure detention has also impacted the system. Secure.placemegF i? 1;$g ?f
jail is available for those youth needing]jt.) Needid.ser;lgsidége 1B:téntiog
nostic, recreational, educational, counseling) are being rovid cértification

being monitored through the Department of Correction .
gggiZszfeDetengion homes are being monitored annga11y by the DJQP f%r compliance
with OJJDP requirements. Training is being provided for detention home
personnel.

Though detention services fill a definitg need in the Commonweﬁlﬁh,]tgire are
a myriad of gaps needing attention. Inapprgpr1qte p1acement gf yout r;?cei S
secure or outreach detentign resu]tst;n ;w1den;ggngﬁga??§ 5e1;giéazgd o soental
sometimes given unnecessarily to you who would _ . Jar
"chi i " fi11 such slots, the impac

custody. When "children in need of services | u LA

detention and jailing rates becomes questionable. . _
;?gﬁgs inappropriately in secure detention due to.lack of'a1ternat1ves, i.e.,
less-secure programs, or lack of knowledge about alternatives.

Transportation is frequently a problem, especia]]y_wﬁen long diztgncg?oﬁrﬁome
involved. Responsibility for transportation has been d1y1ded_amon$ e]gg
personnel and law enforcement agencies with no clear delineation of roles.

Detention homes are being utilized fgr pos%;?ria] youtb gggmlgzsg Egeggg cor
’ Corrections awaiting transportation. 1is consumes
Sg:rgr?§1 youth needing detention. Three detention homes are constantly
overcrowded.

Many Ioca1{ties do not have easy access to detention homesg]iven fﬁwiged o
lTocalities have less-secure programs available to them, Some §h1 ;egh; jheed ¢
services (CHINS) are being held in secure detention in violation o
Timit.

i i d for lTonger periods of
often placed in secure detention (and place r . °
time)Ygﬁghtgrzn 1nterﬁa] pressure to keep beds filled to capacity for reimburse
ment and budget justification purposes.

Personnel in detention programs often lack human reéatiogs skilJ?S$Z§e2E;21on
i i is i d more on custody and supe :
to working with youth. Emphasis is place . ety
i ifying probiems, making referrels.to neede services, 211
Egﬁgzti%nag znd recréationa] services in secure detention homes need upgrading
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Jail Services

The effort to separate juveniles from adults in
on the juvenile justice system. Fewer youth are being
pre-trial and post-trial. Jail certification by the Department of Corrections
1s insuring that juveniles will not be jailed unless sight and sound separa-
tion are possible. Virginia is expected to be in 100% compliance with the
JJDP Act requirement for separation by June 30, 1981. The DJCP has monitored
every jail on a yearly basis for compliance with JJDP Act requirements,

Jjails has had an impact
held in jail, both

In some instances, better services are bein

jails. The use of jails offers juvenile judges
sentencing.

g provided to youth placed in
a means of determinate

There are gaps in this area which need attention. Some juveniles are
being transported a distance from their community in order to be placed in a
certified jail. This creates problems in their receiving legal services and
court services from their home community, and makes contact with families
more difficult. Many youth are jailed on a pre-trial basis temporarily due
to Tack of transportation services to the nearest detention home .

Some youth are inappropriately sentenced (post-trial) to jail due to ‘the
Tack of available alternatives. Even when preferred alternatives are avail-
able, some youth are inappropriately sentenced to jail due to a lack of
knowledge of alternatives and/or "traditional punitive judicial attitudes.

Those youth placed "appropriately"
educational, recreational,
There is no provision for J
with caring for youth. The

in jail do not have quality

treatment, and medical services available to thenm.

uvenile specific training for jail staff charged
only training provided is of a custodial nature.

Caurt Dispositional Alternative Services

The impact of developing and upgrading court services has been positive
in many ways. More Jjudges have dispositional alternatives available to them
than before. Alternatives are beginning to be more relevant, and thus, of
benefit to the court, the offender, and the victim (as in the casae of

restitution). Volunteers are being "plugged in® resulting in greater
intensity of services and reduced cost.

Probation caseloads are decreasing and thus,
More attention can be devoted to youth needing int
Training is being offered to Judges, and court ser

becoming more manageable,
ensive supervision.
vice unit personnel.

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

Through the provision of in-house psychological services in some court
service units, fewer youth are being committed to the State Board. of
Corrections for a 30-day screening and diagnosis period, and psychological
services are becoming less expensive,

The social history format has been standardized, facilitating use
throughout the system.
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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 still 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 Tocally 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 precipitating
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 Tocal agencies, and there is no juvenile specific training
available.

Institutional Services

The "Youth Region", consisting of the Reception and Diagnostic Center and six
learning centers has had some positive impact. The lszarning centers provide
medium to secure confinement for youth needing highly structured placements and
constant supervision while they receive the necessary diagnostic and treatment
services.

There are a number of gaps remaining in institutional services. Facilities
at most Tearning 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 "red-tape" in placement 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
delingquents.

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. VYouth committed for 30-day screening and
‘diagnosis are taking up bed space which could otherwise be utilized for longer
term commitments.
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Aftercare Services

Aftercare services in the Commonwealth play an important role 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 commun ity
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
qua]1ty 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. Visits
must.be made once every three months to every facility housing a vouth 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. There is a need to resolve conflicts in legisiation, policy, procedure,

and practice which impede youth service delivery at the Tocal 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 Tocalities having limited,
or no access to prevention programs.

There is a need to develop new, and maintain existing planning capabili-
ties at the local and regional Tevels.

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

There js a need to establish juvenile-specific law enforcement capa-

bilities in police and sheriffs' departments which have no juvenile units

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

There is a need to establish a statewide training program for juvenile

2.
3.
4.
5'
Law Enforcement
.].

at present.
2.

divisions.
3.

officers.
4’.

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

Court Intake

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

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 d1vers1onany
use in localities not having access to them at present.

Community-Based Alternatives

.ll

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

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.i§ a neeq to provide adequate community-based alternatives in
Tocalities having Timited, or no access to such programs at present.

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

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

7. There is a need to resolve delays in placement of youth into appropriate
programs. '

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

9. There is a need to upgrade screening and diagnostic services at the
Tocal level.

10. There is a need to establish a centralized tracking system for youth
placed in community-based programs.

11. There is a need to continue to monitor public and private community-
based residential 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. Tﬂere 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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There is a need to provide alternatives 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 study the potential impact of removing juveniles from
Jjail.

There is a need to continue to monitor Virginia's jails for compliance
with JJDP Act requirements and the Code of Virginia.

Court Dispositional Alternatives

.‘.‘

2.

There is a need to provide dispositional alternatives for courts
pre .ently having none.

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 systems at the
court service level, from intake through aftercare and discharge.

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

].

2.

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

There is a need to standardize services available at the Tearning
centers.
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3. There is a need to upgrade facilities i i
and
cnare I8 services at the learning
4. There is a need to accredit the Rehabilitative School Authority's
schools.
5. There is a need to assure adequate staff traini i
o 1S q ining at the learning
6. There is a need to resolve overcrowded conditi i
caare onditions at the learning
7. There is a need to reduce avera
- ge length of stay for h
learning centers. ? ¢ youth =t the
8. There is a need to improve aftercare i REA
_ . : npr : planning capabilities and encourage
interaction with families, while youth reside at the learning centers.g
9. There is a need to upgrade direct care information options and to
deve19p a8 follow-up case tracking capability, from relase from a
learning center to discharge from the system.
10. There'is a need to educate the ublic about th i
e
the Tearning centers. P purposes and prograns in
11. There is a need to provide adequate transportati i
i . ation services at t -
tion and Diagnostic Center. P ¢ the Recep
12. There is a need to reduce delays in the
. placement of youth from -
tion and Diagnostic Center. g Ehe Recep
13. There is a need to reduce the number of youth committed for 30-day screen-
ing and diagnosis.
14. There is a need to monitor State Tearning center i i
s for
Ak requtrom et g or compliance with JJDP
Aftercare Services
1, Thgre 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 performing 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 this 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 violence.

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 services personnel, and specialized 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 law enforcement, health, welfare, medical, education, legal, and others dealing

with domestic violence.

The 1978 Session of the General Assembly passed House Joint Resolution Number
31 (HJR 31) encouraging all Tocalities of the State to establish community-based
shelters for battered spouses and their children, 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 HIR 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
Department of We1f§re resulted in a request from theyHoﬁse Appropr?ggiggs
Comm1ttge of thg Virginia General Assembly for the DJCP to draft legislation
addressing the 1ssue of domestic violence, its victims, possible solutions
and.a]ternat1ves for the Commonwealth. House Bill 690 was drafted and 1atér
modi fied and approved by both Houses of the General Assembly. This bill was
mode Ted on.the existing child abuse statues, and gives the Department of
We1fare primary responsibility for the planning, coordination, and
;ﬂ2]§$§223t10n of programs and services for domestic violence victims within

Current programs gnq services for victims and their families are
generally commu?1ty Tnitiated and community funded. Many are sponsored and
gggded by women's centers and organizations, YWCA's, United Way, and church

ups.

5

Programs and services within the Commonwealth are listed below:

Prince William Women's Aid
Jenifer Levy

P. 0. Box.174

Dumfries, Virginia 22026
703-494-7483

Bristoi Crisis Center
Marylon Barrett

P. 0. Box 642

Bristol, Virginia 24201

Vanessa Dane

Lynchburg YWCA

626 Church Street
Lynchburg, Virginia 24504
804-847-7751

Pamela M, Spivey .
612 Second Street :
Radford, Virginia 24141

Mental Health Association of Charlottesville
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
804-446-5140

22350

Rachel Key

323 Pendleton Road
Danvilie, Virginia
804-792-0657

24541

Battered Women's Support Project
Ann Brickson

P. 0. Box 178
Alexandria, Virginia
703-750-6631

22313

Community Services Abuse Victims Program

Betty Martineau
P. 0. Box 1980
Norfolk, Virginia
804-446-5140

23501

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
703-360-6910

Shelter for Help in Emergency (SHE)
Ann Woods

P. 0. Box 3013-University Station
Charlottesville, Virginia 22903
804-293-8509

Domestic Violence Emergency Service
Margaret Clore

300 Randolph
Danville, Virginia
804-797-2504

24541

@
-~

Shirley Carr, Chairwoman
127 Westmoreland Court
Danville, Virginia 24541
804-793-8851

Action in the Community Through
Service

South Main Street
Dumfires, Virginia
703-221-7852

22026

Williamsburg Area Women's Center
Sandra Peterson

P. 0. Box 126

Williamsburg, Virginia 23185
804-229-7944 or 804-253-4405

Arlington Battered Women's Support
Group

Cristine Moran

141 N, IT11inois
Arlington, Virginia
703-435-4286

22205

Farifax County Women's Shelter
Wendy Reges

P. 0. Box 1174
Vienna, Virginia
703-435-4940

22180

Peninsula Council for Battered
Women

Carolyn Vighe

Penninsula Psychiatric Hospital
530 E. Queen Street
Hampton, Virginia
804-722-2504

23669

Christiansburg Women's Resource
Center

Sheiia Davis/Joan Clark
P. 0. Box 278
Christiansburg, Virginia
703-382-6553

Total Action Against Poverty (TAAP)

24073
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First Step, Inc.
Sharon Sprague

Box 69-B

Keezleton, Virginia
703-434-9161

22382

Rappahannock Council on Domestic Violence

Judi Schmidt

P. 0. Box 1785
Fredericksburg, Virginia
703-371-9002

22401

YWCA

Thea Hentz

626 Church Street
Lynchburg, Virginia
804-847-7751

24504
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Betty Long

P. 0. Box 2868
Roanoke, Virginia
703-345-6781

24001

Women's Resources and Service

Center
Barbara Todd
605 1st Street
Roanoke, Virginia
703-342-4076

24011

The House

Susan Sroim

29 Weems Lane
Winchester, Virginia
703-667-6529

22601
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Lynchburg Youth Services Fami i
\ . : . s y Services, and the Juvenile d i
( Relations District Court also serve children who are having :got?gﬂgft1c

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE
problems that can be attributed to violence within the home.

