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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

COUNTY OF FAIRFAX

4100 CHAIN BRIODGE ROAD
FAIRFAX, VIRGINIA 22030

April 14, 1981

The Honorable Chairman and Members
Pairfax County Board of Supervisors

Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen:

The Report of the Task Force to Study Alternatives to Incarceration
and the Expansion of the Adult Detention Center is hereby forwarded for
your consideration.

The Task Force was created by the Board of Supervisors by resolution
on December 8, 1980 and met for the first time on January 7, 1981. TIts
task was to examine existing and potential alternatives to incarceration,
with a view toward their impact on reduction of overcrowding in the adult
Detention Center, and to present recommendations to the Board of Supervisors
regarding not only alternatives to incarceration but also expansion of
the ADC, should the Task Force find that necessary. It was your desire
that our report be submitted in time for your consideration in connection
with the Fiscal Year 1982 Budget.

This report points to certain actions which must be taken on the basis
of the highest priority if overcrowding of the ADC, already a critical
problem, is not to become unmanageable, and to a number of long range
actions which must be taken to ensure that the problem does not arise
again. The report also suggests further study of alternative programs
by the Criminal Justice Advisory Board, or other similar group, not
because such alternatives in themselves could solve the problem of over-
crowding but because some of them may offer better solutions to the
problems of both the individual and the community than does automatic
incarceration of offenders.

The Task Force appreciates the support it received from the County
staff, without which it could not have functioned effectively in the
time allotted.

Sincerely,

“**<:7i;aaaﬂaéC;%fZéZ;Zcmade/
‘://77{/ Joseph F. O'Connor

Chairperson
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The Task Force met on January 7,

- This review
would incorporate the study of pretrial
detention and delay requested earlier by the
Board. '

court resources or procedures.

(3) On the basis of the above reviews, recommend

to the Board an appropriate course of action
with regard to alleviation of overcrowding
at the aDC.

1981, and at its second

meeting, January 20, adopted the following detailed

statement of its mission and objectives:

Overall Task Force Mission

Review present Adult Detention Center space
allocation and utilization, determine make-up
of ADC population and present to BOS plans to
renovate or expand existing space.

Review additional and presently available alter-
natives to incarceration and their level of
utilization.

Consider whether alternative programs would be
appropriate to presently confined persons; whether
Court procedures or resources could reduce pre-
trial time period.

Recommend to BOS appropriate courses of action.

Objectives

To review present allocation and utilization of
space in ADC.

To review present plans to renovate existing
space.

To analyze défa on make-up of present ADC
population.

To determine if alternatives to incarceration
could be considered for a significant number
of pretrial and convicted residents of the ADC.

To review present alternatives to incarceration
to determine their utility, utilization, and
expandability.

s i

T

. To determine if new alternatives are feasible,
appropriate, and cost effective.

. To determine whether Court resources or procedures
can be modified to reduce length of stay in the
ADC.

. To make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors
as to courses of action that could be undertaken to
alleviate ADC overcrowding.

The Organization of the Report

-~

The report is in seven chapters. This chapter reviews the
history of jail building and overcrowding in Fairfax County
and describes some previous studies of the problem. It
also describes briefly the approach taken by the Task Force

in gathering information for review.

The second chapter explores further the problem of over-
crowding in the ADC. It compares the rate of incarceration
in Fairfax with that in other comparable jurisdictions,
showing that PFairfax's rate is lower than most. It further
describes some of the causes of overcrowding that can be
identified, including some that could not have been pre-
dicted at the time the ADC was being planned and designed.
The prediction of future detention needs is considered,

and conclusions are drawn as to what the County should plan
for in the way of detention spaces. A brief statement is
given here of the role that the Task Force believes can be
played by progréms ﬁhat are alternatives to incarceration.
The Task Force recommends that the County proceed immediately

with planned renovations of existing spaces in the ADC.

Chapter III describes the Work Release Program now operating

in the County and recommends that it be separated from the

- - - S - - -
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ADC, increased in capacity, and given the capabiiity to pro-

vide more extensive services and serve a broader population.

Chapter IV reviews all other alternative bPrograms, both pre-
sent and proposed, which were reviewed by the Task Force, and
bPresents the recommendations broposed by the Task Force for

the expansion of bPresent programs or addition of new programs.

The programs fall into two categories: Pretrial and sentencing

alternatives. The Chapter also indicates the Task Force's

belief that exploration of alternative programs should con-

tinue.

Chapter V discusses briefly the role of court delay in jail

overcrowding and describes some of the measures proposed by

the Task Force to reduce court delay by expediting the trial
of criminal cases. Most of these measures have been adopted
by the courts and are already being implemented without

waiting for a final report of the Task Force.

Chapter VI presents plans for expanding the size of the ADC
through construction of a4 new wing, and through developing
& correctional camp to house sentenced offenders. The Task
Force believes that construction of additional detention

space is critical and cannot be put off.

The final chapter discusses the concern of the Task Force
for the better education of all citizens about the criminal
justice system, criminal case brocessing, and correctional

issues in the County.

The History of the Adult Detention Center

A survey of the Fairfax County Courthouse tract made in

March 1800 shows a two-story jail building southwest of

1 St e e e o
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the Courthouse. Little is known about that building,
other than the fact that it -- or possibly a successor
building -- was destroyed by fire in 1884. The following
year, the County built a new jail on Little River Turn-
pike (now Fairfax City's Main Street) immediately west

of the Courthouse. This building, which has been expanded
and now houses offices of the Juvenile and Domestic
Relations Court, served as the County Jail until 1953,
when major additions to the Courthouse, including a jail

wing, were completed.

The jail wing occupied in 1956 had a capacity of 70 pri-
soners. The County's population then was about 190,000,
and it was growing by more than 15,000 persons a yeaw-.
By 1970, the County's population had grown to more than
450,000 and the jail was housing twice its designed

capacity.

In November 1971, County voters rejected a $12 million
bond issue for construction of a comprehensive Justice
Centef, which would have included a new courthouse to
house the Circuit, General District and Juvenile and
Domestic Relations Courts, associated court agenciesh
and detention facilities for more than 320 inmates plus
30 work-release beds. It was designed to meet needs
through 1985, with the interior finished only to meet
needs through 1980 and the shell capable of expansion
to meet projectéd céﬁrt—related needs through the end

of the century.

Following the failure of this referendum, the Sheriff,
the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, the Board of
Supervisors and interested segments of the public engaged

in a protracted dialogue which attempted to define the




County's imﬁediate and long term detention needs and to
identify a source of funds to meet t?em. Two opposing
points of view emerged. One, represented by the Sheriff,
some members of the community and some members of the
Board, called for construction cof a facility to house
approximately 350 inmates. The other, ultimately accep%ed
by the Board of Supervisors, advocated a smaller detentlon
facility and greater emphasis on work release, release on
recognizance, and alternative sentencing. InANovember 1973,
the voters approved a $3.3 million bond issue to fund con-
struction of a facility designed to accommodate 150 adult
inmates and capable of expansion to house up to 200. Fur-
ther evaluation of needs and contribution of federal funds
resulted in construction of the present $5.4 million Adult
Detention Center, which opened in February 1978. The ADC

includés the following confinement areas:

General Purpose Secure Cells l98
Males 186
Females ‘ 12

Work Release 30

Receiving Cells 26

Padded Cells 2

Isolation Cells . 10

Medical Isolation Cells 9

While this adds up to a total of 275 cells, the padded cells,
isolatio: cells, and medical cells can only be used under
restricted circumstances SO that it is more appropriate to
speak of a totai caﬁacity of 254. 1In addition, there are
facilities for recreation and visiting classrooms, dining

room, kitchen, aud other administrative and service areas.

The new ADC was considered a "model" facility, but it was
filled nearly to capacity at the outset, and it soon became

necessary to abandon some of its ideal design features to

i N SR
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accommodate a growing demand for inmate housing. The ADC
houses male adults who have been sentenced and those who
are awaiting trial; male adults in temporary classification
cells, male adults in even more temporary receiving cells,
male juveniles, males on work release, and female adults.
Ideally, each of these groups should be segregated all or
most of the time from all of the others, and some are
required to be segregated. This ideal separation is pos-
sible, however, only when the number of inmates in each
category does not exceed the capacity planned for that
particular group. If the number of sentenced offenders

or the number of predisposition detainees exceeds the ADC's
designed capacity for that class of inmates, it becomes
impossible to separate the two, and one of the features
which makes the ADC a "model" institution is sacrificed.

On the other hand, it is possible for vacant beds to exist
in the women's section, the Pre-Release Center, disciplinary
isolation cells or the dispensary even when the total number

of inmates significantly exceeds the capacity of the institu-
tion.

Studies of Overcrowding in the Adult Detention Center

A study made by the Office of Research and Statistics in
August 1978 concluded that the overall capacity of the

ADC (including a section of the o0ld jail which had been
reopened) was never exceeded over a period of 92 days in
May, June and July of that year, but that the capacities
allocated to specific categories of inmates already were
being exceeded with some fregquency. A study of the adult
corrections sysfem made by the Criminal Justice Coordinating
Council and released in December 1978 concluded:

The capacity of the Adult Detention Center to
hold adult males 1s already inadeqguate in all
but the holding area. Since July 1, 1978, at
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least 15 individuals per day have been farmed

out to institutions in other counties. No

space was designed into the Adult Detention

Center for the confinement of male juveniles;
nevertheless, in 1976 and 1977 there were male
juveniles in the Adult Detention Center on

every day and in 1977 the number of male juveniles
requiring confinement rose as high as 19. Space
for male juveniles must be allocated from space
initially designed for adult males.

The capacity constraints on the detention of
female offenders are even more serious. While
the Adult Detention Center has the capacity for
12 adult females, on 55 days in 1977 (approxi-
mately 15 percent of the time) 13 or more
females required confinement.

By April 1979, the Sheriff was housing an average of 222
inmates in the new ADC, up to 260 in peak periods, with

49 farmed out to other jails in Virginia. (By January
1980, 18-20 persons were again being held in the old

jail.) On May 1, 1979, the County awarded a contract

to HMB Associates, Inc., for a management study of the

ADC, to include recommendations on coping with the expanded

jail population.

HMB submitted its report in August 1979,* recommending a
number of actions to increase the capacity of the ADC.
Some -- such as relocating the Pre-Release Center (30
beds in semi-secure gquarters for work-release inmates)
to another building and building cells in the shelled-in
ground floor -- would have provided additional spaces in
the near term. But the consultant also recommended con-
struction of an addition to the building which could
house another 100 inmateé, recognizing that the problem
of overcrowding simply could not be solved without addi-

tional construction.

*HMB Assoclates, Inc. Management Study of the Fairfax County
Adult Detention Center, August, 1979.

o

B e rsma e

-~

R R

T et O et s

S NPT R T B S

On the subject of alternatives to incarceration, HMB
found:

-+«It is no longer sufficient to state as a
general proposition that Fairfax County "must
explore alternatives to incarceration."

««.The vgst majority of persons awaiting trial
arg not incarcerated before trial, and the great
majority of convicted offenders are never incar-
ceraFed. There is no large pool of marginal
detained or sentenced pPersons who could readily
be released into the community if the courts
toqk a more benign view of them... In sum, no
major alternative to incarceration is going
unexplored. No treatment alternative to be
developed is going to serve a large enough
segment of the ADC population to relieve over-
all population Pressures.

Meanwhile, the County began feeling the impact of legis~
lation enacted by the Virginia General Assembly in 1976 °
and 1979 which mandated that convicted offenders with
sentences of less than one Year be held in local jails
rather than being transferred to State institutions.

This mandate -- which was not accompanied by any State

asslistance in coping with its impact =-- adds a require-~

ment of about 40 cells to the Fairfax County AaADC.