IMPACTS AND GAPS: 5
: etween 50 to 75 people per week recei di o

Central Virginia Planni i St Tve medical attention in the

family membgrs, ning District because of violence between immediate

[R—

Wife battering is estimated to be the most frequently committed crime; and
yvet, 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 N I'ne fiscal year 1981 criminal justice
a separate crime category, thereby obscuring further the magnitude of domestic § { Planning District indicates that be%ween Jagiggyf?r ggigRappghSnnock
violence. Data regarding the nature and extent of domestic violence are ‘ : 1979. there were 974 domestic calls to four of the’la; e;fg:cemsg:mger o

resulting in 125 arrests. Warrants sworn against husbands totaled 13TTC;§§’

incomplete and unreliable. f{ i : .
5 ! 12 against wives for the same period of time,

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, Ariington County Police recorded 1,267

Domestic Violence Calls

Jan. 1, 1979 - Dec. 31, 1979

RN

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 I Number Numb
abuse. 1In Arlington it is estimated that as many as 3,600 hidden victims of d fﬁﬁﬂﬁaﬁ Domestic Calls S Aum er
chronic abuse are in need of services. Eleven percent (11%) of the reported ol . Pouse Assault Arrests
requests for police intervention, or as few as 155 cases received services of the X Caro]1ne County
Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Courts in 1979. Although the Department i Sheriff's Department 50
of Health Resources records approximately 280 requests from victims of abusey the .y ) . 55
enormity of needs presented by these families renders current resources : Fredericksburg
inadequate. . Police Department 225 28
The Central Virginia Planning District's criminal justice plan for fiscal ;L Spotsylvania County
! Sheriff's Department 375 NA

year 1981 jndicates that the number-of domestic violence cases coming to the
This violence occurs
Cy Stafford County

attention of social service agencies is steadily increasing.
Sheriff's Department 324 42

between members of the same family or between persons who live together in the
same household. This includes spouse abuse, chi’d abuse, abuse of parents by
children, sexual abuse of children, and other forms 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 Centra3l
Virginia Planning District suffer from domestic violence. These people are
victims of physical, psychological, emotional, and/or verbal abuse, .

TOTAL 974 125

e s e e

Each month the Lynchburg Police Department receives between 300 to 325 calls ‘ ‘
because of domestic violence. Other police officials in the Central Virginia i e
Planning District receive between 100 to 150 calls a month because of disturbances i I

in homes.
It was reported by Lynchburg Protective Services that they serve approximate- f 1 f

iy 50 to 75 children a month who suffer from child abuse or neglect because of
violence or conflict between parents. In addition, other agencies such as
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Spouse Against Spouse Warrants

Jan. 1, 1979 - Dec. 13, 1979

Locality Against Husbands Against Wives
Caroline 47 g
Fredericksburg 26 3
King George 2 1
Spotsylvania 55 :
Stafford 61

TOTAL 191 12

i jori f victims were females
Hospital emergency room data show the'm§30r1ty of vic '
between ihe ages of 18 to 44 who were victimized by either their husband or
another family member.

i i i istics for the Rappahannock
Rappahannock Council on Domestic V1o]gnce stat1§t1cs : ' .
P1ann1nngistrict showed 508 calls for assistance, with 216 c11epts ass1§ted in
some form by the shelter. A shelter was established and opened in Novem er,
1979, and served 13 clients during the first three months of operation.

Rappahannock Council on Domestic Violence

Dec. 1, 1978 - Nov. 30, 1979

‘ Information/ C]jentj
Locality Assistance Calls Assiste

e 10
Caroline 19 5
Fredericksburg 121 :
King George 8 -
Spotsylvania 149 o
Stafford 154 2
Other . 57

TOTAL 508 216

Shelter Residents

Nov. 2, 1979 - Jan. 31, 1980

Locality Number of Families
Caroline é
Fredericksburg .

King George

110
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Shelter Residents Cont'd

Nov. 2, 1979 - Jan. 31, 1980

Locality Number of Families
Spotsylvania . 4
Stafford 3
Other 1
TOTAL 13

In the New River Valley Planning District, the Women's Resource Center
operates a temporary shelter and reported providing shelter for 304 women and
children during 1979. They also reported there were no other documentable
data available from the criminal justice system or the social service
delivery system.

The City of Bristol, in Mount Rogers Planning District, reported their
Crisis Center assisted 389 individuals in 1979 who were in abuse situations.
The Bristol Police Department reported responding to 1,200 domestic violence
calls from April, 1979, to April, 1980. '

The City of Alexandria domestic violence program statistics are the most

comprehensive collected to date. The following information was provided in
the fiscal 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 called
police 57 47.9
Unknown 39 32.8
TOTAL 119

Battered Women's Support Program (BWSP) Referral Source

# %
Area shelter or crisis Tine 18 15.1
Police 9 7.6
Magistrate 1 .8
Friend or acquaintance 6 5.0
Court 3 2.5
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ﬁ ? By
i T
] -
Battered Women's Support Program (BWSP) Referral Source Cont'd. i : Client's Number of Children # o Duration of Abuse - # years # %
i
Social Services 14 11.8 | 0 15 1 -
Advertisement or phone book 7 5.9 : i 1.2 P 552 (1) i é flig ?gg
WEOP or RVCP 3 2.5 - 3-4 19 159  2-3 5 4.2
Church group : i ! 5 + 3 2.5 3+ 18 15.1
21 ty agency ? 4-2 - E Unknown 16 13.4 Unknown 20 16.9
rmy . o TOTAL ~ 119
Lawyer 1 -8 . , TOTAL 119
Unknown* 47 39.5 E |
TOTAL 119 E L Age of Client # %
*Prior to 12/78, referral source was not an intake -~ : { Years Weapon Involvement
question and so, "unknowns" are very high. i 5 4,2
i { gé—gg gg 'i'gg 10, o]r; 8.;3,‘}]{,, of thg c;ients
“ e - . specifically stated that the abuser
CITY OF ALEXANDRIA DOMESTIC VIOLENCE PROGRAM . . gé_zs 9 7.6 used a weapon.
7 - -40 11 .
June, 1978 ~ June, 1979 s j 1145 ; ?;
, _ P 46-50 3 2.5
) ) 5 I 51 + 4 3.4
Total Calls by Month # % Child Abuse Incidence # A i ! ?? _ Unknown 36 30.2
j § TOTAL 119
1978 Client stated that | ' : ; ;
Juns 3 2.5 husband/boy friend also 1 g i i Geographic Location of Chen;s .
July 1 .8 abused children . 9 . g ? Alexandria 79 56 5
August 6 5.0 No, abuser does not strike - Client by Race # % Arlington Co. 8 6.7
September 9 7.6 child 20 16.9 - i Fairfax Co. 5 4.2
October 13 10.9 Unknown 65 54.6 g “ : Other Virginia 1 .8
November 11 2.2 TOTAL  104* Ll Black 41 34,5 Wash., D.C. 1 8
December , 8 o7 L - . White 54 45,4 Mary]a’nd 3 2.5
1979 *15, or 12.7% clients had no children g | s Hispanic 1 .8 Other State 6 5.0
f_aguary lg 12% - Oriental 3 2.5 Unknown 23 19.3
ebruary. . ) . ' ] Unknown 20 16.8
March 10 8.4 BWSP Client Referrals # % - E . TOTAL 119 TOTAL 119
April 16 13.4 i : 1
May 9 7.6 Magistrate 18 10.2 : i
June 13 10.9 Lawyer 40  22.6 |
TOTAL 119 Social Services 13 7.3 e Shelte 9
Employment Services 19  10.7 E i ==eer # % Alcoho] Invol vement f g
Client by Marital Status # % Counseling et 33 1%615 -
Program in client's area . . BWSP purchased 9 7.6 Yes 37 31.1
rgarm'ei ; 82 7g8 g%;iggﬁce 1? gg 1 BUSP hssisted 18 10.2 No 22 18.5
eparate . ' ) . ¢ L Client arranged 21 17.6
Divorced 7 5.9 Protective Services % g - - Client remaining at Unknown 60  50.4
31{:9]8 13 lgg ggzglta] ,, 1 "3 i 1 present site 7 5.9
nknown _ . . : N Unknown outcome of shelter : TOTAL 119
TOTAL 110 No referral — 1%3 10.7 req. 13 10.9
i s No shelter request 47  39.5
&‘ ; g Unknown 4 3.4
} TOTAL 119
i {7
22‘ 1313
I
i
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DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

PROBLEMS:

. . 3
The first and foremeost problem in this area 1s the'lggksozfdgg;ZEE?Eble dat
jlable to assess accurately the nature, extent, and_v1c 1mth Jdomestl
aY?ﬂence in the Commonwealth. Lack of data also comp11caﬁgs eb]em e it
xétermining responsibility for exploring and addressing tnis pro s

crosses many agencies and professions.

Secondly, there is a need . for more specialized training of law enforcement

. oh

personnel in the handling of domestic.ca11s. gsigz 31??1;:dab;e$gwtgn$§$i2;;it
i rent standard operating proce

zggézgeZOdlgyrggzce the impact these calls have on the department and on the

individual officer. | §
i ommun i
In conjunction with law enforcement needs, there.1s also a]?ezi gggvgde y
programs to function as alternative resources for police, as we

. o . nd
services and shelter for victims and their f§m111es. Commun1t¥a;zareness an
education should be an integral service provided by these prog .
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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 Tocally 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 Tocal 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
¢linics, 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

services 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
detoxi fication 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 civic prevention efforts are conducted within 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-
ventjon 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 Tocal 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

Source:

TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION

Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980

Alcohol

- Program

Planning District 1 Community MH/MR
Services Board

Cumberland Plateau Community MH/MR
Services Board

Abingdon Local Alcoholism Services
Waddel1 Rehabilitation Center

Alpha House
Mount Rogers Community MH/MR
Services 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
Valley-Transitional Living Apartments

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

Pear Street

Shenandoah Lodge

Rockbridge Community MH/MR Services
Board

Valley Communtiy MH/MR Services Board

117

Nature of
Services

Outpatient
Qutpatient
Qutpatient
Residential
Detoxification
Residential
Outpatient
Outpatient
Residential

Residential

Residehtia];
Detoxification

Qutpatient
Transitional
Housing
Residential

Detoxification

Residential;
Residential

Outpatient
Qutpatient
Outpatient
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|
! |
: 3 1 TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION CONT'D
TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION CONT'D . i o
! g ) Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980
Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 - I z
! Alcohol
Alcohol } F .
—_— i R Planning Nature of
Planning Nature of a District Program Services
District Program Services 5; ; ‘
' ? ! 13 Southside Community MH/MR Services Board Qutpatient
7 Council on Alcoholism, Front Royal Detoxification § . )
Northwestern Mental Health Center Outpatient ;; ; f 14 Piedmont Area Community MH/MR _
Council on Alcoholism, Lord Fairfax S % Services Board Outpatient
Community, Inc. Residential | j Willow Oaks Farw Residential
T.H.E. Counseling Center of Winchester Outpatient s } , ) )
| o 15 Neeqle s Eye Residential
8 Prince William County Drug and Alcohol R ] Pubicon Alcoholism Program Outpatient
Program OQutpatient - % Detoxi fication
The New Beginning Residential {: | % ) . Residential
Fairfax Hospital Alcoholism Treatment i Project Jump Street Outpatient
Unit Detoxi fication E Richmond Aftergare Residential
FCAP Alcoholism Outreach Program Outpatient {1 _ i ) Hanover Community MH/MR Services Board Outpatient
Fairfax Local Alcoholism Service : Outpatient : : Chesterfield County Community MH/MR .
Alcoholic Rehabilitation, Inc. Residential : I Services Board ) OQutpatient
Alcoholism Treatment Program (Arlington) Detoxification - | Henrico Community MH/MR Services Board Outpatient
Alexandria Alccholism Services Program Outpatient; - . Richmond Metropolitan Hospital Detoxification
Loudoun County Community MH/MR Residential ~ : . . ) ]
Services Board Outpatient i L 16 Serenity Home Residential
’ ! Rappahannock Area Alcoholism Program Qutpatient
9 Culpeper Total Health Education Clinic Qutpatient 5o | . . .
Rappahannock-Rapidan Community MH/MR % \ 17 M1dd]e Peninsula Community MH/MR _
Services Board Outpatient | | Services Board (served by) Qutpatient
. . . f j
10 Full Circle House Residential ! ' . . .
Alcoholism Treatment Center Outpatient . 18 Middle Peninsula Community MH/MR _
David C. Wilson Neuropsychiatric Hospital Inpatient. : 5 Services Board OQutpatient
Qutpatient : -
Detgxifiéation ' 19 Petersburg LAS (Local Alcoholism Services) Outpatient
11 Alcoholic Rehabilitation Center of gi | | 20 Western Tidewater Community MH/MR _
Central Virginia Residential | } Services Board OQutpatient
ARISE Outpatient o Flynn House of Portsmouth, Inc. Residential
P N Chesapeake Substance Abuse Program Qutpatient
v 5 qut§mquth A]coho]ism.Services . Qutpatient
12 Alcoholism Treatment Center, Martinsville Outpatient - o Virginia Beach Community MH/MR .
Alcoholism Treatment Center, Danville Outpatient ; - Services Board ] ) Outpatient
Hope Harbor, Danville Residential g B Norfolk LAS (Local Alcoholism Services) Outpatient
House of Hope Alcoholic Treatment Center Residential | i 21 S . . .
Magnolia Serenity Home Residential ~ ‘ : erenity House ) Residential
i I Peninsula Alcoholism Services Qutpatient
‘ iﬁ Hampton Alcoholism Clinic Qutpatient
¥ s 22 Eastern Shore Commuinity MH/MR
g R ¢ Services Board Outpatient
o ’
118 . e 119
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Planning

District

State

Planning

District

1

Source:

TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION CONT'D

Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980

Alcohol

)
Program
Eastern State Hospital
Central State Hospital
Western State Hospital
Southwestern State Hospital

Medical College of Virginia

Drug Abuse

Program

Planning District 1 Community MH/MR
Services Board

Cumberland Plateau Community MH/MR
Services Board

Invest
Mount Rogers Community MH/MR Services
Board

Raft, Inc.

Mental Health Services of the Roanoke
Valley

Pockbridge Community MH/MR Services
Board

120

Nature of
Services

Detoxification;
Inpatient
Detoxification;
Inpatient
Detoxification;
Inpatient
Detoxi fication;
Inpatient
Detoxification;
Inpatient

Nature of

Service

Qutpatient Drug
Free

Outpatient Drug
Free

Qutpatient Drug
Free

OQutpatient Drug
Free

Qutpatient Drug
Free

Qutpatient Drug
Free

Residental Drug
Free

Transitional
Housing

Qutpatient Drug
Free
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Planning

District

7

10
11

12

13

14

15

“Source:

TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION CONT'D

Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980

Alcohol

Program

Shalom et Benedictus

Northwestern Community MH/MR
Services 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

121

Nature of
Services

Residental Drug Free

Qutpatient Drug Free

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

Residential Drug Free
Qutpatient Drug Free
Outpatient Drug Free
Outpatient Drug Free
Qutpatient Drug Free

Outpatient Drug Free;
Prison Drug Free

Outpatient Drug Free
Outpatient Drug Free

Outpatient Drug Free

Outpatient Drug Free

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

Outpatient Drug free
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) : | Prevention
TREATMENT AND REHABILITATION CONT'D . ‘i Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980
Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 j ’ Public
p : . . . .
Alcohol rogram Information Education Attitudinal Behavioral
Valley Area Comm. College X
Planning gatugsegf Ridge Street X X X
District Progran €rvices IMPACT X X
o ! Arise X X X X
. o Raft X X X
Chesterfield County Community MH/MR ) . ‘ New River Comm. College X X
Services Board Outpatient Drug Free i Richmond ADAPTS X X
Henrico Community MH/MR Services ) 3 A
eBgard Y Qutpatient Drug Free ; Raggzgiggock Drug Abuse X X X
. - Alexandria City Schools X X
Daily Planet Outpatient Drug Free { Alexandria CADEO X X X X
. : Hanover Qutreach X X X X
16 Rappahannock Area Community MH/MR ) 5 . - Powhatan Outreach X X
Services Board Outpatient rug rree gi Alcohol and Narcotics Council
dle Peninsula C ity MH/MR Services y of Virginia Churches X %
17 Middie Peninsula Communi ) 1 Chesapeake Schools X v X X
Board (served by) - the CARE PROGRAM Outpatient Drug Free - | Chesapeake Substance Abuse
) . [ ’ Program X X X X
18 Middle Peninsula Community MH/MR Services ] ) - " Alternatives X X X X
Board - CARE PROGRAM Qutpatient Drug Free N ‘ Bacon Street X X X X
: . ¢ Y Portsmouth MH/MR Services
19 Real House Qutpatient Drug Free i j Board X X X X
) . . Danville-Pittsylavania MH/MR
20 Virginia Beach Community MH/MR Services ent D Free Services Board X X X X
Board _ . Outpatient Drug Virginia Beach Comprehensive
Western Tidewater Community MM/MR ) . Services X X X
Services Board Qutpatient Drug Free Culpeper Substance Abuse
Norfolk Drug Abuse Services Board Outpatient Drug Free; Program X X X
Qutpatient Methadone Western Tidewater X X X
Chesapeake Substance Abuse 8UEP3E!EHE 8:33 E?g:_ i Real House X X X
th Drug Free Center utpatien ) !
Portsmou rus Residential Drug Free '
Portsmouth Drug Treatment Center OQutpatient Methagone;
Outpatient Drug Free In addition, the Virginia prevention system includes public information
and education services which are provided by a majority of the community
: ; Residential Drug Free services boards and the local alcoholism services agencies. Further, all
21 Action Committee to Stop Drugs Oe§1 tient Dru gFree school districts have a substance abuse education curriculum, and many
utpati D g Free: provide attitudinal programs emphasizing peer education (SODA).
Hampton Roads Drug Center Outpatient Drug Free;
Qutpatient Methadone
Alternatives, Inc. Outpatient Drug Free
Bacon Street Outpatient Drug Free
Eastern Shore Community MH/MR _
* Services Board Outpatient Drug Free
123
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE

IMPACTS AND GAPS:

Admissions to Treatment

According to the Virginia Substance Abuse Plan for FY 1979-1980, during

1 i : jded to 5,390
i 1978, publicly supported drug abuse servicCes were provi
;;iggls{ea;or the Zame time period, 19,280 persons enti;ed 3u§11?1ﬁssigpg:§33ams
ism treatment programs, an increase of 7% over the admissio
31ﬁ?281;$m1977. The Sirginia Substance Abuse.P1an gorfFY]lgzg;?gmszgﬁsiczgat
males between the ages of 20 and 29 are most 1n need OT alc i ,
49 and 30 and 39. The female
followed by males between the ages of 40 apd Male s of
i i 1ism services appears to be between the ag
population most in need of alcoho oS APPSO ean to be most i o
30 and 49 years. Persons between the ages of 18 a o
i i icti der 25 years of age appear mo
of services for narcotic add1gt1on. Persons un YA O A R olved than
i to be involved in barbiturate abqse, with males slightly
¥;§§}is.o According to treatment admission data, males under the age of 25 have

the highest rate of admission to treatment services.

Male admissions for all primary drug abuse categories were more frequent than

issi frequency of male admissions to
issions for females. For alcohol abuse, the .
zggatment was approximately five times qfeater than those for fema]is, for("see
narcotics abuse, 3.7 times; and for marijuana abuse, 2.3 times greater.

Tables 4-8 in Appendix 3.)

Arrests

an accurafe picture of the extent gf the.subgtance
y that substance abuse activ1ty_wh1ch is
Also, these data vary with the increase or
decrease in the activity of local and State law enforgement effart§ agd t?ﬁis
emphasis which law enforcement agencies place gg part;cu1g; ;;gritl$2e‘squad
i i locality. e number

e mey) othe from.1oca11ty e an also influence arrest data.

icers and other officers in less popu{ous areas can : :
gsggcwith these limitations, an examination of arrest data can reveal information

helpful to analyzing the type of problem in the State.

Arrest data do not prqvide_
abuse problem, since they 1dent1fy onl
visible to law enforcement agencies.

:na to information contained in the Virginia Substance Abuse
Plan,Agiozg;9€1980, the arrest rate for males was 408.76, and.28.44.fagtfeg11es.
Table 9 in Appendix 3 shows malesfaccounted f?gsigg Sgigwuﬁ¥zlngtEZJgrre§t Moo

. h the majority of persons ar 25 .
?ggifgg) fgltg?g%ks was h%gher. As shown in Table 10, Appeqd1ib39 thg 2;%2$st
arrest rates for alcohol law violations ogcurred gqnera11y in the Qorfor Al ot
localitities of the State. There was an increase 1In the arrigg7ran§ g
the fifteen localities for which data were available for FY a .

Persons between the ages of 18 and 24, and 35 and 59 experienced gge hlghest
arrest rates. The arrest rate for persons between the ages of 18 and wa
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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 males was lowest for the under 18 age
category and highest for the 18-24 age group. For females, the lowest
arrest rate 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 times (approximate) greater than that for females. (See
Table 11 in Appendix 3.)

There were 11,935 arrests for violations of the Virginia drug law
during fiscal year 1978. This number represents a 2.8% increase in those
arrests for fiscal year 1977. Drug abuse arrest rates were high in both
urban and non-urban localities of the State. Of the localities shown, the
highest drug arrest rates were for Richmond City, Emporia, and Norfolk; the
lowest rate was for Culpeper. (See Table 12, Appendix 3.)