1980 Bond Referendum

In the spring of 1980, the Board of Supervisors convened

a citizen task force for the burpose of studying all County
capital projectg wh%qh had been proposed for bond referenda
to be held in November 1980. The task force recommended

five issues, including an $8.55 million bond issue to expand
the ADC and complete the shelled-in ground floor. This pro-
posal would have provided approximately 134 secure cells and

30 additional work-release beds. The Supervisors concurred,

and in November, four of the five issues passed with soligd

margins, in spite of the generally conservative trend that
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characterized both national and local election outcomes.

The one issue that failed was the ADC expansion.

Approach

In order to come to an understanding concerning the problem
of overcrxowding in the ADC, the Task Force needed information
on four areas: (1) the nature and operation of the present
AEDC; (2) the nature of the present population of the ADC;

(3) the number and type of present alternatives available

to keep persons out of the ADC; and (4) the kinds of aslter-
native programs and practices that might be proposed to take
more persons out of the ADC. In addition, the Task Force
considered the problem of court delay and its effect on over-

crowding of the ADC.

1. A Description of the Adult Detention Center

The Sheriff was asked to present to the Task Force a
description of the space available in the present ADC,
the plans that are presently being made to renovate

the ADC to provide additional cells, and the measures
he is taking to cope with overcrowding. (A complete
description of the facility is included in the Criminal
Justice Coordinating Council's 1978 study, The.Adult
Corrections System.) The Sheriff pointed out that he

had placed double bunks in almost all of the dayrooms
so that celi blécks designed to hold either four or
five prisoners were housing eight or nine prisoners.
The four attorney visiting rooms were being used to
house two inmates each. The women's multi-purpose
room had been turned into a dormitory and two small
offices in the women's section were used as double
cells. A classroom had also been turned into inmate

oz

housing space by placing bunks there. In February,

10

the old jail, which had been abandoned as unfit for
housing inmates in long-term holding, under orders
from the Health Department, was again opened up,
cleaned, repainted, and had its plumbing somewhat
overhauled, so that it could again be used to house

some of the overflow population.

The renovation of currently existing space which was
suggested by the HMB study is going forward; an archi-
tect has been contracted with to develop the final
designs. This renovation will provide 36 additional
secure spaces and 43 additional receiving cells; if
the Pre-Release Center is removed from the jail, 30
more cells will be available in that space. Even
after all this renovation, however, the present aver-
age daily population of the ADC would exceed capacity
by about 70 (February, 1981). . Not counting the PRC
area, the renovation is expected to cost about
$1,642,000; it is expected that the County will pro-

vide funds for the renovation out of the General Fund.

The Population of the Adult Detention Center

In order to answer the question, "Who is in the ADC?"

the Task Force selected one sample day and obtained

as much information as was possible about the population
of the ADC on th§t day. The day selected was January 11,
1981; copies of the booking cards (the jail record for
individual inmates) were obtained for every inmate in
the custody of the Sheriff on that day, including those
farmed out to other jurisdictions. On that day, there
were 338 persons in the ADC and 24 farmed out to other

jurisdictions; 13 were females and 1l were juveniles.

11
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Table I shows how this population compares with that
shown by the HMB study for the period November 1978
to May 1979 in terms of status categories of the
inmates. Some of the variations in percentages

relate to the fact that the HMB analysis did not
include study of inmates farmed out to other juris-
dictions, a group that consists primarily of sentenced
inmates or inmates awaiting transfer to State insti-

tutions.

The comparison suggests no reason to believe that
ganuary 11, 1981 is unrepresentative in any significant
way of the daily populations to be found in the jail at
this time. Because January 1l was a Sunday, the ADC
contained several persons who had been arrested over
the weekend but not released by the magistrates;
several of these persons were released Monday morning
after their first court hearing. However, at any
given time the receiving section of the jail may be
filled with such persons; the turnover in this section
is generally rapid and the variability is high. This
is always a factor to be considered in reviewing
population figures on the ADC. This total population
of 362 on January l1ll was 108 more persons than the 254
persons the ADC was designed to hold. Only 24 of the 108
were farmed out; 84 were in the ADC on extra bunks,
mattresses on the floor, sleeping in dayrooms or

wherever space could be found.

In addition to the information that could be obtained
from the booking cards, further information was
obtained from the records of the General District
Court's Pretrial Services Office (Release on Recog-
nizance, or ROR) for those persons in a pretrial status

on January 11, concerning prior criminal records

12
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Table I

Comparison of Inmate Categories,
HMB Study, and Task Force Data

(a)
Status HMB Study Task Force(b)
# (%) # (%)
Awaiting Court Action 159 71.3
Await Trial or ( - 231 (63.8)
Grand Jury 137 61l.4 ’
Await Report and ( 4 198 (547
Sentencing ' 22 (9.9) 33 (9.1)
Serving Time 32 (14.3)
.3) 73 (20.2
Work Release 16 (7.2) 25 (6 9;
General Population 13 (5.8) 46 (12.7)
Weekenders 3 (1 )
«3) 2 (0.6)
Awaiting Transfer 5 (2.2) 7 (1.9)
Awaiting State Pick~-Up 17 (7.6) 39 (1L0.8)
Holding, Other Authorities 10 (4. 4) 12 (3.3)
giﬁzial 7 (3.1) 10 (2:8)
3 (1.3) 1 (0.3)
Total 223 362

(a)Data assembled f G 4d
rom Grand Jury r +
May 1979. Y reports from November 1978 to

(b)D .
ata from booklng ca;ds for January 11, 1981.
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and other pertinent information on the release/no
release decision. Information was obtained from
court records for those persons awaiting transfer
to State institutions and to clarify questions on
some other cases. It was intended to obtain prioxr
criminal history information on all those waiting
for sentences or serving sentences, but this proved

impossible in the time available to the Task Force.

Currently Available Alternative Programs

Tn considering currently available alternative pro-

grams, the Task Force reviewed the Directory of Pro-

gram Resources for General District Court Judges,

prepared for the General District Court in August 1979,

and also the Study of Program Resources prepared for the

Court by Stanly Berkemeyer in December 1979. Table II
summarizes the kinds of alternatives to arrest and/or
incarceration that are available at various stages in

the criminal justice process.

The Task Force also reviewed a draft evaluation report
of the Pre-—Release Center's program, prepared in Jdnuary,
1981 by the Management Services Branch of the Office of

Research and Statistics.

Proposed Alternative Programs

In order to consider whether there might be programs
that could, if available to +he courts and the Sheriff,
help to relieve the overcrowding in the jail, the Task
Force distributed to over 55 agencies and organizations,
both public and private, a request for proposals or
suggestions as to programs that might serve this pur-

pose. Several of these organizations responded to this

14
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Alternative Available To:

Table IT

Alternatives to Detention/Incarceration Available

Fairfax County Criminal Justice Systein

POLICE

MAGISTRATE

ST

* DBased on six-inonth sample

e D ——

Circuit Court cases.

Type:

Summons = written notification to appear in court on a
certain date,

Mobile Crisis Unit -- diyersion of certain cases,

Summons

Release on personal recognizance (ROR) or third party
Custody,

Bond

Referral to inental health care, !

from Pretrial Service reports, This sample excludes drunk-in-public,

-

] Uses

tsed lor inisdeineanor as well as traffic violations
witnessed by police officer,

Used [or mental crisis, family violence, and soine deag and
alcohol cases, Nondetention resolution elfected in 74 per-
cent ol police referrals in 1979 (171 of 232 cases).

Used extensively for certain offense categories {e.p.,
County Code violations),

1t is probable that 80 to 85 percent of all persons appearing
belore 1nagistrates are releasnd through these means with-
out being detained in the Adult NDetention Center.

G
Magistrates subsequently retease some of thase who are
booked. into jail and found to be eligible for ROR or who
make bail. About 59 percent of those eligible are released
through these means prior to any court appearance,*

Used as needed,

minor tratfic, and Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court and

RIS T

it
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? Table II

Alternatives ta Netention/Incarceration Available
) Fairfax County Criminal tustice Systein

; Page 2 of 4

Alternative Available To:

COURT (first appearance)

Circult Coiirt cases,

Type:

Release on recognizance (ROR) or third-party custody,

Rond

Relerral of individuals charged with drunk-in-public,

Referral to inental health care.

Referral to Cominunity Service Restitution Program (CSRP)

COURT (at preliminary hearing, Release on peace bond (at sentencing).
: trial, sentencing)
! =
i o ‘
' [
1
P * Based on si:x-month sample from Pretrial Service reports. Ths sample excludes drunk-in-public,-minor traffic,

IR T
E

Use;

4

T

Approximately 69 percent of offenders appearing in
General District Court for nandatory one-day rule hear-
ings are released through thiese incans helore trisl date,*

Used as needed,

Used as needed; may Include Mobile Crisis WUnit evalua-
tion, outpatient care at cornmunity mental health
centers, commitinent to hospital or training center, or
Vienna Ex-Offender Therapy Group,

CSRP grant proposal cited an average of 99 persons per {
month sentenced on petit larceny charges. CSRp accepted
189 persons into the pFdgrain over_a 15-ionth period
(April 1979 to June 1980 » OF approxiinately 12.7 percent
of that average.

General District Court study (Beckeineyer, 1979) indicated
use of peace bond as follows:

Assault 25 percent ol cases l
Telephone Abuse 37 percent ol cases §
Trespass . 712 percent al cases i

Breach of Peace

9 percent ol cases
Property Destruction/Vandalism

8 percent of cases

s

.

and Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court and

!t

%
e
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Table II
Alternatives 1o Detention/Incarceration Availabie

Fairlax County Criminal Justice Systein

Page 3 of 4

Alternative Available Tos

COURT (at preliminary hearing,
trial, sentencing) (continued)

LT

Type:

Referral to Treatinent:

Alcohol Treatment

Nrug Treatinent

Mental Health Treatinent

Suspended imposition of sentence or suspended sentence,

Restitution

.

K]

¢ Use:

Often used in conjunction with suspended imposition of
sentence, suspended sentence, or probation,

Driving-while-intoxicated referred to Alcohol Safety Action
Project (ASAP); other referrals include LAS, AR, and

New Beginning,
Relerred to drug programs; Crossroads, Second Genesis,
Alexandria Narcotics Treatinent Program.

Outpatient care at community mental heaith centers,
cominitinent to hospital or training center, referral 10 MC1J
for evaluation, Vienna Ex-Of{ender Therapy Group.
Suspended imposition may be used with referral to programn,
resulting in disinissal of charges.

Many suspended sentences used, especially in lirst olfenses.
General District Court study gave following sainpie
statistics:

Assault 37 percent of cases
Drug Charges 48 percent ol cases
Petit Larceny 52 percent ol cases
Fraud : 52 percent of cases
Breaking and Entering, Trespass 32 percent ol cases

Used for property crimes in conjunction with suspended
sentence, probation, or work release. According to Adult
Corrections Study {Criminal Justice Coardinating Counsil,
1978), about five percent of felony cases in Circuit Court

were sentenced to pay restitution,

’
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Table II

Alternatives to Detention/Incarceration Available
Fairfax County Criminal Justice Systemn
Page 4 of 4

Alternative Available To: Type:

COURT (at preliminary hearing, Fines
trial, sentencing) (continued)

Probation

Work Release

Weekend Incarceration

8T

Halfway House

>

o~y

Uses

Aduit Corrections Study sample showed the following use
of fines: Ve

- Used for virtually all ininor misdeineanors
~ Used for 50.7 percent of serious misdeineanors
- Used for less than ,01 percent [elonies

Used extensively, often in conjunction with other aitar-
natives {e.g., treatinent, restitution). General District
Court uses inost often for oflfenders with felony charges
reduced to isdemeanors. Adult Corrections Study
Indicated almost 25 percent of Circuit Court cases placed
on probation. On average, Circuit Court places approxi-
mately 54 cases per month; General ' District Court,

19 cases per month. :

Court inay refer offender directly to Pre-Release Center
to avoid job loss, for sentences up to 30 days., General
District Court referred 29 offenders in FY 1979.

Also used to prevent job loss.  There are approximately
five or six people per month incarcerated on weckends
only., They are inostly misdemeanants.