Table 13 in Appendix 3 presents the number of arrests according to
substance and locality. Of the total arrests (4,818), 82% were for
violation of marijuana laws; 9% for other non-narcotics. The City of
Culpeper in Health Service Area (HSA) 1 experienced the greatest percent
(98%) of arrests for violation of marijuana laws; the City of Petersburg the
greatest percent (25%) of arrests for violations of opium, cocaine,
derivatives 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 blzcks was greater than for whites for all substances. The arrest
rates for males was seven times that for females. Additionally, the arrest
rate for males 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
higka: than for all other substances.

Drug Thefts

According to the Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980, drug
thefts from pharmacies, hospitals, manufacturers and doctor's offices
increased from 171 to 202 from fiscal year 1977 to 1978. This change
represented an increase of 18.1%. The volume of drugs stolen increased by
24.7%, with an increase in every category. Amphetamines 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 fiscal 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 Board 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
i1licit 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 alcohol related

accidents. The lowest rate for alcohol related accidents was for 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:

Number Percent
Deaths resulting from alcoholic psychosis 23 4.4
Deaths resulting from alcoholic addiction 83 16.0
Deaths resulting from alcoholism when associated
with emotional disorder 72 13.9
Deaths resulting from acute alcohol poisoning 68 13.1
Deaths resulting from unspecified alcoholism 57 11.0
Deaths resulting from alcohol cirrhosis of the
liver 215 41.5
518 100.0

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

Table 22 in Appendix 3 shows those localities of Virginia experiepcing 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 Towest (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. Wnile the
number of alconol 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 mortality rate for both white and black females is Tower
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 resulted from cirrhosis
of the Tiver. The mortality rate resulting from alcoholism associated with
emotional disorders was higher than that for all categories and highest for
the 65 years and older age group.

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

Hospital Emergency Visits

Statistical information rzgarding 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
emergencies for substance, 39.8% were alcohol related. The emergencies for
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 alcohol related emergency visits far exceeds the number reflected 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 visits were highest among persons under 18 years of age
except for black males. Black males experiencing the highest rates of
emergency visits were 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 services targeted to barbiturate,
sedative, and tranquilizer abuse. The Virginia Substance Abuse Plan for FY 1979-
1980 reports that in fiscal year 1978, Tess than 10% of those persons estimated to
be problem drinkers received alcoholism services. 1In 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
1imited 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 populatijon.

The organization and operation of substance abuse services in a manner which
promotes continuity of care for clients who require different types and /or 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 Tiving
facilities for women abusers not yet ready to return to their home enviromments.
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 "gatekeeper" 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. There is a lack of comprehensive alcohol services within each Health
Service Area, especially in rural or mountainous areas of Virginia.

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

3. 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 Tack 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 Tower
grades).

Criminal Justice Interface

1.

2.

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

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 SOLUTIONS (1981-1983)

CRIME PREVENTION

[f 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 pravention services to ali segments of Virginia'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;
2 providing technical assistance to citizens, law enforcement, and other govern-

li mental agencies involved in crime prevention, ard serving as a statewide crime
prevention clearinghouse.

; [} The State's crime prevention efforts, along with those at the local level,
o 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
accompl ished 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. '

-
[

POSSIBLE SOULTIONS (1981-1983)

; There is also a need to initiate community crime prevention at the local
Tevel. This could be accomplished by establishing and utilizing speakers' bureaus
. and by the development of Tocal 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
would be a coordinated network comprised of 1aw enforcement agencies, other
governmental agencies, service clubs, individual citizens, and community
organizations serving as resources. In order to fulfill their service delivery
role, members of 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
levels.

R ST R TR T TR

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 numbering system be
developed for operation identification, a program which calls for citizens
to place their social security number or an identifying number on all
personal property. When property is stolen in Richmond and recovered in
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.
1

One of the primary functions of the statewide crime prevention program
is to serve as a clearinghouse for crime prevention information. Accord-
ingly, the State should track appropriate federal, State, and local laws,
regulations, ordinances, and policies that might affect crime prevention,
and disseminate information to appropriate organizations throughout the
State. It should also keep abreast of crime prevention techniques and
concepts which have proven to be successful on a local, State, or national
level, and distribute this information to appropriate agencies and groups.
The clearinghouse weuld also serve as a repository for crime prevention
handouts and refarence materials which would serve as resources for groups
and agencies planning to develop printed materials or displays. Lastly, it
is necessary for the State to develop a mechanism which could share infor-
mation from national, State, and local crime prevention activities on a

timely basis. This could be accomplished through publication of a quarterly

newsletter which would summarize such activities and at the same time,
provide local crime prevention programs throughout the Commonwealth with
specific techniques which they could use to remove crime opportunities.
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LAW ENFORCEMENT

The introduction and assimilation of inte imi i
: . grated criminal apprehension program

confgpts.such as crime ana1y§1s, career criminal prosecution, directed patrg1 gand
gpp 1c§t1on.of crime prevention strategies would assist in improving the crimé

etection, 1nve§t1gqtjon? and apprehension capabilities of law enforcement agen-
%éiﬁéo1§g§ng th1: l1n$: it would also be useful to provide greater means of

ransver of successful, or proven conc i

Taw enforremenn sonnotes! s p epts and programs among various

Cooperation and coordination amon chilod]

g law enforcement agencies at the Tocal
§ta§e,.anq federal 1eve1s would improve services and lower costs, as would mufti-
Jurisdictional sharing and consolidation of selected resources.

There needs to be a better trainin i { i
g delivery system to enhance the effective-
gess]of 1aw enforcement.by providing basic, in-service, and specialized training
gr aw enforcgment off1cers. Thgre should also be a continous training program
gtagg Institution of higher learning for top law enforcement executives in the

Law enforcement could be more efficient and effecti i ini i
| : ective if administrative and
Gperational systems and procedures were improved and if hi ivi
were introduced and implemented. Prove Migh productivity concepts

Personnel retention could be improved and better qualified applicants
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ADJUDICATION

Judicial Education

As a result 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
training will be significantly reduced. Thus, a series of alternative
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:

ALTERNATIVE ONE: A Judicial Institute

A time schedule has been assigned to developing the plan
for the judicial institute. Information from existing judicial
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 Minimum Education Standards for
Magistrates

Magistrate minimum education standards were developed by the
Magistrate Education Committee and the 0.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 0.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 fopics te be covered
as needed.

ALTERNATIVE SIX: Reduction of Outside Consultant Use

[ e |

Py

As of the 1979 Fall conference cycle, the use of outside
consuitants 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 will 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 Tight of current budget
uncertainties, increased promotion of out-of-state training is
not being planned at this time. The 0.E.S. will continue to seek
additional funding for this program.

ALTERNATIVE NINE: Individual Visits to Correctional

Institutions

Eunding 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 determmined that the
lTeast 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 0.E.S. currently supplies only
the video tapes and lets the recipient use local pelice or
educational viewing equipment.

ALTERNATIVE ELEVEN: Certification Program for Magistrates

-
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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 comolete a six-month probationary period
before being appointed for a full term.

ALTERNATIVE TWELVE: Education Seminars for Ciréuit Court
Clerks

The Circuit Court Clerks' Conferences have been conduc-
ted semi-annually on a voluntary basis during the last two
years. ttendance has fluctuated between 20 and 60 clerks.

The 0.E.S. intends to continue with these seminars on at least a5

annual basis.

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

Orientation programs for judges, magistrates, and district
court clerks have been implemented. There is a five day
pre-bench orientation for new judges immediately after each
sassion of the General Assembly. Magistrates receive two days
of crientation 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 their appointment. Further refinement of these programs
is anticipated.

ALTERNATIVE FOURTEEN: A. District Court Clerks Certification

The certification program for district court clerks will
parallel the Magistrates Certification Program described in
Alternative Eleven. Its implementation date is scheduled for
July 1, 1981; however, this date could change based on lessons
from the magistrates program.

B. Mandatory Continuing Education
Requirement

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 0.E.S. staff members are
being developed. Funds for the reimbursement will be available
on Jduly 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

.I.

2.

Computer

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

Create a "blue ribbon" panel composed of attorneys, judges, and lay
persons to review existing sentencing procedures and report to the
legislature. :

Refer the issues surrounding sentencing to the Criminal Procedures
Commi ttee.

Options for the Virginia Judicial System

1.
2.

Proceed with systems development.

Obtain funding to develop all of the systems and the implementation
of a pilot program.

a. Case Management System

1 Indexing

V)

Docketing

W

)

)

) Basic Reporting
) Notice Generation
)

5) Management Reporting

b. Financial System

C. Support Payment System

Prioritize and develop the above systems.
a. Priority T Activities

1 Indexing

w M

)

) Docketing
) Basic Reporting
)

4) Financial Modules
b. Priority II Activities
1) Notice Generation

.2)  Support Payment Modules
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c. Priority III Activities 4. Provi
. ovide management trainin f
: 0
assistants, and members Ofgthe?ngﬁgﬁgzea1th's Attorneys, their
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1) Management Reporting

Victim, Witness, and Jury Assistance

%
b

1. Maintain existing victim/witness programs.

8 1
e

2. Encourage Commonwealth's Attorneys' Offices that do not have a

Career Crimij
victim/witness program to establish such a program. - 1nal Programs_to Enhance Prosecution

1

1. Maintain the curr
ent Tevel s .
throughout the Commonwea]th?f career criminal/major of fender programs

3. Encourage Tegislative action allowing each Commonwealth's
Attorney's Office to hire and maintain, at State expense, a
full-time victim/witness coordinator.

| Sipes

2. Increase the number of

care imi .
throughout the Commonwea]th?r criminal/major of fender programs

ey
ey

4, Retain current juror selection procedures and practices, but
institute methods for random selection in conformance with the

new law. — Competent Defense for Indigents

5. Study the various methods of randomization and implement the most 1. Continue th .
effective, efficient, and cost-beneficial alternative. _ € operation of existing defender of fices.
i 2. Furnish adequat
6. 1In line with the need to study various randomization schemes, study & 1a quate resources and training in substants
the operations of the trial jury system in a selected number of W to public defender personnel. ntive and procedural
jurisdictions. This could develop as a pilot .analysis of a metro- 77 3. Assis .
politan, a rural, and a combination of circuit courts. ﬂ? inter;g€h$nczﬂ£*§e;nsofartas can be done without any conflicts of
« ermination of indigency.
7. Sgek funding for a statewide analysis of trial jury system opera- . a 4. Evaluate the o . Y
tions. This type of study could include three parts--a study of the gg j? perations of the offices on a continuing basis
use of_mu]tip]e 1i§ts, a ana apa1y§1s study tq ascertain.how Ls i 5. Educate the public ) ) )
effective current jury utilization is, and an implementation phase indigents as to the availability of defense services fi
to assist interested circuit courts in improved jury management and i t * s tor
utilization. E; {5

Training for Prosecutors/Commonwealth's Attorneys

e

e mTme -
T
i,

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.

it
EN—

¥
[ Lot

2. Provide at least one in-state training program'a year for ‘5
Commonwealth's Attorrays, and their assistants. '

g
3
S ey

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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X QM Pursuant to Section 53-251.3 of the Code of Virginia, the State will be
o releasing offenders who have six months 1eft on their sentences via mandatory
ADULT CORRECTIONS parole:

‘w\! TSR

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
In July of 1978, legislation was implemented to allow comprehensive i | provided for in Section 19.2-308.1 shall be discharged

rehabilitative services for all offenders in need of transitional services: ';i 11 on parole by the Virginia Parole Board when six months

o , remain in the person's sentence until his date of

. ' ! final discharge; provided, however, each person so
Section 53-128.6. Authority of Director to establish, b F sentenced or committed shall serve a minimum of three

etc.; temporary room, board and counseling, etc., for ‘ v months of his sentence prior to such a discharge. Such
probationers and parolees. --The Director of the e ! . persons who are so discharged on parole shall be
Department of Corrections 1is herezy aughar;ied tﬁouses K f subject to a minimum of six months supervision and such

ish and maintain such a system oV haitway g an additional period of parole as the Board deems
z:tﬁZT;:y from time to time purchase, construct or P P

State and Local Adult Corrections

PO appropriate in accordance with Sectjon 53-255.
rent for the temporary care of adults whq are degmed . } ,i pprop
capable of participation therein. The Dlriﬁtor ;gnnel N k In addition, two new pieces of legislation were passed in the 1980 Session of
further authorized to employ necessary stati per the General Assembly:
for such facilities and to promulgate such ru{es and g ? , ‘
regulations for the operation of such facilities as q ;| , E Sections 53-128.16 through 53-128.21 added. Community
may be appropriate. The Director is further auth2f1ze 1 P Diversion Incentive Act. Establishes the Community
o advise and assist fndividuais, %;oups% g?:zz;:nlons Pl g . Diversion Incentive Act. Authorizes the Director of the
i i e esta : . ; ; s gs :
g? ﬁg??;ago;35222Tta}hzgg?iéiiolnmay, with the approval i' § Department of Corrections to assist localities in

L developing and entering into contracts to establish
community diversion programs. Authorizes such programs to
serve as alternative placements to correctional
insititutions for certain offenders. Provides funding

3 : _ incentives for these community-based services and requires

N the State Board of Correctjons to establish standards for

training. o may]purchage tﬁmg?{$€ﬁt?ggmszcsiEggrioind ; % | the programs. Establishes community corrections resources
training, counseling and renha A

of the Board of Corrections, provide minimgm standards - i
for the operation of said facilities and, 1f suqh £ | |
minimum standards are established, shall maintain a . | [
a list of approved halfway houses.
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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 rules and regu1at1ons
for the implementation of this provision which shall

onmiamon ras?

R boards, specifies their membership and prescribes their

responsibilities. H. 896; Ch. 300

Sections 53-166.1 through 53-166.2 added. Local work
release programs for offenders. Permits offenders who are
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ts of all locally adopted sentenced to confinement in Tocal jails and who are assign-

conform with the requirements of a 0c4 X ed by the court to a work release program to participate
zoning regulations in providing for services agthOPTZEd also in educational or other rehabilitative programs to
by this paragraph. (1968, c. 298; 13974, cc. 44, 45; : L supplement their employment. Provides that any offender
1978, c. 492.) gi ‘ ; i who 1gaves his place of employment or educational or

This is vitally important legislation in view of the impact that other o ‘% - rehabilitative program is guilty of a Class 2 misdemeanor

and shall be ineligible for further participation in a work
release program during his current term of confinement.
Permits wages earned by an offender in a work release
program to be paid to the administrator of the program with
specified deductions and distribution of the wages

‘ authorized. Defines "work release," "educational program"
Lo and "rehabilitative program." Authorizes furloughs from

; local work release programs in accordance with the same

criteria as furloughs from State work release programs.
H.129; Ch, 566

Jegislation, Section 53-251.3, effective July 1, 1979, will hqve on creating
a need for rehabilatative services for releasees from correctional . E
institutions. -,

s

Section 53-296 of the Code of Virginia which.mandated sentences for
additional time for recidivists was repea1ed.. Th1s helped to address
crowded conditions in State correctional institutions.
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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. Expand the role of substance abuse and community mental health
residential facilities in providing services for State and local
offenders.

2. Encourage general district and circuit courts to increage'u§e of
responsible probation for nondangerous offenders, by utilizing
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. Increase services and 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 initiztad by the
Department of Corrections; by renovating and expanding existing
facilities, constructing new facilities, and through increased
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 of '
being drunk in public, which should help reduce the large percentage of jail
commi tments which are attributed to public drunkenness.

During fiscal years 1978 and 1979, the Division of Justice and Crime
Prevention identified a statewide need to assist local units 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 visit was made to the Minnesota Department of Corrections to discuss
their jail pianning methodology which supported their Community Corrections Act.
The Virginia Department of Corrections has, for a long time, subsidized Tocal
adult detention facilities, 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
serving 16 cities and/or counties. In addition, eight other localities were
provided on-site technical assistance concerning jail or juvenile secure
detention. As part of the 1980-1983 planning effort by the DJCP, twelve Tlarge
cities and counties were provided with a jail profile package containing four
years of offense-based data by sex and adjudicatory status; frequency of
population charts, and daily population charts. Currentiy, there are three local
adult detention studies in progress, with six to eight planned for the coming
year., : :

Last year, the Adult Services Subcommittee 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 complieted in June of 1980,

By October of 1980, the State will have four years of data available from the
Of fender 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 Tocal detention
planning methodologies.

Based upon information now availahle, the following actions would help to
alleviate many of the problems which local adult detention centers are now
experiencing:

1. Improve and implement a Tocal adult detention planning methodology
for Virginia.

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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7.

i ini ds for planning, design,
Tement comprehensive minimum standar ' ]
égastruction, operation, and programs for local adult detention

centers.

Provide assistance to local detention centers deemed suijtable for
renovation/expansion.

Assist local units of government to cons?rqct new regigna] adult
detention centers which meet or exceed minimum standards.

Expand statewide the level of adult detention programs and services.

Training and Education of Adult Correctional Personnel

With increasing jail and prison popz1?§102§, ]g?alx?:iiﬁ;a:ﬁpgg:gezzaff
i i i i imi he utilization
tional institutions would maximize t 1za tional
iri asi i fficer training for all correc .
by requiring basic gorrect1ona1 0 0 Sonnel working directly with
nnel. This wouid help ensure that all per ’ Y
gigzzdgrs have the basic training necessary to perform satisfactorily

Other actions which would upgrade correctional personnel and enhance

their

1.

retention on the job include:

Maintain and/or increase the level of effort for correctional
training statewide.

Explore the feasibility of expanding corrgctiona] curricula within
regional criminal justice training academies.

Study current correctional officer personnel classification pro-
cedures and salary scales.
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JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION

Prevention
rigvention

,...
oy
RS-

1. Convene local and State issues study groups to identify and resolve con- -

flicts in policies, procedures, and practices of eleven State agencies and
their local counterparts.

Yy st

2. Develop and implement an "ideal" service delivery model in one locality.,

el 3

_r 3. Evaluate the model and Prepare a report suggesting changes in legislation,
A policies, and procedures of the agencies involved.

b ! 4. Conduct an evaluation of school alternative programs.

A |

, 5. Promote a close working relationship between the DJCP and the Department
! % of Corrections H. B. 1020 Coordinator and regionail prevention specialists
y ! to encourage evaluations of prevention programs, and to review existing

efforts, both State and national.

ﬁ: . é 6. Provide program development and funding assistance to localities which
* 4 currently have little or no access to prevention programs.

Promote a close working relationship between the DJCP and local and
regional units of govermment to encourage local maintenance of juvenile
justice and delinquency prevention planning capabilities. Encourage

z Department of Corrections regional staff to assume these planning efforts
) : E where gaps exist,

e

e
~
-

f B 8. Encourage agencies not traditionally thought of as part of the juvenile
Y :

At ‘ ! justice system to become actively involved in delinquency prevention
iﬁ ) planning.

Continue to monitor and offer technical assistance in the upgrading of
existing prevention programs in the State.

ety

L 4
Xel
-

» , 10. Offer program development and funding assistance for statewide training of
? existing prevention services personnel.

o
ianiatiy

oy

i”g Law Enforcement
|

=

1. Provide program development and funding assistance to law enforcement
agencies wishing to create juvenile units.,

FEE
ey
—
N
.

Continue to monitor and of fer technical aassistance and training informa-

. P tion to upgrade existing law enforcement juvenile units.,
&ﬂ E }} 3. Establish specialized Jjuvenile training at the regional training academies
% through cooperative efforts between DJCP and the Criminal Justice Services
£ Lo Commi ssion.
i
¢ }* gg 4. Upgrade the quality and access time of police data through cooperative
" 3 efforts of the DJCP, the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
@g i fﬂ Advisory Council, and the State Police.
e ! g&
?
¢

pomarem——ry
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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'

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

Corractions.

Encourage appropriate State agencies to design a statewide computerized
juvenile facilities information system. Provide program development and
funding to one State agency to implement the information system, with
technical assistance in maintaining the system provided by DJCP.

Encourage evaluation of diversion programs and review of existing State
and national efforts by State and local service delivery agencies.

Monitor and offer technical assistance to upgrade and consolidate existing
diagnostic services at the Tocal level, and encourage localities to use
local services in lieu of 30-day commitments to the Reception and

Diagnostic Center.

Encourage the creation and implementation of a centralized, locally based
information system (bank) for use by all referral agencies, and link the
system to the court services information system for tracking prior
services offered to youth coming in contact with the juvenile justice

system.

10. Monitor public and private residential facilities for compliance with JJDP

Act requirements, reporting violations of the Act and the Code of
Virginia, along with recommendations for acticii. -
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Detention

;E l. Offer t i i isti
; LE . echnical assistance to existing outreach and Tess-s j
i programs in court screening and placement procedures, scure detention
f T 2. Encourage secure detention programs to s i
; %g as possible. prog creen and place youth as quickly
L 3. Provide program development and fundin i i ¢4 ;

. g assistance to localit il

[, to establish Tess-secure detention programs. 1es wishing

N 4. Encourage and offer training f j i i BE
D g for judges in the availab
| 2? of Tess-secure alternatives. 117ty and proper use
- 5. Encoura Tuti ] ] ; ; .
L ge resolution of Tegjslative and policy conflicts which f
L lines of responsibility for transportati j j o gorruse the
! f} tion facilitioe. p 1on of juveniles to and from deten-

i 6. Provide program development, technical i i

I ] s Cnnic assistance, and funding, where
13 appropriate, to upgrade the facilities and programs of the 15 detention

facilities in the State.

Study and implement possible solutions to the hous: .
i i : ousing o -
Juveniles in detention facilities. g of post-trial

Mom'tgr3 and offer technicq] assistance and funding, where appropriate, to
Tocalities and State agencies to upgrade present transportation services.