Occasivnal use lor teinale olfenders as a condition of
probation, Not much patential for increase at this thne
because of scarcity of facilities. (Offender cannat he
sentenced to existing facilitics unless progran agrees
to accept.)
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request with expressions of interest and concern, and
offers to be of assistance if possible. Others recom-
mended or proposed alternative programs which they
believed could serve to help relieve the overcrowding

in the ADC. The Task Force is grateful for the interest
shown in its work and appreciative of the effort many
organizations expended in preparing proposals for con-

sideration.

A subcommittee of four members* of the Task Force was
appointed to review and analyze the proposed alternative
programs and report to the Task Force as a whole for

discussion of the findings.

In addition to the proposals received in response to
its request, the Task Force reviewed certain other infor-

mation, such as a study of Ten Percent Deposit Bail pre-

pared by Dr. Alan Henry of the Pretrial Services Resource
Center, Washington, D.C., January 1980, and materials on
the program and operations of the Montgomery County Pre-
Release Center, an Exemplary Program of the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration. Several members of the
Task Force and designated staff also visited the Mont-
gomery County Center to see the facility and to learn

more about the way the Montgomery County Program is run.

5. Court Delay and Jail Overcrowding

P N

PR it

It
to
of

was the intention of the Task

do an extensive and empirical

Force at the outset '

study of the extent

pretrial delay and its impact on the population

of the ADC. It was not possible to carry out these

*Ms. Burke, Mr. Bell, Mr. McLees, and Sheriff Huggins
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intentions within the limits of the time set for
the Task Force to make its report. Nevertheless,
the Task Force did give its attention to the problem

of delay based on the experience of its members with

the criminal justice system and on a subjective assess-

ment of some of the data obtained in the study of the
population in the ADC on January 11, 1981. Out of
this discussion came a program to reduce court delay
that has already been put into practice in the courts.

This program is described in Chapter V of this report.

20
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II. THE PROBLEM OF OVERCROWDING IN THE ADC

A question that was basic to the work of the Task Force was:
Why is the Adult Detention Center overcro

wded? To answer this
question,

the Task Force considered a number of issues: the
present rate of incarceration in Fairfax County and how this
compares with other jurisdictions;

some of the causes of over-
crowding in the ADC;

the future detention Population and the

éxtent to which it can be Predicted;

and the possible role
alternative brograms may play in reducing detention needs.

It also looked for a short-term solution to the problem.

A. Incarceration Rates: Where Does Fairfax Stand?

The question of comparable incarceration rates was raised

very early in the deliberations of the Task Force.
obtain information,

To
a telephone survey was conducted on

February 9 and 10, 1981 of 12 jurisdictions in Virginia

and nearby suburban Maryland. The jail population totals

used to calculate incarceration rates included persons on

work release and farmed out, but exXcluded those being held

for other jurisdictions. The results of this survey are

shown on Table III. As shown on the table, Fairfax County's

incarceration rate Per hundred thousand population was 59,

or eighth in number of persons incarcerated out of nine

Virginia jurisdictions sampled.

Fairfax County also has a lower incarceration rate than

that shown for two of the three Maryland jurisdictions.

However, it must be noted that differences in state and

local laws and practices make cross-state comparisons less

certain. For instance, Maryland has no drunk-in-public

statute, and its offenders can be sentenced for up to 18

months in local facilities.

21
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Table III '
i Jail Incarceration Rates: Comparative Data*
Holdiﬁg for
Jail Population Farm- Other Incarceration*#*
‘Locality (Including Work Release) Quts Jurisdictions Rate
Virginia Jurisdiction:
Alexandria 127 7 0 131
Arlington 166 0 2 108
Fairfax Co. 350 28 10 59
Henrico Co. 191 le 23 102
Loudoun Co. . 41 0 10 54
Newport News - 184 10 8 128
Norfolk 502 0 0 191
Prince William Co. 96 6 0] 61
. v Richmond 686 33 31 314
L NS
i Maryland Jurisdiction:
. Baltimore Co. 260 0 0 40
i Montgomery Co. 428 0 3 75
5 Prince George's Co. 547 0 ] 83

*Sampled on February 9 and 10. Data prepared by the Management Services Branch of the
Office of Research and Statistics

**per 100,000 population
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rates, because these take into account inmates in state
and/or federal facilitiegs -~ they measure a totally 4if-
ferent population of offenders, against a different popu-
lation base. However, the Bureau of Jus?ice Statistics
(formerly the National Criminal Justice Information and
Statistics Service) compiles statistics on jail incarcer-
ation rates throughout the country. Table IV shows these
rates for calendar year 1978. It shows that Virginia
Jurisdictions on the average incarcerated 84 Persons per

100,000 population in loeal facilities during that year.

apparently incarcerate far fewer Persons than most juris-

dictions with which a Teasonable comparison can be made.

Some of the Causes of Overcrowding in the Adult Detention

Center

A number of factors appear to be involved in the overcrowding
of the ADC. Some of these factors could not have been fore-
Seen, and they developed after the Planning for the ADC was
completed.

Some of the facﬁors‘in overcrowding are: changes in State
legislation ang policy; the deinstitutionalization of per-
sons with mental health Problems; the growth of the popu-~ |
lation and the crime rate; the increase in the size of the i
Police Department; the growing rate at which serious felons
are being indicted by the Grand Jury; the decreasing ability t
to farm prisoners out; and the practice of holding juveniles

in the ADC.

23
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: _ Table IV
tuzber ol jails wnd jayi :r-..-.'.:zl-c.s. by repion and State and by inmale sex, legal status {adult or
Jjuveniie}, and ratio 1o pencral population, 1978
! l. cChanges in State Legislation
Rate ;
Inmates per i
All :inzates Adults Juveniles 100,000 ! . .
Kepion and State A s Toal Nale Female Total Male Female Total Rale Fegale ;;o;:u— ! Prior to March 1976, persons sentenced to a period of
ation B
- o confinement longer than 30 days were transferred to
United States, total 3,495  1SB,394 148,339  §,555 156,783 347,506 9,277 1,611 1,333 278 76 ; N .
Northeast 207 2¢,228 23,039 1,189 24,125 22,984 1,145 99 55 4 54 , the State Department of Corrections (DOC) to serve
Kuine 13 25 s 9 319 310 ] 6 6 o 30 , . . . .
New Hampehire 11 570 147 23 262 340 22 s 7 1 a3 : that sentence in a State institution. 1In emergency
Verzont® e ave - ews e e ene - .ee .ee P esa ess i . . . .
Mussachusetts 15 2,317 2,281 36 2,317 2,281 . 36 o 0 0 40 Jegislation effective larch 1976, a law was enacted
Rhiode Islande .es .o eee cee | eve ceu .o .ea .o ces cee x . o
Cunnecticut® aes (Code of Virginia 1950, amended, Section 19.2-310.1)
New York 72 10,936 10,302 634 10,852 10,261 583 34 41 43 . 61 x . . .
Kew Jersey 28 3,873 3,648 225 3,873 3,648 225 o o o s3 2 - : determining that only persons with sentences longer
Pennsylvania 68 6,407 6,145 262 6,406 §,14¢ 262 1 1 ] 54 , _ v
North Central 1.042 28,452 26,687 1,765 27,937 26,256 1,681 515 431 84 as than six months could be transferred to State insti-
Ohio 150 5,458 5,109 356 5,377 5,035 342 1] 74 14 s1 - . ' '
Indiana 80 2,453 2,334 118 2,30 2,200 301 152 134 13 48 ¥ tutions, except with the consent of the Director of
Illinois 100 5,781 5,499 282 5,758 5,476 282 23 23 ] s2 i
Michipan 93 5,729 5,282 447 $,708 5,262 446 21 20 b} €3 DOC.
Wisconsin 70 1,826 1,806 120 1,864 1,767 97 €2 3y 23 a1
Xinnesola 65 1,517 1,431 8c 1,504 1,421 23 13 10 3 3n |
1nwa 81 664 611 s3 654 8503 51 10 8 2 23 a
M1ssouri 137 2,348 2,658 181 2,829 2,652 177 20 16 -4 60 ; In 1979 further chan es were made in o N R
north halota 39 118 108 13 117 108 12, 1 ° 1 1 | ! g9 both legislation
South Dakota 44 276 258 18 253 243 10 23 15 s 40 ; . ) .
. : and D
Nebraska 77 676 647 29 618 611 27 3z 35 2 44 d DOC policy and procedures which further increased
hans [ 9 -] 61 934 881 53 64 56 8 43 .
Kansas . 998 37 the length of time that sentenced persons must be held
Snuth 1.678 67,444 63,982 3,452 66,775 63,420 3,355 668 5§72 9?7 98 .
, Delawares -es ses + eee i e PR . in local jails rather than being transferred to the
Waryland 25 3,583 3,418 135 3,553 3,418 .- . ,
District of Columbia 2 1,407 1,292 115 1,407 1,292 115 ] xsg g 2(:! A State. The effect of these additional changes was to
virpinia 92 4,232 4,059 73 4.07T: 3,807 179 155 PECTRY
west Virginia 54 1,086 1,007 49 1,014 996 B2 L3 ! 57 4! determine that in order to be transferred to the State,
North Carolina 85 2,798 2,635 163 2,766 2,615 181 32 20 12 s1 i
South Carolina 68 2,362 2,281 81 2,328 2,256 72 34 28 -8 84 ; . .
Geargis 225 s 278 7,933 345 2 269 7,928 344 9 M 1 165 i a prisoner had to be specifically sentenced to the ‘
Florida 12 10,308 9,615 630 10,263 9,576 687 42 39 3 122 i . . ] ;
Zentueky 111 2,149 2,024 125 2,089 4,968 121 0 56 4 82 | penitentiary for a period of one year or longer; :
Tennessee 1113 4,553 4,330 223 4,482 4,287 205 51 43 18 1“{ i £ . . . . . !
Alabama 108 5,049 4,903 146 5,027 4,883 144 22 20 2 &y | acceptance into State institutions, however, is at the
Mississippi 94 2,427 2,310 117 2,3%8 2,260 99 68 50 is 1u2 ? . . .
Arkansas 92 1,334 1,263 73 1,277 1,211 66 s7 S0 7 62 ¥ discretion of the Director, who cannot by law allow
Lnuisiana 83 5,232 4,896 236 55217 ‘4.9!5 232 15 11 4 134 ‘ \
Oklahoms 102 1,704 1,550 154 1,676 1,52¢ 147 28 21 7 63 | the population of State institutions to exceed their A
Texas 296 10,995 10,368 627 10,931 10,312 619 84 56 3 S6 ! 1 i
west 566 38,270 35,121 3,149 37,942 = 34,846 3,096 328 275 s3 100 rated capacity;” no such law limits the populations g
Montana 8 324 304 20 304 289 15 20 is s 43 1 o
1daho 45 539 508 3 ass 477 21 41 31 10 €2 & of local jails.
Myoring 31 268 243 2% 244 230 14 24 13 11 66 5
Colorado 61 1,681 11,598 83 1,658 1,576 82 23 22 1 65 i :
New Mexico hY ) 794 7431 53 75% m 44 1y 30 <] 67 § . . 2 Ly
Arizona 39 2,501 2,163 338 2,484 2,150 334 37 ‘: ; ‘gg Further legislation™ mandated that all State prisoners
t'tah 24 676 643 33 675 642 33 1 ‘ a
hevada 22 912 821 91 896 810 86 16 11 s 144 who were within six months of their r b
wushington 59 2,453 2,273 180 2,437 2,257 180 16 16 ) 68 heir release date must f
Oregon a8 1,872 1,750 122 1,855 1,737 118 17 13 4 78 be released o ; i
California 13s 26,206 24,036 2,170 26,093 23,927 2,166 113 108 4 120 d on parole. This statute had the effect of ;
Alask 6 44 4 3 4 4 1 a1 o 11 . . :
ni::;:: 1 -3 o 3 —_— reducing the sentences of persons who otherwise would ;
*Tive States—Connecticut, Deluware, Hawaii, Rhode Island, and Vermont-—-had intcgrated jaili.prison systems and, be Ellglble for transfer to the State » and leaVlng
therefore, were excluded in calculating the rate of inmates per 300,000 population at the repional and national levels, ; s . . .
Alx]xknl. N.'hich hal 6 locally opersted jails in addition to an integrated jail-prison system, weas included in the ) them instead to serve their sentences in local Jails. 1
caiculztion, :
‘ T
Source: Census of Jails and Survey of Jail Inmates - 1978, LEAA. Code of Virginia, 1950, Amended 1975, Section 19.2-310)
2 e . , ¥
Code of Virginia, 1950, amended ’980, Section 53-251,3) ;
24 | ,g
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The cumulative effect of all of these changes in legis-
lation and in State policy has been that the ADC now
holds a large number of persons who formerly would

have been transferred to State institutions. A study
performed by the Office of Research and Statistics
indicated that during the period June-December, 1979,
approximately 40 of the persons who at any one time
were confined in the ADC were there because of these
combined legislative and policy changes. That is, had
the policies of 1975 still been in effect these persons
would have been removed to State institutions. About
20 to 26 of these persons were there because of the
1979 changes of legislation and policy alone. Further
changes of policy adopted more recently by DOC are

requiring that prisoners have more than one year remain-

ing to be served in order to be considered eligible for

transfer to a State institution.