Monitor on an annual basis all secure detenti iliti i
C : on facilities for compliance
with JJDP Act requirements and the Code of Virgini i i i
) nia, report
along with recommendations for action. ? Porting vielations,

Resolve legislative, policy, and procedural confli ;
oo s > nflicts wh
over utilization of detention beds. fch encourage

Encourage and of fer appropriate trainin i
g for detention home personnel
through the Department of Corrections DJCP, and irgini i
- ’ ’ th
Of ficers Association. ¢ firginia Juvenile

} i .
, yﬁ Jails
, 1. Provide program development and fundin i iti ishi
: ‘ am g assistance to localiti
) ! to implement jail alternatives. s wishing
j -
- 2. Encourage the Departmenit of Correctiors and the State Conference of
: Z Juvenile Court Judges to offer training for intake officers and Jjudges in
Iy the need for and proper use of alternatives to jailing.
f . 3. Encourage the Division for Children to d i i
; ) evelop and launch a media ca
_g concerning the need for alternatives to jailing. mhaTan
; 4. Offer program development, technical assistance, and funding, where
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10.

11.

appropriate, to upgrade facilities and services for juveniles in jails
certified to house juven:ias,

Encourage the Department of Corrections anq the Vifginia Sheriffst
Association to offer specialized training in juvenile areas to Jjail
personnel.

Encourage the State Compensation Boaqﬁ to upgradg positions and salaries
for jail personnel involved in juvenile programming.

Conduct an impact analysis of the effects of removing juveniles from
Virginia's jails.

Implement and monitor the recommendations resulting from the impact
analysis.

Revise the standards for jails through the cooperatjve effqr?s of the DJCP
and the Department of Corrections, and continue their participation on
jail certification teams.

Encourage the Department of Corrections to_certify only those jails which
can guarantee adequate separation of juveniles from adults.

Monitor all jails on an annual basis for comp{iancg with JdJDP ect o
requirements and the Code of Virginia, reporting violations, along wit
recommendations for appropriate actions.

Court Dispositional Alternatives

1.

2.

Of fer program development and funding assistance to localities wishing to
implement court dispositional alternative programs.

Encourage and offer training for juvenile court judges in dispositional
alternatives.

Conduct a needs assessment of the juvenile court service un1t§ resulting
in recommendations for changes which would standardize operations. Im-
plement and monitor these changes.

i i i i duct research in the
Encourage public and private organ1zat1ons.to conduc '
causes of delinquency and recidivism. Review existing and future studies
on the State and national level.

i i i development and im-
Encourage and provide technical assistance for.the .
plementation of a court-based case management information §ystem to be
tied into the community-based information system and the direct care
information system.

Encourage court service units to work closely with public and private
agencies involved with service delivery to youth.

Encourage and make available training in juvenile-specific areas for
Commonwealth's Attorneys.
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Institutional Services

1. Encourage and support the upgrading of positions and salaries for
Tearning 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 Tearning centers.

4. Seek accreditation for all Tearning 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 Diagnostic Center, and develop solutions for the problems
identified.

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
between learning center personnel and court aftercare workers through

training, joint staffing 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
Taunching a public education/relations effort.

12, Monitor the existing Reception and Diagnostic Center transportation
system, and offer technical assistance and funding, if appropriate, for

upgrading services 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 recommendaticns for appropriate actions.

Aftercare Services
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1. Determine the need for creation of specialized aftercare units in juvenile
court service units.

2. Provide technical assistance and funding, where appropriate, to Jocalities
wishing to establish aftercare units.
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DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

i Tocal court service units to (i -
Department of Corrections and | cE ? 1 | '
3. Encourage the P ~esources in delivering services to youth in State i zl 1. Develop and mplement pilot programs within regional academies for both
pool transportation res

. ! basic and in-service training.
care. .

. a
4. Provide funding to aftercare units which do not have adequate transport

%
ﬂﬁ* ,I 2. Develop and implement four to six community programs to provide services
tion resources.

and shelter for victims and their families,

[SS—

‘ 3. Provide technical assistance to three to six localities and/or communities
|

P interested in establishing programs to redyce the incidence of domestic

|

( .
|

|

|

4
z} 4. Assist the Department of Welfare in establishing a service delivery
network within the State to address domestic violence issues and victims.

[T

1 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. v
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SUBSTANCE ABUSE

o Continue House of Thought - Powhatan

Treatment and Rehabilitation Ji [ ] 5?Eﬁb;::2tzgzsﬁggg? abuse services in those remaining institutions
1. Maintain and expand substance abuse services (alcohol) in those areas -
of the State currently without minimal services, i.e., rural and € 2. Expand community services board substance abuse services for treat-
mountainous. i ment, screening, referral, and aftercare to offenders in local jails,

2. Establish intensive community-based treatment programs to replace

current State hospital services. j 3. Continue the Justice-Treatment Interface Training Program.

Mmew

%
eCentral State : .. 4. Identify and survey all planned and projected si i
etastern State ig ] inebriate detox and protective serviZes? sites for public
ellestern State - } 5. 1 the uti]
) . « Increase the utilization of community-based subst
3. Explore the feasibility and establish two to four programs to address E as alternatives to incarceration forythose offezd::gewﬁgu:iepgsgcams

the special needs of the elderly, women, and chronically dependent ) i stance users and abusers.,

individuals: ; |
- ‘ 6. Develop and/or revise interagency agreements among all State agencies

eTo improve existing services and activities for special populations g% . ! W1t? égst1ce-treatment interface responsibility by December 31, 1980
: including: > ?
oTo increase services and resources specifically designed to assist
target populations i N ¢ The Department of Mental Health and Merital Retardation
v & o The Department of Corrections ‘
! ® The Division of Justice and Crime Prevention
Prevention/Education 3 ® The State Supreme Court
{ . o The State Board of Pharmacy
1. Maintain and expand current prevention programs and services within ) %ﬁ o The Department of State Police

the Commonwealth. - =t ¢ The Division of Consolidated Laboratories

B e The Department of Transportation

2. Expand distribution of prevention/education materials oriented
towards youth, blacks, and women.

3. Continue the National Institute of Alcoholism and Alcohol Abuse 0
replication projects in Henry and Franklin County Schools.

Pk
o—

Sl

4. Continue the National Institute on Drug Abuse State Prevention Coordin-
ator program, which provides regional prevention coordinators in two
rural health service areas (H3A T and III).

6‘;‘.‘1“:: i"i‘”‘ f

5. Identify and catalog prevention models for specific target groups,
j.e., elderly, youth, and minorities for the development of new i

programs within the State. ™

b :

6. Continue development of guidelines for prevention program operations. e } i
;‘;ﬂ

-
i

H

Criminal Justice Interface

1. Maintain and expand services currently provided in State correctional
institutions for substace abusers.

{==3

e Continue Unicom House - Staunton

F

e
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Appendix 1
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Appendix 1

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

twelve localities as shown in Figure 6 is obtained by:

E =R, where
A

E = Estimated number of crimes,

R = Total reported crimes for UCR for
the 12 localities,

A=

National Crime Survey percentage of
total crimes actually reported.

Values for R and A are shown in the table.

Robbery Burglary Larceny
R 3,533 30,895 78,222
A .555 .488 .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 trial. To meet the court's needs the term of jury service was
administratively 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 regularly scheduled, but this is the exception, not the rule.

The one day/one trial jury system has several unique characteristics:

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
previously spent waiting for a juror to be seated or challenged. There is always
a possibility, of course, that a juror could be selected for a protracted case,
but this is not Tikely as the national average for the length of jury trials in
the United States is between one and three days.

A disadvantage, 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-third of the man days used for jury selection could be eliminated by
the reusing of jurors.

In addition to Harris County, Texas, several other jurisdictions have
implemented one day/one trial jury service in some form. While 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 available to a
court system, and the results indicate that excuses from jury services ara
reduced, as fewer people are inconvenienced by being called to serve. Satisfac-
faction on the part of those individuals completing jury service is higher because
of the highly visible 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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Appendix 3

Appendix 3

TABLE 4

Total Clients in Treatment By
Primary Drug of Abuse

FY 1978
\ Narcotics 2321 43
Marijuana 1247 23%
Alcohol 649 12%
Barbiturates/
Sedatives/
Tranquilizers 384 7%
Hallucinogens 186 3%
Amphetamines 175 3%
Cocaine 82 2%
Inhalants 25 1%
Over the Counter 1 * i
Other and Unknown 310 6% |

*Less than 19

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980
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TABLE 5 ) . TABLE 7
i :
Admissions to Programs Reporting to i EI ;
Client Oriented Data Acquisition Process (CODAP) '& v PF;Zin¥0Dng SZPQS$::12ﬁ*Sex
By Primary Drug of Abuse ’ FY 1978
7
FY 1978 ﬁ 5) bt .
Fiscal Year 1978 Fiscal Year 1977 ' 20bstanee Male Female
i ; Alcoh .
Narcotics 1,342 (39%) 1,721 (46%) él Nareou] %83 150
Marijuana 861  (25%) N4 (24%) ! | M ne 30 13
o arijuana 3.13 1.35
é;ig?glrates/ 402  (12%) 482  (13%) y _ Barbiturates/Sedatives/Tranquilizers .94 .59
Aok || fuenecamines, 4 18
Tranquilizers 293 ( 8%) 209  ( 6%) Inhalants 08 .02
A11 Other and Unknown 582 (16%) 434 (12%) % : ) |
3,480 (100%) 3,760 (100%) i [t *Based on population 15 years of age and older
Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 ") ,l Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980
i {
i |
" | TA
, BLE 8
TABLE 6 vl % { . Primary Drug of Abuse by Age
4 P 0 ation*
Primary Drug of Abuse by Race o o ,ggolgggu1at1on
Per 10,000 Population* N
FY 1978 % § Substance Under 18 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-59 60+
Substance White Black Alcohol 22.54 38.23 52,17 77.53  56.67  21.67
- ' Narcotics .41 6.26 9.27 1.58 .15 .03
Alcohol . 46.70 42.20 ine H Marijuana 18.65 3.18 .94 .10 .01 .03
Narcotics 1.47 12.87 ' Barbiturates/
Marijuana 2.27 1.74 - Sedatives
z;;g;g:r?gzz/Sedatives/Tranqui“%izers gg 2(3) { { Tranuﬂizér‘s 2.39 2.00 .74 .43 .03 .03
2tam . . - Amphetami nes .99 .93 .42 .12 .02
Cocaine 1 .50 . Hallucinogens 1.64 .95 .24
?a;l¥c1gogens -gi -ég §§ ﬁi Inhalants .44 .08 .04
nhalants . . }
“Based on population 15 years of age or older ' *Based on population 15 years of age and older
- g gf o
! Source: Virginia Subst Abuse Plan, F -
Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 . z( ==L L 1an» Pl
()
|
j
7;5‘
f
4
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TABLE 9

Alcohol Arrests by Sex and Race
Per 10,000 Population*

FY 1978
Male Female White
408,76 278.44 160,26

*Based on populations 15 years of age and over

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980

TABLE 10

Localities With Highest Alcohol Arrest Rates
Per 10,000 Population

Locality 1978
Norton 979.53
Galax 602.74
Harrisonburg 530.20
Giles County 524.46
City of Roanoke 497.88
Bristol 472.24
Buchanan County 439,91
Bath County 430.89
Petersburg 422,17
Staunton 421,92
Lexington 417.08
Winchester 409.34
Wythe County 388,37
Scott County 360.83
Martinsville 352.54
Danville 348.80
Charlottesville 341.74
Tazewell County 340.14
Fairfax City 337.00
Emporia 333.45
Falls Church 304.98
Buena Vista 299.24
South Boston 287.02
Russell County 271.02
Warren county 264,02