The numbers cited above do not include those persons

whose sentences make them eligible for transfer to
State institutions but who have not been transferred
to the State because of lack of space in State insti-
tutions. This group of persons has also had a sig-
nificant and growing impact on County jail population
in recent years. On January 11, 1981, 27 persons
were in the custody of the Sheriff who were fully
eligible for transfer to the State but had not yet
been accepted by the State.

The legislative changes described above were unknown
and unexpected at the time the present ADC was being

planned and designed. Those involved in the planning

lMemorandum to J. Hamilton Lambert from Mary Elizabeth Noe,
Subject: "The Impact of 1976-1979 Legislation Mandates on the
Population of the Adult Detention Center and the Fiscal
Consequences" dated January 27, 1980, with attachments.
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were assuming that persons with sentences longer than
30 days would continue to be transferred to State

institutions.

These changes in policy and procedure affect not only
the population of the jail -- they also affect the
nature of the programs and services that must be pro-
vided in the jail. It is not easy Or necessary to
provide extensive Programming for persons who are
being detained pretrial: they are not expécted to

be in the jail very long; they may make bond and be
released at any moment; they are in and out for court
hearings and conferences with lawyers. Persons who
are going to serve sentences are in an entirely dif-
ferent category, however: they may be around for
relatively long periods; they can be required to
work; they need something to do; and everyone hopes
that they will be released back into the community
better able to manage their lives. It is reasonable

to expect the jail to become for them a correctional

institution, rather than just a place of detention.

Such persons need readily available educational and
recreational programs; they may need treatment for
alcohol, drug, or mental health piroblems; they need
training in how to get and keep jobs, how to get along
with their families, how to handle their finances; they
need medica; an@ dental treatment. This means that in
order to house such prisoners, the jail must have not
only more cells, but also more classrooms, more recrea-
tional space, more treatment facilities and personnel,
more visiting spaces, and a broader range of programs

of all kinds. While the sheriffs of Fairfax County have
always tried to have a variety of pPrograms available for

all inmates, both pretrial and post-trial, these programs

27
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become even more essential as the jail becomes more and

more a correctional facility.

The Deinstitutionalization of Persons with Mental Health

Needs

During the 1970's, the State Department of Mental Health

and Mental Retardation of Virginia, paralleling a trend

taking place throughout the country, began reducing the

population of major State mental institutions by sending
as many individuals as possible back to their local com-

munities for treatment, either in their homes or in smaller

local institutions. 1In order to be confined for long

periods of time involuntarily in State institutions,

mentally disturbed or retarded persons must have been

determined to be a danger to themselves or others. The

State policy called for the local jurisdictions to develop
a spectrum of services and facilities -- home care, day

care, group homes, and small treatment facilities =--

that would provide for the needs of the persons who for-

merly may have been held in large State mental insti-

tutions.

The presence of more mentally disturbed and retarded
persons in the community inevitably means that some of
them end up for longer or shorter periods of time in
the jail. Often their offenses are neither serious nor

violent; they drink too much, or write bad checks be-
cause they cannot cope with the complexities of modern

finance, or are public nuisances. Most of them are by
no means dangerous -- they are simply not able to man-
age their lives in the independent manner required in
the present society. Partly this may be bkgcause the

local government has not had adeguate resources to

28
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provide the services and local facilities that the

State assumed woulgd be made available to deinstitu-

tionalized persons. Partly it may be because non-

secure residences are simply not able to prevent

erratic or antisocial public behavior.

It should be emphasized that most such offenders are
released quite soon after arrest by magistrates or
judges. Those who are incarcerated for any length of
time are those whosé behavior isg repeatedly and con-

Sistently unacceptable.

The purpose of this discussion is not to suggest that
the present State effort to deinstitutionalize men-

tally disturbed or retarded persons is wrong The

burpose is Simply to note that if under the Present
System some of these Peérsons turn up in the local jail
[4

Space must be provided for them. It is not Possible to

guess at the number of jail beds that may be occupied
at any one time by persons who formerly would have been
institutionalized in State mental hospitals, but it is
épparent that at least some of the increased demand for
jail space is caused by the appearance of such persons
in the jail. a bPsychologist on the staff of the Wood-
burn Mental Health Center who is assigned to the ADC

tri , .
ries to identify any persons in the ADC who could more

appropriate%y be handled in a mental health Program or
institution,

ADC.

and to expedite their transfer out of the
For some these solutions are not Permanent and

they re-cycle through the ADC with regularity. For
others there simply are no appropriate alternatives
or treatments,

to them.

so jail space must be made available

e e e St gt i e e et S T
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Population Growth

Even without the changes in State statutes and policies
described above, the steady growth of the popﬁlation in
Fairfax County that has taken place and is predicted to
continue through the year 2000 suggests that continued
growth of the jail population is inevitable. Table V

Table vV

Estimates of Total Population and
_the Population of Those Aged 18-3k,
in Fairfax County, Fairfax City, and

Falls Church, (a) 1973 - 2000 (b)

Population Aged

shows the combined population estimates prepared by the Year Total Population TRt e
Office of Research and Statistics for Fairfax County | 1973 536300

and the Cities of Fairfax and Falls Churxch from 1973 g ) 197k SSM:SOO igg,gﬁg
through the year 2000. The ADC serves as the jail iggg 539,200 166:700

for all three of these jurisdictions. These figures 1977 ;92:288 i$g=ggg

show that the total population of this area is growing iggg 208,300 179:180

at an average rate of about two percent per year. Also 1980 625:388 i?g,?gg
shown are figures for the estimated population of per- | | iggé 640,700 183:100

sons between the ages of 18 and 34, from which is drawn : ? 1990 gég:;gg gié,ggo
approximately 85 percent of the population of the ADC. g éggg 870,500 2h9:608

Over the same period this group also grew at ‘an average : % 956,100 259,200

rate of about 1.8 percent per year. Whether the demand

for jail space is viewed as depending more on total g (a) Persons incarcerated for charges or offenses in these three

Jurisdictions are
Detention Center.

population, or more on the smaller at-risk population, housed in the Fairfax County Adult

that demand appears to be destined to increase for the
foreseeable future. (b) Data were prepared by the Office of Research and Statistics ;

(¢) This population account
s for about 85 percent of the i
At the time of the 1980 Bond Referendum, certain groups ; °F the moe T

in the County expressed the belief that the population

aged 18 to 26 in the County could be expected to decrease
in the near>futﬁre. They believed that this subgroup
represented the most significant component of the risk
population. According to the HMB Study, this age group
accounted for 63 percent of the population of the ADC.
The belief of some people that the population of this

age group would decrease appeared to be based on an
analysis of the school populations, which some studies

have indicated would decrease. Table VI shows the

age group estimates and prnjections for public school

30
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Table VI

ESTIMATES AND PROILCTIONS OF PURLIC SCHOOL MEMBERSIHP®

Sperial

?t?r(: K | 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 9y 10 1" 12 Eeluca, Torw
1970 (Actual) 194 139 9,01 10,18 10,173 19,707 19,489 10,545 19,937 10,33 11,149 10,252 . 9,n74 9,09% 1,429 1wy
1971 (Acwatl) 167 7,343 3,833 10,129 19,521 i0,415 10,051 10,978 11,995 11,090 (1,595 11,067 3,9% 9,53y (R AL T
1972 (Actual) 174 7,628 8,21 9304 10612 10,710 10,300 11,127 1L,Sts 11,209 11,488 1i,2t7 10,409 9,752 1 R2h 105, 73n
1973 (Actual}l 124 3,155 8,12¢ %,885 9488 10,521 10,826 10,692 11,R% 11,800 11,87 iE,SAL 10,08 1,143 2,103 s e
1974 (Actual) 11} 8,795 8,330 8,6k} %,987 9,626 10,619 10,851 11,078 11,4%1  QLL,89Y 11,A17 (0,938 19,333 2,6%3 16,8
1975 (Actual) 175 8,707 9,99 2,151 3,809 92,490 877 11,021 11,262 11,335 12,2% 11,675 18,917 10,635 1,875 1w,
1976 (Actual) 139 7,552 9,505 9,622 9,271 9,037 9,430 9,919 10,986 11,265 11,978 11,79 11,176 10,702 2,189 1, 540
1977 (Actual) 172 6,825 8,607 9,632 9,542 9,410 9,237 9,628 9,973 11,087 11,8R%& {1,430 (1,214 10,96 2,%0  1%2.517
1978 (Actual) 161 6,427 7,322 3,756 9,791 9,845 9,456 9,304 9,706 10,113 11,7A5  I1,578 10,948 19,93 2,799 123,40
1979 (Actual) 171 6,565 7,644 8,0R5 8,821 9,378 9,818 9.4 9,133 9,55 10,957 [1,%43 {1,130 {9,578 4,657 1R

1980 (Projected) 195 6,748 7,429 7:33%0 3,545 9,106 10,371 10,308 10,935 9,793 10,922 10,749 1L,2%1 10,95 1612 127,700

1981 (Projected) 195 6,973  7.631 77701 8,408 8,790 9,363 10,627 10,908 (0,200 10,%2 03K 10,410 11,122 LI S AN A

1982 (Projected) 195 7,163 7,822 7,898 3,183 38,631 9,024 9,760 11,230 11,095 10,99 10,405 10,222 - |N,431 A2 126,650

*Based on September membership,

Source: Fairfax County Public Schools, Otfice of Statistical Support.
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Populations from 1970 through 1982, asg prepéred by
the Office of Statistical Support of the Fairfax
County Public gchools. This table does indicate
that there are slight decreases through 1982 in the
ninth, tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grades, from
highs that occurred in 1977 or 1978. ©Note that this
table includes only the public school bPopulations
and not those in private school. Tt should also be
pointed out that even if the school age pPopulation
decreases, in-migration to the County that occurs in
the age group 20 to 29 years ensures that the risk
populatioh for the ADC, however defined, can be
expected to continue to increase. From 1965 to 1970,
for instance, Fairfax County experienced a net in-
migration of over 10,000 persons in the age group
20 to 24 years old, and a8 net in-~migration of over

v

16,000 in the age group 25 to 29 years old.l

Table VII shows pPopulation trends in Fairfax County
by selected age groups, including projections through
the year 2000. These figures reflect the conclusions
drawn above about in-migration. While the age group
15 to 19 years old decreases about 9 percent between
1980 and 1985, and slightly less than 2 bPercent be-
tween 1985 and 1990, it then increases sharply. The
age group 20 to 34 years old, which might be expected
to reflect the dip in the numbers of the younger group,
increases sﬁeadily throughout the period. While these
projection data have not vyet been modified by the
results of the 1980 ¢ensus, the overall trend is not
expected to change, though actual numbers may be
slightly lower than those shown.

lFrom, Gross Migration by County: 1965-1970. U.S.

Department
nsus, Current Population Reports:
Population Estimates and Projections,

of Commerce, Bureau of the Ce
Series P-25, No. 701,
May, 1977.
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0-4
5-9
10 - M4
15-19
20-M
35-54
55 - 64
651

TOTAL

161)

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S, Census of Population, 1940,
1975 figuies estimated by OCP, based on distributions prepured

POPURATION TRENDS IN FAIRFAX COUNTY BY SELECTED AGE GROUPS

1960-1975 AND PROJECTIONS TO THE YEAR 2000

1960 1970 1974 1975
34,500 40,600 50,100 51,400
33,900 50,000 50,700 51,000
27,000 58,200 60,600 60,200
15,900 42,700 47,500 48,900
49,900 99,000 131,100 138,100
70,800 126,600 133,200 136,400

9,706 23,500 32,900 33,800

7,300 13,700 16,200 17,200

249,000 459,300 522,200 537,200

(150,700) (295,222) (348,300) (36},500)

Table VII

1976 1977 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000
53,200 54,600 60,500 69,400 71,800 69,200 69,300
51,600 50,706 52,800 58,100 | 67,100 71,000 49,300
59,900 59,100 59,300 55,900 61,700 74,400 77,900
49,900 53,100 56,000 51,000 50,000 58,800 82,200
145,800 152,900 184,200 209,500 218,600 ho,mo 228,900
140,300 143,200 159,700 181,900 216,300 259,600 296,400
35,500 36,400 43,200 47,400 50,000 54,500 66,500
18,300 19,300 26,400 34,700 45,300 57,100 69,300
554,500 568,300 444,100 707,900 ~ 780,800 865,300 949,800
(376,500) (389,285) (455,400)  (506,900)  (559,800)  (850,700) (733,200)

By h

he Washington Center for Mstropolltan Siudies * Trends Aledt studies.

970; 1960 figuies huve beon adjusted to exclude Falrfax City.

Projucilons were made In accordance with the methodology described In Hie appendix,
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Table'VIII shows the percentage distributions of the
age groups in Fairfax County, based on the numbers
shown in Table VII. It can be seen that both age
groups, 15 to 19 years and 20 to 34 years, are
decreasing somewhat as a percentage of total popu-~
lation. Some persons have argued that because these
groups are decreasing as a percentage of total popu-
lation, the demand for jail space should go down as
well. The fact that this group is not growing as
fast as other components of the population, however,
does not mean that it is not growing in absolute

numbers or that its impact on jail population can be

expected to decrease.

The Increasing Crime Rate

In a recent report prepared by the Fairfax County Police
Department, the crime rate in Fairfax County for Index
Crimes (murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, bur-
glary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft) was compared
with the rates of prior years and of neighboring juris-
dictions.l The report indicates that Fairfax County's
total rate of serious crimes, 4643.61 per 100,000 v
population, ranks below that of every other jurisdiction '
in the Metropolitan Washington area. The report also
shows that in absolute numbers serious crime increased
5.17 percent in 1980. The crime rate, however, increased
only .69 percent; this is the amount of increase that
cannot be explained by the increase in population. (See
Tables 1-3, Appendix 1).

Michael B. Fischel, Director, Planning and Research Section,
Fairfax County Police Department, "Calendar Year 1980 Index

Crime Analysis, Fairfax County, Virginia." February, 1981.
See Appendix 1.
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t table VIIT
POPULATION TRENDS IN FAIRFAX COUNTY BY SELECTED AGE GROUPS
5 1260-1975 AND PROJECTIONS TO THE YEAR 2000 (Parcent Distribution) =
|
BB W ws wm v e 1985 1990 1995 2000
0-4 139 a9 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.6 9.4 9.8 9.2 8.0 7.3 f
5-9 13.6 n.0 9.7 9.5 9.3 Y 8.2 8.6 8.2 7.3 if
10- 14 10.8 12.8 0.6 n.2 10.8 10.4 9.2 7.9 7.9 8.6 8.2 I
15-19 6.4 9.4 9.1 9.1 9.0 9.0 8.7 7.2 6.4 6.8 7.6 «/
20 - 34 20.0 21.8 25.1 25,7 26,3 26.9 2.9 29.6 28.0 25.5 24.1 |
E u 35 - 54 26.5 27,9 25.5 25.4 25.3 25.2 24.8 25,7 27.7 30,0 312
55 - 64 3.9 5,2 6.3 6.3 6.4 6.4 6.7 6.7 6.4 6.3 7.0
o4 e S X R SV
TOIAL 100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0%  100.0%
L{ (164) (.00 @87 @3 @9 @ o) .6 ”.7) #.20  (77.2)
g Source: Table VII
i
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It seems reasonable to assume that this increase in

the crime rate accompanies such factors as the growing
urbanization of the County and increasing transportation
opportunities offered by such developments as the
Washington Beltway, improved arterial highways, and

the approaching availability of METRO. Table IX shows
the population densities of Fairfax County compared

with that of other Metropolitan Washington jurisdictions.
Fairfax population density, or population per square
mile, is about one~fourth that of Arlingtbn, one-fifth
that of Alexandria, and less than one-sixth that of

the District of Columbia. As our population continues

to grow, it will approach the densities of these more

urban areas, and the crime rate in Fairfax will also

no doubt begin to approach theirs.

The Increasing Size of the Police Force

Because the Police Department's analysis of serious
crime involves reported crime rather than actual

crime (an unknown) or arrests (only a portion of
committed crime), it is possible that some of the
increase in serious crime involves increased reporting

of crximinal incidents rather than an increase in the

actual occurrence of crime. Nevertheless, these rates

do represent an increasing workload for the Police

Department. On the basis of this increased workload,
the County Executive's Advertised Fiscal Plan for
FY1982 has requested for the Police Department an

increase of 25 sworn officers.

The inevitable result of adding to the police force

is that there will be more arrests, more court cases,

and more persons to be incarcerated in the jail. The
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Table IX

Population Densi?ieé
Metropolitan Washington Jurisdi

of
ctions, 1980%

Sq. Miles
Alexandria 15
Arlington co. 26
Montgomery CoO-. kg5
Prince Geo. Co. L85
Washington, D.C. 61
Fairfax Co. 399
Prince William Co. 347
Loudoun Co. 517

¥gource: U.S. Bureau

of the Census
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1280 POE-
103,217

152,599
579,053
665,071
637,651
596,901
144,703

57,427

Pop./Sg. Mile

6,881
5,869
1,170
1,371
10,453
1,496
417
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outcome that citizens expect from police protection is
that offenders will be identified, charged,
and locked up;

convicted,
more police protection means that more
people will be locked up.

Table X shows the following personnel increases for

the Police Department from 1970 to 1982. These figures

show a 1.1 percent increase from 1981 to 1982, and a

28 percent increase from 1972 to 1982, and suggest that

the rate of police protection is at least keeping up

with the rate of serious crime. If it continues to do

so, the rate of incarceration cannot be expected to go

down.

Another sign of the same trend is the increasing number

of indictments handed down by the Grand Jury for serious

crime. gqgple XI shows data prepared by the Common-

wealth's Attorney comparing Ehe number of defendantus
indicted and the total number of counts of these

indictments, for 1974, 1978, and 1980. These data

indicate that there were an average an additional 133

indictments each year in 1979 and 1980. Since indict-

ments involve felony charges, these are the more

serious charges, for which more defendants are likely

to be incarcerated either pretrial,
or both.

after sentencing,

Decreasing Ability to Farm Prisoners Out

One of the standard means by which Fairfax County sher-

iffs have in the past dealt with an excess of jail

population has been the placing of Fairfax prisoners
in jails in other jurisdictions, or farming them out.
Usually this involves the payment by the County of a

per diem rate to the other jurisdiction; amounts have
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Table X

Size of the Fairfax County Police Department
1970-1981 (1)

vt TR R 50 st o

. Fiscal Sworn Civilian Total per
Year Officers Staff Total 1,000 pPopulation
1970 394 188 582 1.38
1971 432 190 622 1.41
1972 466 195 661 1.44
1973 514 214 728 1.53
1974 541 218 759 1.54
1975 586 236 822 1.61
1976 624 295 919 1.76
1977 635 289 924 1.73
1978 657 301 958 1.74
1979 702 315 1017 1.83
1980 702 340 1042 1.83
1981 722 (2) 351 1073 1.84
1982 747 354 1101 1.84
(1) Source: Fairfax County Police Department
(2) This number was increased to 734 at midyear review

by double encumbrance of 12 positions to make up

for the delay in filling vacant positions.
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Table XI

Defendants Indicted and Number of
Counts of Indictment in Fairfax County
Circuit Court, 1974, 1978, and 1980.*

Defendants Counts of
Year Indicted Indictment
1974 462 846
1978 647 1176
1980 913 1741

* Source: Data prepared by the Commonwealth's Attorney.
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ranged from $5 to over $20. Logically this is an ] 7. Holding Juveniles in the ADC

appropriate way to deal with an occasional peak in

the jail population; it is not, even when it is At the time the ADC was being.planned and designed,

readily available, an effective long-term solution it was assumed that no juveniles would be held there;

to a regular and daily overcrowding problem. Pri- juveniles were expected to be housed in the Northern

soners to be farmed out must be transported to the

Virginia Regional Juvenile Detention Home, or possibly

other jurisdiction and back by one or more Sheriff's in a new County Juvenile Detention Facility that was

. . . . . i _
deputies. It is neither convenient nor fair to farm also being planned and is now under construction. How-

out pretrial prisoners, because they must then be - ' . ever, there have been juveniles housed in the ADC almost

brought back every time they have a hearing, and constantly from the day it opened. They may be there

they are removed from access to their lawyers and either because the regional facility is itself over-

visits from families. crowded, or because they are believed to be so violent

or destructive that more secure holding is required.

Moreover, in the past two years, the Sheriff has found Some of the juveniles are certified to stand trial as

that more and more other Virginia jurisdictions are adults, and some have been sentenced as juveniles to

refusing to accept farmed-out prisoners from Fairfax . spend time in the ADC. All are there because a judge

County. Those that continue to accept farm-outs may of the Juvenile Court has determined that it is appro-

only accept certain limited categories of farm-outs, j priate for them to be there.
by setting up specific criteria as to age, race, sex,

or type of charge. The Sheriff believes that the It is now generally believed that, even when the new

cause of this reluctance is that Fairfax prisoners ‘ Fairfax Juvenile Detention Facility opens, there will

are more sophisticated than some of their rural counter- always be some juveniles in the ADC, because there

parts; they would rather be in jail in their home will always be some who require more secure holding.
county than far away, and in a new jail than an old There is no area in the ADC specifically designed for
rural lock-up. They have learned that if their juveniles, but they must be held in an area completely
behavior is uncontrolled or if they file an excessive separate from adult holding areas. As pointed out
number of lawsuits for cruel and unusual punishment, before, this requirement means that there are sometimes

they will be sent back to Fairfax for detention. Con- empty spaces which cannot be used because adults cannot

sequently, even when the ADC has contained a number of be placed in the same cell block with juveniles.

prisoners who would be suitable for farming out, such

as those awaiting transfer to a State institution, the C. Predicting Future Needs for Detention

Sheriff has not been able to find other jails willing

to take them. The nearby jurisdictions that might be Given the figures already shown for the expected growth

more willing to help Fairfax out, such as Arlington . in population of the County, both total population and

and Alexandria, cannot because their jails are also

overcrowded.
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the young adult poéulation which is particularly at risk
for crime and incarceration, it seems inevitable that there
will continue to be growth in the demand for jail space.
It is not, however, possible to predict that demand very
precisely, because of the number of interxrvening variables
which cannot be predicted. How many police officers will
the County be willing to provide over the next ten or
twenty years? How will the policies of the Police Depart-
ment change? What further changes is the State likely to
adopt which will affect our jail population? Will there
be another baby boom? What will happen to the economy

and how will it affect the crime rate? How many more
criminals will arrive by METRO? Many of the causes of
overcrowding described above were not foreseen and could
not have been foreseen. Nevertheless, the record of what
has happened in the past is our only base of information

on which to predict the future.