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980

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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Under 18
18-24
25-34
35-44
45.59

60 +

TABLE 11

Alcohol Arrests by Age and Sex
Per 10,000 Population*

Male

75.65
524.23
397.10
508.67
410,47
171.90

Fy 1978

Female

61.58
36.68
29.60
44,25
34.47

7.92

*Based on population 15 years of age and over

Source:

Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980

Source:

TABLE 12

Localities With Highest Drug Arrest Rates
Per 10,000 Population

Richmond City
Emporia
Bristol
Norfolk

Bland County
Falls Church
Fairfax City
Petersburg
Staunton

Galay

Virginia Beach
Chesterfield County
Roancke City
Hopewe1ll
Culpeper

FY 1978

Virginia 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
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Locality

Richmond City
Emporia
Bristol
Norfolk

Bland County
Falls Church
Fairfax City
Petersburg
Staunton

Galax

Virginia Beach
Chesterfield County
Roancke City
Hopewel1
Culpeper

TABLE 13

Arrests by Substance

FY 1978

Opium, Cocaine

R R TSN A S A

=

Derivatives and Other
Marijuana Synthetic Narcotics Non-Narcotics
1,222 (78%) 159 (10%) 195 (12%)

39 (95%) 1 (2.5%)

143 (96%) 5 (3%) (1%)
1,488 (79%) 19 (1) 167 (9%)

28 ($0%) 3 (10%)

28 (53%) 2 (4%) 23 (43%)

68 (73%) 25 (27%)
128 (70%) 46 (25%)

89 (97%) 3 (3%)

21 (81%) 5 (19%)
818 (91%) 62 (7%) 16 (2%)
342 (89%) 6 (1%) 38 (10%)
295 (81%) 30 (9%) 38 (10%)

53 (76%) ? (gé) 13 (18%)

56 (98%

4,818 %821; % 531 (9%)

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1-80

Substance

Marijuana

Opium, Cocaine
Derivatives and
Synthetic Narcotics
Other Non-Narcotics

TABLE 14

Arrests by Race and Substance
Per 10,000 Population*

FY 1978

White

19.1

l5
.0

Ny

*Based on population 15 years of age and older

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

Marijuana

Opium, Cocaine
Derivatives and
Synthetic Narcotics
Synthetic Narcotics
Other Non-Narcotics

TABLE 15
Arrests by Sesx aﬁﬂwSubstance
Per 10,000 %ssuiation
FY 1978
White
43,62

*Based on population 15 years of age and older

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980

e v’
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Substance

Marijuana

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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TABLE 17 - |
7 11 Alcohol Related Accidents
B . FY 1977
Total Drug Thefts by Volume .
Reported in Dosage Units 7 i Percent
% Change ﬁ 3 Alcohol Involvement Fatal Injury Property Damage Total of Total
EY 75 FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 Over FY 77 _ .~ Alcohol Related 379 8,734 12,056 21,169 14.87%
202 +18.14 j l‘ Not Alcohol Related 373 27,922 75,502 103,797 72.96%
o 2o : Unkown 247 3,140 13,919 17,306 12.17%
Thefts 322 196 171 , , ,
ﬁngggigf 365,521 363,047 116,692 155,928 IZS‘?% irqini Q
Am hetam;nes 195,993 77,996 39,129 66,322 : 2-5% ¥ 1 - Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980
Barbi turates 8,209 187,020 76,876 AR i35, 29 )
i ts 104,086 - 52, , >S y
822:: S:;T:]sgra‘nts 170,152 204,144 156,169 181,230 +16. 1% 73 ,{ TABLE 20
884,916 415,686 518,557 24 . Localities With Highest Rates of
Total Volume 1,184,001 , Alcohsi Related Accidents
s e - » FY
Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 g J 1977
Rate Per
' i ’ # of Alcohol % of Total 10,000
& j - Locality Related Accidents Accidents Population j
. . . Craig County 33 35,861 84.23 k
TABLE 18 [g {} Rockbridge County 106 19.37% 63.49 i
3 New Kent County 50 20.24% 63.16
0 Thefts by Volume and Type 7 Fairfax County 131 13.10% 62.62
Total Drug {l Alleghany County 73 19.83% 61.03 ;
: [ , Martinsville 107 16.26% 58.67 :
FY 1975 FY 1976 FY 1977 FY 1978 — Frederick County 164 22.37% 57.07 ;
Percent Percent Percent Percent . g Spottsylvania County 172 18.419 56.50 ;
of of of of g‘ Ii Isle of Wight County 117 20.96% 55.03
Dosage Total Dnsage Total Dosage Total Dosage Total ~Albemarle County 275 18.28% 54.90 !
0% 155.928 30.1% y Clarke County 48 21.71% 54.62 ;
. .9% 363,047 41.0% 116,692 28.0% , - 1% ; { Goochland County 62 20.12% 54,39 !
Narcotics igg’géé 32 2% 77,996 8.8% 39,129 9.4% 66,325 12.8% ] | Greensville County 53 21.54% 53.43 |
Amphetamt nes 348,249 29.4% 187,020 21.1% 76.876 18.5% 78,816 15.2% Suffolk County 256 18. 144 52.78 |
Barbiturates 104,086 8.8% 52.709 5.9% 26.820 6.5%  36.266 6.9% . 1 Stafford County 81 . 13.17% 52.03 :
Other Deomaiants 170,152 14.3% 204,144 23.0% 156,169 37.6% 181,230 35.0% {E f{ Dinwiddie County 103 23.19% 51.35 ]
Other Depressants ’ : ’ 518.557 1001 ' - Norfolk 1,406 13.46% 50,32 |
884,916 100% 415,686  100% > , Petersburg 223 15.47% 50,29 !
Total Volume 1,184,001 : [{ Floyd county 51 24.87% 49.95 |
L \ , FY 1979-1980 v Buckingham County 56 26,04y 49.93 i
Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan Rappahannock County 28 17.39% 49,88 §
N Virginia Beach 1,147 16,58% 49,19
{} Bland County 27 18.49% 48,75
Galax City 32 11,94y 48,71
Louisa County 80 17.42 47.84
:
E Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980
%
d l63
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TABLE 21 - ; gﬁ |
Driver Age by Alcohol Involvement E 1 ) TABLE ¢2 (Cont'd)
FY 1977 U Localities With Highest Alcohol Related
% of Per 10,000 7 Mortality Rat?s
Number Total Drivers ~ Population ) . rz ' CY 1978 (Cont'd)
Under 16 52 ‘ 2% 2.79% - i Numbar M°g:$‘18¥0%gte
16-19 4184 18.1% 107.18 | 5 Locality of Deaths Po u]a’Eion
20-24 5990 25.9% 115.60 : Z e —_— foputation
25-34 5738 24.8% 69.2 - ! Danville 16 2.40
35-44 3075 13.3% 51.3 I Caroline County ' 4 2.40
45-54 2197 9.5% 40.3 - 1 { Norton » 1 5 33
R 1082 e 227 . B Accomack County 7 2.19
Unknown 507 2.2% __: : T L.ynCthPg 15 2.16
. = o Northumberland County 2 2.11
; : , |
*Bésed on population 14-15 years of age ﬁ o Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980
Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 : - U
. ’ y ]
TABLE 22 { »f'
Localities With Highest Alcohol Related ) L
Mortality Rates B
E‘? § - Alcohol Deaths by Race and Sex
Mortality Rate iR n . Per 10’8301835“1 ation
Number Per 10,000 k
Locality of Deaths Population ﬁ ‘ A White Black White Black
. . ¢ ) N .
King and Queen County 3 5.31 (8. ; | \ No. Male No. Male No. Female No. Female
K " i :
m ngzncgﬁrr'ge i gﬁ‘; - ooaml ‘ Alcoholic Psychosis 13 .06 3 07 4 .02 3 .06
Highland coujr:t 1 3'20 j . Alcoholic¢ Addiction 39 .19 26 .59 11 .05 7 .15
Soath Boston Y 5 2'96 ' . ‘ Unspecifiad Alcoholism 30 A5 . 21 A8 6 .03 0 -——
Charlotessville 12 2.93 ' 17 MWhen Associated With
Nottoway Count 4 5.6 ¥ Emotional Disorder 18 .09 8 .18 37 .17 9 .19
Martineyille c 274 L g Cirrhosis of Liver 111 54 44 99 39 .18 21 .44
Cumberland County 5 5.72 _ | Acute Poisioning 3_2@‘3 .14 23 52 11 .05 5 .11
Middlesex County 5 5.66 ; % TOTAL 240 1717 125 2.84 108 51 45 .95
Radford 3 2.59 e e Udedas
Brunswick County 4 2.58 [ Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980
Craig County 1 2.55
Wythe County 6 2.53 g
Northampton County 4 2.52 I
Richmond City 55 2.50 ,; ‘
Roanoke Ctiy 27 2.50 § »
Washington County 10 2.47 . P .
James City County 5 2.46 . S 3
164
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TABLE 26
TABLE 24

Accidental Drug Deaths by Age and Drug
Per 10,000 Population

pm g

Alcohol Deaths by Age
Per 10,000 Population

CYy 1977
CY 1978 §§ f
‘ " 14-17  18-24  25-34  35-44  45-59  60-64 65 +
15-17 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-59  60-64 65 + .
‘ 2 gﬁ 3 Opiates and Other
. : 01 .02 .08 .24 . | ' Analgesics and
s . . :
ﬁ}zgggl}ﬁ Zjﬁgggign .07 .20 .44 .72 .33 Antipyretics .01 .03 .01 .05 .02
Unspecified Alcoholism .01 .05 .18 .37 .29 .13 »{f I art e ates and
When Associated With 1.51 ) . Oar iturates an
Emotional Disorder .01 .14 . ther Deprgssants ;
Cirrhosis of Liver .13 J2  1.44 1.06 .55 ~ {z and Hypnotics .03 .03 .03 .04
Acute Poisoning .03 .05 .22 .42 §;%i '5;%% E ” poh |
TOTAL .03 ~oT 31 133 205 .79 . . mphetamines .01
Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980 E t Cocaine 06
4
‘ ] Other and Unspecified .05 .04 .06 LTS § S ]
. { TOTAL .08 L .06 12 .18 .05 .18
-E | Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980
TABLE 25 {4
TABLE 27
i 1 Drug Deaths by Race, Sex, and Orug [ -
Accidenta Peg 15,000 Pzpu1ation - , ( Hospital Emergency Room Visits by Substance
CcY 1977 i% i FY 1978
Opiates and Barbiturates and { I
Otﬁer Analgesics  Other Depressants  Amphet- _ Other and gE , # of % of
and Antipyretics and Hypnotics amines Cocaine U"??eg‘* 85 Substance Incidents Total
ie .
g { Heroin 18 .2
. .01 .01 .01 .07 g: . Me thadone : 15 .2
‘é?lﬁff T«Z}Z i .02 .02 .07 Opiates 94 '
White Female 02 .02 .005 .005 .05 . Barbiturates/Tranquilizers/
311 : Female ' .02 .02 E? 3 Sedatives 1,194 12.3
Toigl Male .008 012 ,012 .068 V) Amphetami nes 127 1.3
Total Female .015 .019 .004 .004 .046 . Cocaine 21 .2
Total White .014 014 .002 .007 .06 1 H Al cohol » 3,870 39.8
Total Black .022 011 .044 | . Haliucinogens 90 ‘g
OXOTAL Tz o 007 008 ~057 Cannabis 54 .6
) . 3 {I Velatile Substance 125 1.3
. Virgini Plan, FY 1979-1980 Ei : . QOther 2,252 23.2
Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Pla t o ation 2.2 23.2
~ Unknown 697 7.2
% il TOTAL 9,716 100%
1
’ 1 Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980
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Under 18
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-59
60 +

*Total is greater than sum of white and nonwhite because some cases were

Hospital Emergency Cases by Race, Sex, and Age**

TABLE 28

Per 10,000 Population

FY 1978
White Black Total*
Male Female Male Female Male Female
29.44 40,10 28.10 42,12 39,77 56.43
15.80 19.48 26.40 30,09 24,82 28.74
13.05 18.12 31.15 29.59 23.20 26,93
12.49 15,63 35,70 23.14 24,71 23.08
10,71 9,13 32,19 13,70 23.53 12.96
6.71 3,24 6.6 3.52 11.46 4.28

recorded by sex, but not by race

**Based on population 15 years of age and older

Source:

Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980
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ESTIMATING THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF SUBSTANCE ABUSE
PROBLEMS IN.VIRGINIA

Source: Virginia Substance Abuse Plan, FY 1979-1980

A relatively new procedure developed by Parker G. Marden, 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.