The HMB Study developed estimates for the required size

of the ADC based on HMB's analysis of the ADC populations

and the demands for bed spaces required by persons charged
with different types of crimes. They then developed pre-
dictions,; based on predicted population changes, for the

future bed space needs. Their predictions are shown in

Table XII.

The Task Force found HMB's analysis of the current popula-
tion of the ADC‘extfémely helpful, and agreed with HMB's
assertion that Fairfax County is already using alternatives
to a large extent and cannot depend on alternatives to
solve the detention space needs in the County. The pre-
dictions for future space needs are believed by the Task

Force to be inadequate, however, for the following reasons:
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HMB Projections of Bed Spaces

e B S R BT L

Table XII

Needed for the ADC, 1980-1995

e A L SR G e e

Year Bed éggé:goggéuired ggtg;c?;?Ey
HighTh1s YearLow Higﬁequired*Low
1980 19 19 245 245
1981 20 19 265 245
1982 21 19 286 245
1983 22 20 308 265
1984 23 21 331 286
1985 24 22 355 308
1986 22 20 377 328
1987 19 17 396 345
1988 17 14 427 359
1989 14 12 441 371
1990 12 10 453 381
1991 8 6 461 387
1992 4 2 465 389
1993 0 -2 ** 465 387
1994 -4 -6 461 381
1995 -8 -11 450 370

*Exludes Work Release,

Disciplinary Isolation And Medical

Areas Of The Facility.

**Negative indicates a surplus of bedspaces.

AT R TIR
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- the HMB analysis did not attempt to account for the
persons who at that time were farmed out to other
jurisdictions; after September 1979, 25 to 40 pri-
soners were farmed out at all times until it became
impossible to find spaces for this number;

- the HMB analysis did not include the persons on work
release or juveniles;

- the numbers of additional bed spaces which HMB indi-
cated would be needed each year were based on the
percentage change in the percentage the risk population
(18 to 35 in their calculations) represented of the
total population. It has already been shown that the
fact that this group is decreasing as a proportion of
the total population does not mean that it is decreasing
in absolute numbers or that its effect on incarceration

demands will decrease.

The Sheriff has calculated that the average daily population
of the jail in 1975 was about 140; by 1978 it was about 200,
and by 1981, 350. Thus the average growth for those six
years was 35 beds per year, and for the last three years,

50 beds per year. If the growth in demand for jail spaces
continues at the average rate of 35 beds per year, the

total demand in 1990 would be 665 beds; and if the demand
were to continue to grow at the high rate of the past three
years, or about 50 beds per year, the demand in 1990 could

reach as high as a total of 800 beds.

Based on the foregoing, the Task Force has concluded that
the County must be prepared to handle a total detention popu-
lation of between 600 and 700 by the year 1990. While the

Task Force does not believe that predictions can be made
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past.that point, it sees no reason to believe that deten-
tion needs will not continue to rise between 1990 and 2000
F

much as it would welcome any sound evidence of a decrease.

The Role of Alternatives

As will be spelled out in greater detail in Chaptex IV of
this report, the Task Force has reached the following con-
clusions with regard to alternatives to incarceration:

that the Courts are already using alternatives to
incarceration;

that because of the use of alternatives the County
already has a low incarceration rate;

that while the Task Force will recommend that certain
new alternative Programs be made available and other
Present alternatives expanded, it does not believé

that alternative programs, individually or collectively,
can be relied upon to reduce the demand for detention
Spaces sufficiently to permit the County to forego con-

struction of additional secure space.

The Task Force is aware that some groups in the County would
bPrefer to see the County try the alternatives first ang if
they do not work, then take steps to build more space. The
Task Force, however, believes that given the overcrowding
that already exists today, it is too late for that approach.
By speéking of a.deﬁand for 600 to 700 detention spaces in
1990, it has already placed its estimate toward the lower
range of the possible growth. If the County is able £or.
reduce ‘the detention needs by means of the alternative pro-
grams discussed in Chapter IV, or by means of expediting the

- J .
trial process for detained offenders, as described in
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Chapter VI, these reductions may only ensure that we do
net reach the upper range of the possible growth by 1990;
if they are even more effective .than that, they will
enable the County to avoid another jail construction pro-

gram for the year 2000.

The Task Force believes that alternatives should continue

to be explored and utilized to the greatest extent possible,
but it does not believe they can be allowed to delay further
the construction of jail space which is desperately needed

at this very moment.

Short-Term Approaches to the Problem of Overcrowding

Having determined that (a) the ADC does in fact have a
severe overcrowding problem right now; (b) all indications
are that it will continue to get worse in the foreseeable
future; and (c) the implementation of alternatives will
not solve the problem; the Task Force sought ways of pro-
viding immediate relief for the problem. No solutions
have been identified that will solve the problem immedi-
ately. Two strategies were identified which appear to
provide the quickest form of at least partial relief.

The first of these solutions is to complete the renovation
of existing spaces in the ADC as planned by the Department

of Public Works.

The planned renovation,for which designs are now being
completed, is expected to include the following cell

additions:

- 30 general purpose secure cells in the shelled=-in

basement area
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= 30-35 receiving cells for males in the shelled-in

space
- 6 secure cells in the former isolation areat*

- 8 receiving cells for females (from the Present male

receiving cells).

This renovation would therefore add approximately 74-79

cells to the ADC. The cost of the renovation is estimated

at $1,642,000; $1,202,000 is already included for this
project in the Advertised Fiscal Plan for FY1982. The

Consideration Package contains an additional $440,000 fo
renovation of the ADC.

RECOMMENDATION 1: Renovating Existing Spac2s in

r

the ADC
The Board of Supervisors should give highest
briority to and should proceed immediately
with the planned renovatiocn of existing spaces
in the ADC, by approving funds for this project
included in the Advertised Fiscal Plan for
FY¥1982 and the Budget Consideration Package
for a total of $1,642,000.

The second strategy identified by the Task Force is the
removal of the Pre-Release Center from the ADC, so that

its 30 spaces can be renovated to provide secure housing

Because it will take time to locate a new site for a PRC
and to construct or remodel an adequate facility, the

Task Force believes that the PRC should be temporarily

relocated in the old jail (attached to the old courthouse)

*Some of the present receiving cells will be converted to
isolation cells.
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while a new facility is'being planned and developed. With
some fixing up and repair (not equivalent to remodeling)
the Sheriff believes that the basement area of the old jail
can be made into a minimally suitable temporary facility

for the work release program.
The Division of Facilities Management has estimated that,
using inmate labor for some of the work, this temporary

renovation will cost $75,000. (See Appendix 2)

RECOMMENDATION 2: Renovating the 0ld Jail as a

Temporary Work Release Facility

The Board of Supervisors should authorize funds in

FY1982 in the amount of §75,000 for the purpose of

making improvements in the old jail that will allow
the work release program to be housed there

temporarily.

The Task Force recognizes that if the PRC is to be sepa-
rated from the ADC, round-the-clock staffing would have to
be provided at the new location. At present, the PRC relies
on occasional checks by the ADC confinement staff during the
night. This additional staffing has also been recommended
in the ORS evaluation study of the PRC, The cost of the
four positions, including fringe benefits, is estimated by
the Sheriff to be $86,972. If the positions are approved

by DOC, some reimbursement should be expected from the
State. However; because of its own budget problems, DOC

has not been approving new positions automatically, and may
not reimburse the County for these, particularly the first

year.
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RECOMMENDATION 3:. Providing 24-Hour Staffing for

the PRC

The Board of Supervisors should authorize the addi-
tion of four staff positions for the burpose of
broviding 24-hour staffing of the relocated PRC.
These positions should be made available as soon
as possible so that recruitment and training can

be carried out and the positions therefore filled

by the time the o1ld Jjail is ready to house the

PRC. The cost of these bositions is éstimated by

the Sheriff to be $86,972 in FY1982.

As soon as the old jail is made ready, the work release pro-

gram should be moved into it and the former PRC should be

renovated to provide secure Prisoner housing. The Depart-

ment of Public Works has esti :
mat-d the cost of this renov i
at $360,000. e

RECOMMENDATION 4: Renovation of the PRC for Secure

Housing
The Board of Supervisors should authorize funds

in the amount of $360,000 in Fy1982 for the

renovation of the vacated PRC space in the ADC

into secure cells.
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ITI. PRE~RELEASE CENTER

The Present Facility

The present work release facility, called the Pre-Release
Center (PRC), is a 30-bed facility located in the ADC.

It has a staff of five persons who screen candidates for
admission to the program, assist them in finding jobs,
offer training programs in various life skills and coping
techniques, and supervise them by performing job checks,
monitoring their coming and going, and offering primary
counseling assistance. Inmates are referred to the Pre-
Release Center in several different ways. Some are placed
in the PRC directly by court order at the time of sentencing,
so that their entire sentence is served in the PRC. Others
are sentenced to the ADC but as they approach their release
dates are reviewed fc_: eligibility to enter the work release
program and may be accepted to spend the final period of
their sentence (usually 120 days) preparing for eventual
release by participating in work release. Finally, some
are Fairfax County residents who have been sentenced to
State correctional institutions and are accepted into the
PRC for the final four to six months of their sentences.
Often these State inmates spend a transitional period in
the State's work release facility at Camp No. 6 in Wood-

bridge, Va., before coming to the PRC.

A complete description of the PRC program and operations

can be found in the Evaluation of the Pre—-Release Center,

a study prepared by the Management Services Branch of the
Office of Research and Statistics in January 1981 and
made available to the Task Force. among the findings
of this study were that:
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- 88 percent of the participants successfully completed
the program;

- 77 percent of the successful completions had not been
rearrested within one year after release;

- violent offenders had success rates about the same as

or slightly better than non-violent offenders.

The study concluded that the PRC had been able to develop
a solid program and a gocd core staff to support it, and
that it was supported by the Sheriff's Office, the local

courts, and the Department of Corrections.

The study also recommended that:

- Program funding should be continued as prart of the
Sheriff's budget.

-~ Program expansion should continue to be considered
as part of any new construction, renovation, or
extension of County correctional facilities.

= Current program policy of accepting only local
residents from State and pederal referrals should
be continued.

- 'Some procedural changes should be considered to
facilitate program operations, including:

0 re-evaluation of the need to execute separate
court orders to place an inmate in the program,
to release him/her for employment, to change
employment, and to participate in community
treatment or édﬁcational pPrograms;

© study of program forms to attempt to reduce paper-
work by consolidating some forms.

= Program staff should be expanded to provide 24-hour
coverage in the PRC by PRC counselors rather than

ADC confinement staff. It was estimated that this
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would require three additional full-time positions
at an FY1982 cost of approximately $66,000. DOC
should reimburse some of this amount, leaving a net

County cost of about $38,000.

- The County should consider the creation within the
Office of the Sheriff of a separate division for com-
munity based corrections. This division could over-
see the PRC as well as other community programs which

might be developed to meet expanding correction needs.

The Montgomery County Pre-Release Center

The Montgomery County Pre-Release Center has been selected
by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration as an
Exemplary Program =~- that is, a Criminal Justice program
picked out by LEAA as worth considering for replication
in other jurisdictions. 1In fact, to the extent possible,
the Directoerf the Fairfax County PRC has modeled the
Fairfax program, particularly the Life Skills training,
on that followed in Montgomery County. Several members
of the Task Force and staff visited the Montgomery County
facility, discussed the Program with staff there, and
read materials describing its Philosophy, operations, and
Procedures. Montgemery County, which has a population
quite similar to that in Fairfax County in both size and
character, has a PRC of about 100 beds. It takes in both
State and local ‘clients, but also accepts some pretrial
detainees. The Montgomery County facility has a staff of
between 40 and 50, counting part-time personnel and two
County probation officers assigned to the facility full
time;~in addition, a number of student interns and volun-
teers work at the facility. It is located in a commercial/
light industrial area not far from the White Flint Mall,
totally separate from the jail.
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Positive features which the Task Force members and staff
cbserved in the Montgomery County facility were its size,
its location and separateness from the jail, the high
staff/inmate ratio, the philosophy of the program, and

the resources made available in the facility.

Expanding the PRC

In view of the findings and recommendations of the ORS
evaluation report, the Task Force believed that the. v
work release program should be considered as a significant
component of the Fairfax County correctional system -- one
that should be expanded in order to handle a larger com-
ponent of the detention population. The Task Force also
considered that if Montgomery County can successfully sup-
port a 100-bed facility and in fact be considering enlarging
that facility, it seems reasonable that the detention popu-
lation of Fairfax County could support a work release pro-
gram of a similar number. The Task Force also believed

that it was better to have offenders working and providing
support for themselves and their families, if possible, than
to be spending their time doing virtually nothing in the
ADC. Furthermore, it was felt that it would be wise for

the County to let as many of those inmates as possible

who have been incarcerated for a long period of time but

who will be getting out and returning to take up residence
in the County get prepared for that return by spending the
last portion of fheff'sentences in the PRC. Little addi-
tional risk is involved since these people would soon be
getting out anyway. From the County's point of view, it
is better for them to get out gradually and with some pre-
paration, which the PRC provides. Because work releasees
pay réom and board on the days they work, as well as State
and Federal taxes, the program is less costly to operate

than the jail. Finally, the present PRC has no accommodation
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for female releasees. Though there have not been many
femaleé eligible for the work release program in the past,
Federal courts have ruled that females are entitled to be
proviged the same correctional Programs and opportunities
as male offenders. Some females have in fact participated
in work release but have had to be accommodated in the
secure section of the ADC because there is no accommodation

for them in the present PRC.

The Task Force considers that a bPermanent work release
facility of at least 100 beds should be planned for Fairfax
County. It may be reasonable to increase the size of the
facility in stages rather than all at once, first increasing
it to 60 beds or to 60 beds for males and ten for females,
for an interim total of 70 beds, with 30 to be added at a
later date; but whatever is planned now should include the

possibility of future expansion to 100.

Finding a Permanent Location for the PRC

Crucial to the expansion and bPermanent relocation of the PRC
is the identification of an appropriate site where it can be
located. The Task Force considered a number of possibilities.

l. County Property

Finding property already owned by the County where a

PRC could be located would have several advantages --

it would in'most”cases save the costs of land acquisition
and in some cases avoid citizen opposition to placement
of a correctional facility near any residential area.
County property that might be considered includes the

following:
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On the Site of the Proposed Government Center

The site for the proposed new government center
is an area relatively undeveloped at the moment
but slated for development, where jobs and
transportation would be available for the work
release participants. However, if the PRC were
the first facility to be placed on the new
government center tract, millions of dollars
worth of sewer and water connections would have
to be provided for it. The Task Force did not
believe it practical to consider this site
until plans for the government center are more

definite.

In the Present County Complex

Because the ADC and courts are already located
there, the present County complex appears to
be a logical place to locate a new PRC. However,
the Task Force could not be certain that there

is enough room left in the complex to locate

the PRC there. The Task Force believes that
this possibility should be investigated very

thoroughly, however.

Empty School Buildings

While these are often suggested as the ideal
place to locate a work release center, in fact
theré a£é~not many vacated schools actually
available for such a use. Those that the School
Board has suggested may be declared surplus are
either in extremely bad condition, so that
extensive re-building would be reqguired, or are
located in residential areas where extreme citi~

zen opposition to the placement of a correctional
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facility would be expected, or both. The
Task Force does not believe that school
buildings will prove to be satiéfactory

locations for a new PRC.

The 014 Jail

Utilization of the old jail continues to be a
focus of attention on the part of citizen

groups and therefore of the Task Force as well.
If renovation were to be undertaken to make this
facility into a new PRC, it would have to meet
State standards as to cell space and other pro-
visions. These standards would probably mean
that 50 spaces would be the maximum allowable
in the o0ld jail. The Task Force believed that
the PRC might be enlarged by expanding into

the courthouse wing adjacent to the old jail
instead of using that space for County offices.
If this is possible, and if it will yield a
capacity of 100 beds, the Task Force recommends
that this course be seriously considered. Tt
may be that remodeling of this facility to a

PRC would first require finding another temporary

location for the work release program, as well
as eﬁding the use of the facility for overflow
prisoners from the ADC. Thus, the use of this
facility for a new PRC could cause a temporary
reduction in the detention spaces available

rather than the increase sought by immediately

relocating the PRC.
Other disadvantages of this option are:

=— that the State Department of Corrections,

while not forbidding the project, is
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generally opposed to renovation to provide
such a facility and has recommended against

conversion of the old jail.*

== That coordination of the project with the
already approved project to renovate the
old courthouse for use as courts and county
offices would be complex and could cause

delay of both projects.

The Office of Project Management, Department of
Public Works (DPW) has estimated the costs of
remodeling the old jail and the courthouse wing
into a PRC would be as follows:
(1) Remodeling the 014 Jail into 50~-Bed
PRC (no kitchen) .
FY1982 $ 235,000 Design Costs

FY1983 2,179,000 Construction
$2,414,000 Total
(2) Renovate 0ld Courthouse for Additional

50 PRC Beds

Fy1982 $ 245,000 Design Costs
FYl983 2,275,000 Construction
$2,520,000 Total

This means that total design costs for a 100-bed
facility would be $480,000 and construction costs
$4,454,000, for a grand total of $4,934,000.

*Letter to Tony Bottley, Manager of State and Local Facilities,
Regional Office of DOC for the Northern Virginia Region, from
Frank Mueller, DOC Assistant Director for Capital outlay and
Maintenance, dated February 20, 1980.
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A_Purchased Site in a Commercial Area

Having considered the success of the Montgomery County
program, which is located apart from the jail in a
commercial/industrial area, the Task Force considered
finding a similar location for the PRC in Fairfax County.
Possible areas in which to look for such a site would be
Merrifield, the Springfield Industrial Park, or other
like places. The advantages of such a site are that it
will be close to both jobs and transportation and removed
from residential areas where citizen opposition would be
strongest. The disadvantage is primarily the cost of
purchasing the property as well as the cost of constructing
a new facility. If a new facility is built, however, it
could be designed to serve totally as a PRC, resulting

in a better facility than one made over from something
else.

DPW has estimated the costs of building a new PRC on a
commercial site as follows:

(a) 100-Bed PRC

FY1l982 $ 500,000 Land Acgquisition
. FYlasg3 483,000 Design
Fyl984 5,832,000 Construction
$6,815,000 Total

(b) 60-Bed PRC (expandable to 100)

FY1982 o $ 500,000 Land Acquisition
FY1l983 410,000 Design
FYl984 4,960,000 Construction
$5,870,000 Total
6l




3. Conclusions

RECOMMENDATION 5: Finding a Permanent Site for the
PRC

The Board of Supervisbrs, in consultation with the
Ceurts and the County Executive, should immediately
resolve whether sufficient space can be provided

on the present County government complex or the old
jail and the adjacent courthouse wing to house a
100-bed work release facility (a new PRC). If space
will be both suitable and available in either, plan-
ning and design should proceed for a new PRC which will
house 100 residents and meet all applicable State

standards.

If adequate space cannot be provided in the County
complex or in the old jail/courthouse for a 100-bed
PRC, a search should be begun for an appropriate site

in a commercial/industrial arza of the County.

RECOMMENDATION 6: Preliminary Funds for a New Prc

The Board of Supervisors should immediately authorize
funding 1iIn the FY1982 budget of $500,000 in pre-
liminary funding for a new PRC. This amount would
serve as site acquisition funding for a PRC on a
commercial site, or as design funding for a PkC in
the County complex, in the old jail/courthouse

facility, or on other County property.

RECOMNENDATION 7: Construction Funds for a New Prc

The Board of Supervisors should proceed immediately
with plans to provide construction funding foira new
PRC. Funding needed will range from $4,934,000 (if
conversion of space in the old jail/courthouse is
feasible) to §6,815,000 (for a 100-bed facility on

a commercial site) with options in between depending
on the location and initial size of the facility.
These estimates include the design/site acquisition

funds noted in Recommendation 6.
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Projected staffing and operating costs for a 60-bed

PRC are shown in Apperidix 3.

Increasing Capabilities and Services in the PRC

After discussing proposals made by the Sheriff, the Task
Force concluded that the work release Program could serve
a somewhat broader range of clients than it now does,
Qarticularly if certain services and staffing were made
available at the PRC to deal with clients having special
needs. These include alcohol, drug, and mental health
counseling services, and the use of the PRC for a restitu-

tion center, as a Halfway-In House for probation and parole

violators, and as a pretrial or conditional release program.

1. Alcohol and Drug Services

Various surveys that have been made of the ADC population
have indicated that a large percentage -- as high as 85
to 95 percent -- have some involvement with alcohol or
drugs, and that many have serious problems with cne or
both. An enlarged PRC could work with more of these
inmates if they were identified and more in-depth treat-
ment of substance abusers could be made available in

the facility. This would require additional staff trained
in the identification and treatment of substance abuse,
and possibly equipment for urine testing and breath
testing. These services would be supervised by and
coordinated with- the Director of Substance Abuse Pro-
grams of the Fairfax-Falls Church Community Servizes

Board.

2. Mental Health Treatment

The Sheriff has further proposed that a half-time psycho-

logist be made available on the staff of the PRC to assist




in client screening, prescription of client counseling
and therapy, and staff development and training. This
would improve the effectiveness of 'the prcgram more

than broaden the clientele, but would be an important

adjunct to the provision of substance abuse treatment.

Restitution Center

Section 53-166.1 of the Code of Virginia, effective
July 1, 1980, provided for the inclusion of restitution
in work release programs. Previously only offenders on
probation or on a suspended sentence could be ordered
to make restitution. fThis increases the potential for
the effective use of the PRC as a sentencing a;ternative
for property offenders. Under a court order for restitu-
tion, the PRC would credit 15 percent of the offender's
paycheck for restitution, and forward monthly check to
whomever the court specified. If restitution is not com-
pleted by the time the offender has completed his sentence,
the PRC could continue to monitor the restitution payments
until the order is satisfied. Restitution is already used
to a limited extent as a sanction for a work release

participant. The Task Force agrees with the Sheriff that
all work release participants whose charges included pro-
perty loss or destruction should have restitution orders
included in their sentences. If the PRC were enlarged

and operated as a separate facility from the ADC, a finance
clerk would'be féquired on the staff to assist with all PRC
financial matters. This staff person would alsoc assist in

handling the restitution paymenis.

Halfway-In Program

For the most part the courts have considered only two

alternatives when confironted with technical or minor
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violations of probation or parole: to keep the offender
on probation/parole, or to return the offender to jail

or the penitentiary. The Sheriff has proposed that more

consideration be given to use of the PRC as a sanction
which recognizes the violation but joes not require com-

Plete incarceration. Offenders who were not fully suc-

cessful on release would receive the additional supervision
and preparation needed to achieve more responsible inde-
pendernce. The use of the PRC as a halfway-in program
would not require any additional staff. It would simply
require that judges and probation officers be aware of
its availability and consider it to deal with probation

and parole violations.

Pretrial Work Release

Because the Montgomery County PRC has been successful in
putting its pretrial detainees on work release, the Task
Force was interested in the possibility of using our PRC
in the same way, particularly since the majority of the

population of the ADC are pretrial detainees. The Sheriff
has expressed an interest in exploring with the court the

possibility of pretrial work release, either by placing |
pretrial detainees in the PRC so tha£ they could continue i

to work while awaiting trial, or by using the staff of the

PRC to run a conditional release Program in which released
defendants would be monitored by telephone and job checks.
For a few defendants whose residence is too transient or

job too unstable to make them eligible for Release on

Recognizance, but who can show that they have been Fairfax

County residents, and who cannot make bond, this use of

the PRC might provide a suitable Pretrial release alter-

native.
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RECOMMENDATION 8: Providing a Substance Abuse

Counselor for the PRC

i di-
The Board of Supervisors should authorize one ad

tional staff person for the PRC to serve as a

f this
Substance Abuse Counselor. The FY1982 cost o

position will be $23,832, including fringe Denefits.