Application 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 services of alcohol treatment programs.

'Estimated Number of Problem Drinkers in Virginia by Health Service Area:

Health Service Area Number
I (pDC's 6,7,9,10,16) 27,473

IT (PDC 8) 38,748

[I1 (PDC's 1,2,3,4,5,11.12) 53,631

IV (PDC's 13,14,15,19) 41,271

vV (PDC's 17,18,20,21,22) 47,992
TOTAL 209,115

A recognized method for determining the prevalence of drug abuse is
unavailable at this time. Indicator data used in the absence of such a method
suggest a stabilit, 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 males between the ages of 20 and 29 years ary most in need of
services, followed by males between the ages of 40 and 49, and 30
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and 39. The female population most in need of services appears to be : Lé .
between the ages of 30 and 49 years. Admissions to treatment, arrest, i Estimated Number of Persons with Alcohol Related Problems
and mortality data indicate that blacks are more involved in alcohol Loy By Occupation and Sex

abuse than whites.

==
i
(S

1
Use of the Marden formula enables estimates of persons with alcohol v f Occupation Male Female Total
related problems by occupation. The occupational category containing L ; f
the largest number of persons with alcohol problems is "Craftsmen and p el Laborers, except Farm 13,907 279 14,186
Foremen", followed by "Professional and Technical" and “Managers and m Farmers and Farm Managers 2,174 36 2,210
Administrators, except Farm". The greatest number of women with i ] Farm Laborers and Farm Foremen 3,584 98 3,682
alcohol problems are clerical workers; however, it should be noted - P Service Workers, excluding
that the greatest number of women in the labor force are employed in o Private Household 8,283 5,133 13,416
this occupation. | Unempl oyed 3,384 894 4,278

o
| St

Estimated Persons in Need of Alcoholism Services by Age and Sex

2. Narcotics

Age Male Female Total

‘ i Persons between the ages of 18 and 34 appear to be most in need of
20-29 63,896 3,929 67,825 services for narcotics addiction. Available admissions to treatment

30-39 37,822 10,619 48,441 g; and arresp data indicate that blacks are more likely than whites to
40-49 42,022 10,202 52,224 1L need services. Although males were arrested and entered treatment
50-59 29,080 : 2,158 31,238 more frequently than females, deaths from narcotic overdose for

60 and over 8,802 585 9,387 " : females was slightly higher than that for males.

TOTAL 181,622 27,493 200,115 b

i Indicators of Narcotics Problems by Age

Admissions to

e

Indicators of Alcohol Problems by Race Treatment Per Arrests Per Deaths Per
N 10,000 Population 10,000 Population 10,000 Population
Admissions to I 0
Treatment Per Arrests Deaths : Under 18 41 3.25
10,000 Population 10,000 Population 10,000 Population e g 18-24 6.26 10.80 .01
i s 25-34 9,27 5.00
White 46.70 160.26 2.68 nE 35-44 1.58 .33 .03
Black 42.20 281.50 3.79 : 45-59 .15 .01
E ‘ L 60 + .03 : .07
Estimated Number of Persons with Alcohol Related Problems E *Includes arrests of all persons 35 years of age and older.
By Occupation and Sex a‘i i
& | | Indicators of Narcotics Problems by Race
Occupation Male Female Total .
2Lelpdrion —— —_— i Whites 1.47 2.5 .01
Professional and Technical 18,436 4,484 22,920 & Blacks 12.87 6.2
Managers and Administrators, ‘ . )
except Farm 20,781 1,070 21,851 ii . 1 Indicators of Narcotics Problems by Sex
sales Workers 8,319 1,641 9,960 v [
Clerical 10,868 8,728 19,596 = S L.
Craftsmen and Foremen 47,870 525 48,395 . j Admissions to
Operators, except Transport 29,496 4,290 33,786 gl i Dol Treatment Per . Arrests Per Deaths Per
Transport Equipment Operators 14,520 315 14,835 . | 10,000 Population 10,000 Population 10,000 Population
' 5 Males 5.53 6.01 .008
A {; Females 1.50 1.09 .015
170
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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
marijuana abuse is greater for blacks than whites. The arrest rate
for males is approximately eight times that for females.

Indicators of Marijuana Abuse by Age

Admissions to
. Treatment Per
10,000 Population

Deaths Per
10,000 Population

Under 18 18.65 59.36
18-24 3.18 , 80.44
25-34 .94 17.24
35-44 .10 1.58*
45.59 .01
60 + .03

*Includes all arrests of persons 35 years of age and above.

Indicators of Marijuana Abuse by Race

Admissions to
Treatment Per Arrests Per
10,000 Population 10,000 Population

Deaths Per
10,000 Population

Whites 2.27 19.1
Blacks 1.74 29.8

Indicators of Marijuana Abuse by Sex

Admi ssions to
Treatment Per Arrests Per
10,000 Population 10,000 Population

Deaths Per
10,000 Population

Male 3.13 43.62
Female 1.35 5.13
172
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4. Barbiturates

Persons under 25 years of age appear most likely to be involved i
barbiturate abgse. Males appear to be slighly %ore involved tha;n
females according to admission to treatment rates. Blacks have higher
rate§ for admissions to treatment, arrests, and mortality for
barb1tgrate,abuse, although the differential between rates is small].
Accordingly, blacks and whites are likely to abuse barbiturates.

Indicators of Barbiturate Abuse by Age

Admissions to
Treatment Per Arrests Per Deaths Per
10,000 Population 10,000 Population 10,000 Population
*

Under 18 2.39 5.47

18-24 2.00 11.03 '83
25.34 .74 3.85 :
35-44 .43 LA3%% 03
45-59 .03 .04
60+ .03 -

* Includes all arrests for non-narcotic dru i ij
gs, excluding marijuana.
**Includes arrests of all persons 35 years of age and above. ’

Indicators of Barbjturate Abuse by Race

Admissions to
Treatment Per Arrests Per

Deaths Per
10,000 Population 10,000 Population
*

10,000 Population

Whites 78 2.0
. . 014
BTlacks .53 3.1 .022
*Includes arrests for all non-narcotic drugs, excluding marijuana.
Indicators of Barbiturate Abuse by Sex
Admissions to
Treatment Per Arrests Per Deaths Per
10,000 Population 10,000 Population 10,000 Population
t *
Males 94 5.75
. . -012
Females .59 1.36 .019

*Includes arrests for all non-narcotic drugs, excluding marijuana.
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Phases of the Jail Study
and Responsible Agency

Phase I

Establish the correctional
needs of the locality.

Directed by a local
administrator

Phase II
Site selection,

Local county op clity
admnistrator

Phase ITI
Prepare specifications,
Locality

Appendix 5

DIVISION OF JUSTICE AND CRIME PREVENTION
Suggested Methodology for Jatl Planning Studies in Virginia

ey

Purpose of Phase

To develop a conmnity-
based corrections needs
assessment;.

Assure that the facility
1s located strategically
for transportation of
prisoners, staff,
materials, supplies,
Jail visitors, and for
accessibility to
essential program
resources and courts,

To be used as a gulde~
line for the architect,

Steps Involved in Phase

A.

Determine how well the existing
Jall 1s serving 1t's purpose,

Determmine alternatives to
incarceration. (Analysis
of SCM Fom I,)

Population forecasts,

Study findings of Phase I.

Geologlical survey.
Envirormental impact study.

Examine needs for/cost of
relocation of individuals/
families.

Collaboration with ageiicles
involved in Phases I amd IT.

Activities

o
-

2.
3

1

1.

1.

Inspection of existing
facility.

Survey of existing
programs ard services.
Jail population studies
and survey.

Analysis of offendepr
Frafiles,

Evaluation of existing
programs,

Identify and use
canmunity resources.

Obtain and analyze average
daily population.

Obtain and analyze
offender profiles.

Obtain ard analyze daily
headcaunts.

Survey essential programs,
staff requirements, court
locations,

Soll tests, study topo-
graphy, etc.

Review site for canpliance
with federal and State
statutes estsblished fopr
the protection of the
erviroment ard historical
preservation.

Protection of individual
property rights and piblic
safety.

Determine decisions made on
Jail capacity, security
requirements, feeding and
visiting arrargements and
prograns.

Page 1

Other Agencies Involvedl

nicp boc
nice Doc
nJcp

DJcP
Dicp Doc
nicp

nicp
Djcp
nycp

Consultant
Consultant

Council on
the Enviromment

DICP & LEAA

Consultant and
agencies irvolved
in Phase I and IT
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Page 2
Phases of the Jail Study
and Responsible Agency Purpose of Phase Steps Involved in Phase Activities Other Agencles Involved!

Phase IV

Tranalate reconnenda- A. Prepare detailed schematics. 1. Collaborate with consultant Architect
Architecture design. tions of planning used in Fhase IY to detemine
graups involved in operational needs, security
Phases I and I1 into requirements; and supervisory
operational realities. problems.
B. Specify materials, 1. Detemilne most econanical Architect
materials which adequately
semve the needs.

Phase V

Design review. Determine 1f the design A. Review fopr State stardards, 1. Review design for DIGPZ, DOC
meets minimum State and canpliance with

Department of federal standards. minimum standards

Corrections and DJCP established for

planning, prograns,
and construction.

B. Review for federal standards. 1. Review planning study DICP3,
and design for LEAA (through
canpliance with the T.A. Contracts)
Part E amendment.

2. Review jail program DICcP,

deaign for campliance IEAA (through
with the Part E T. A. Contracts)
amerndmenit.

1Evemar activity is a local responsibility. Other agencies inwolved will provide needed technical assistance or/are required by policy to perform
the indicated function.

2Onlly for agency approval.

3DJCP's role in these functions 1s cursory review and coordination with thé federal consultants mentioned.
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