When the PRC has been expanded, the Board should

, , am
approve the following positions to 1increase the cap
, , , C:
bilities and services provided in the PR

~ One half-time psychologist, to provide mental

health services . y
One finance clerk to support a restitution program.

1 i at-
(These positions are all included in the staffing p

L s v 3.
tern proposed for a 60-bed facility. See Appendix )

. , 14
When additional beds are available, the Sheriff shou

1 the
also work with the courts to increase the use of

Program.
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Iv. O?HER ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION

The Role of Alternatives

In the context of the need for detention space, "alternative"
refers to any brogram-or practice that would enable & person
now incarcerated to be dealt with in such a way that incar-
ceration would no longer be Necessary or enable a person who
would otherwise be incarcerated not to be. In additien to
work release, the Task Force considered two kinds of altexr-
native programs: those that would facilitate the release of
bersons now incarcerated pending trial and sentencing; and
those that offer possibilities for the release of sentenced
pPrisonors. Overall, the conclusion of the Task Force is that
Fairfax County is using many alternative bPrograms at this
time; interest was expressed in some of the Proposed new
alternatives, and the Task Force believes that the County
should continue to explore the possibility of developing

new programs that may serve as alternatives to incarceration.

The Task Force has Sseveral recommendations to offer with

respect to proposed alternative Programs, but does not believe p
that any al;ernative bProgram or group oﬁ Programs can be ]
recommended to the Board of Supervisorsxthat will reduce the
demand for detention space sufficiently to forego construction.
Many of the programs may have positive values to offer such as
humanity, fairness, and the Possibility of rehabilitation, or
better preparatibn of'the offender for a return to society.

The Task Force, however, was not formed to deal with these
issues. It believed that its purpose was to study and pro-
Pose ways to resolve the Problem of overcrowding the ADC,

and concluded that none of the alfernatives could be recom-

mended to the Board of Supervisors as ways of significantly

reducing that overcrowding.
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A significant concern of the Task Force in reaching this may in fact be in need of more supervision, more treatment,
conclusion was that there are not many people in our jail or more gradual release through a partial residential pro-
who are suitable for placement in alternative programs. gram. But such programs would not reduce overcrowding at
As explained below, Fairfax County already releases most the ADC. They would serve a group of the offender popula-
offenders under existing programs such as probation, pexr= tion and would increase the numbers of persons being dealt
sonal recognizance, etc. Those who are in jail by and with by the system as well as the cost of the system.
large are there because it was felt that they should be :

held in secure detention. Another concern of the Task Another concern of the Task Force is that the experience of
Force was that alternatives introduced ostens%bly to re- other jurisdictions indicates that when persons are diverted
duce jail population often draw their clients from people from incarceration to alternative programs, the diversion is
who would otherwise be placed on probation or released un-~ not always successful.* It appears that as many as half or
conditionally. Evaluations of alternative programs in other more of the clientele treated by a program are eventually
jurisdictions have suggested that this is often the result: (that is, subsequent to their participation in the program
instead of releasing people from jail to place them in an or even during the program) rearrested and incarcerated.
alternative program, the system sweeps up an entirely dif- This means that even if a program could be developed which
feren# set of people to give them more intensive supervision would take out ten éersons now incarcerated, no one can be
or partial incarceration or treatment of some more rigorous E confident that even as many as five cell spaces would in
form than they were formerly receiving.* These may all be fact be freed. The benefit to society from those who are
reasonable things to do: some of the offenders now released ’é rehabilitated may be large, but the cost to society of

those who are not cannot be ignored either. And the problem

. . . . , , : i : i d st with us in
*See, e.g.: Residential Community Corrections Programs in Minnesota: of overcrowding at the ADC most likely would stay

An Evaluation Report, prepared by the Evaluation Unit of the ! spite of any new alternative programs.
Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control,
November, 1976; note page 290.

S T

B. Pretrial Alternatives

Also, Herbert Hoelter, Program Director of the National Center on
Institutions and Alternatives (NCIA). "The alternatives that
have been developed have brought more people than ever (under } 1. The Pretrial Population of the ADC
social control) ...They might be alternatives but too often '
what they offer is an alternative to outright release."

quoted in John Blackmore, "Community Corrections," Corrections ‘ : A number of studies of the population of the ADC have
Magazine, October, 1980 p. 13.

observed that the majority of this population is made

Also, Michael Kroll: "...There are disquieting indications that a ; up of persons awaiting trial or sentencing. The CJCC
whole new industry of so-called alternatives has been spawned .
. . . . . tem found that
in the last decade, resulting in a steadily growing number of ‘ study of the Adult Corrections Sys

people sucked into the criminal justice system." also cited ‘ !
in Blackmore, op cit.

*See, &.9.: James McSparren, General Counsel, New York State -

Division of Substance Abuse Services. "Community Correction ‘
68 and Diversion: Costs and Benefits, Subsidy Modes, and . i
Start-U» Recommendations." in Crime and Delinquency, April
1980, pp 226-247.
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throughout 1977, about 68 percent of the ADC popula-
tion were awaiting some court action, while 32 percent
were sentenced. The HMB Study reported that at any
given time approximately 61 percent of the ADC popula-
tion were awaiting trial and 10 percent were awaiting
a sentencing hearing, while the remaining 29 percent
were sentenced. The Task Force found that while these
categories appeared to be consistent with the present
population of the ADC, the categories need to be
analyzed more closely for purposes of considering the

aprropriateness of alternatives.

On the sample day studied by the Task Force, 231 per-

sons, or 63.8 percent of the total population of the

ADC, were detained awaiting some court action, whether
pretrial hearing, trial, or sentencing; 119, or 33 per-
cent, were sentenced; the sentenced category included 5
juveniles, 2 females, 7 males being held pending acceptance
into the Crossroads residential facility, 25 in the Pre-
Release Center, 39 waiting to be transferred to the State,

and 41 males sentenced to serve sentences in the ADC.

For the Sheriff's purposes of categorizing people in
the ADC according to what he can do with them, it is
appropriate to think of the 231 persons as being held
pretrial; all will have pretrial hearings, trials, or
sentencing hear;qgs scheduled for which they must be
kept available. 1In most.cases they cannot be farmed

out to other institutions, or at least not distant ones.

For the purpose of considering alternatives, however,
these persons should not all be viewed as pretrial
detainees, in the sense of being innocent until proven
guilty: thirty-five of them were awaiting trial on one

charge but were already convicted and sentenced on another
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charge; this group included some who _had been charged

with probation dr parole violations and were awaiting a
probation or parole revocation hearing. Thirty-three

were convicted and awaiting a sentencing hearing; for

some of these cases, the defendant was released up until
trial, but upon conviction, bond was revcked and the

person was placed in the ADC on the expectation that the
sentence when decided upon would include incarceration.
These two groups cannot be considered as generally eligible
for some form of pretrial release, nor can the twelve pri-
soners who were being held for other jurisdictions (ten

for the federal government, two for other Virginia Counties).

This means that in fact, only 163 prisoners in the ADC

on January 11, 1981, or 45 percent, were simply awaiting

trial; and of these, a good many had detainers or out-

standing warrants from other jurisdictions, were resi-

dents of other jurisdictions, or had a prior history of

failing to appear for trial.

Of these 163 pretrial detainees, five were juveniles

and nine were females; 111l were males awaiting felony

trials; 38 were males awaiting misdemeanor trials. ]
The charges of the 111 males awaiting felony trials §

break down as follows (considering only the most serious

charge -- many had several serious charges against them): |
Arson 2
Murder 5
Rape, Sodomy 9
Assault, Abduction, Wounding 8
Armed Robbery 17
Burglary, B & E 32 %
Grand Larceny, Unauthorized Use 21 %
Other Felony Property Charges 13 g
Other 4 ;
Total 111 i
¢
}
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Males awaiting trial on misdemeanor charges included
the following charges:
Driving While Intoxicated 10
Speed to Elude 1
Assault, Destruction of
Property, Disorderly
Drunk in Public 6
Concealment, Uttering, Petty
Larceny 12
Failure to Appear, Probation .
Violation

3
Total 38

Many of these with more minor misdemeanor charges oxr
charges involving drunkenness ~- both DIP and DWI --
were released within one day of the time these data
were obtained, as soon as they attended their first

ccurt. hearing.

The conclusion of the Task Force on reviewing these
data, case by case and as a group, was that very few
of the persons being held pretrial in the ADC on that

day were suitable for pretrial release pPrograms.

Existing Pretrial Programs

The vast majority of persons arrested in Fairfax County,
Falls Church; anawFairfax City are never incarcerated

and the vast majority of those who are incarcerated do
not remain in jail very long. Six to seven thousand per-
sons are booked into the ADC every honth, and some of
these are sentenced persons or federal prisoners. The
HMB Study further concluded that of 1000 persons booked
into the ADC only 340 were held longer than three days.
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A summary picture of available pretrial alternatives
is included in Table II, page 15 above. These programs
include release by the arresting officer on citation or
summons; release by the magistrate or court on own recog-
nizance; release to a parent, relative, or friend on third
party custody; and release on cash or surety bond. Central
to'this system is the Release on Recognizance program of
the Pretrial Services Unit of the General District Court.
ROR interviewers attempt to ifiterview all pPretrial persons
booked into the jail except those who: 4
- have collateral charges, such as drunk-in-public or
traffic charges for which they will be released
quickly anyway, usually by posting collateral;
- have been charged by the Juvenile and Domestic
Relations District Court;
- have been arrested on a probation or parole
violation;

- have capital charges.

Some of those arrested refuse to be interviewed by ROR.

For those who are interviewed, ROR attempts to assemble

information on as many as possible of the following areas:

-~ the defendant's employment status and history and
financial condition;

- the nature and extent of the defendant's family
relationships;

- the defendant's past and present residences and
ties to the cﬁﬁmunity;

- the defendant's prior criminal record, if any, and,
if previously released pending trial, whether the
defendant appeared as required;

- the nature of the current offense;

- any facts indicating the possibility of future

violations of law'if the defendant is released;
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- the defendant's history, if any, of past or cur-
rent substance abuse and any treatment received;

- the defendant's history, if any, of mental in-
stability and/or psychological treatment;

- the names and relationship of persons who agree
to assist the defendant in attending court on the
appointed date;

- any other facts to indicate the defendant is likely
or unlikely to comply with an order to appear in

court on a certain day.
3 A=
-t

On the basis of this information, or lack of . the

magistrate or judge will make a decision as to whether
¢he person can be released on his/her own recognizance
or in the custody of a family member or friend. IEf

not, magistrates set a bond amount according to a sched-
ule based on the offense charged; judges may set the
bond amount according to their own estimate of the
likelihood that a person will appear for trial or be

a danger to the community during the pretrial period. .

In discussing the ROR procedures, the Task Force expressed
concern that interviewers do not routinely record on the
interview form their recommendation as to release or
detention or the reasons for their recommendation. The
General District Court, has, however, expressed its willing-
ness to ensure that recommendations and reasons will in the

future be récordéd for all ROR interviews.

The Task + <Ze is convinced that in all cases, persons
who are devained pretrial are detained because a judge
has reviewed the facts of the case -- on the first court
day after arrest and at regular intervals thereafter --
and concluded that the person is not an appropriate can-

didate for Release on Recognizance, that the bond amount
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is reasonable, or that the berson should in fact be
detained without bond. Defendants are not detained

because they have been forgotten or overlooked or

because no one thought to consider them for alternative

programs. From its review of the jail population on
the sample day in January, the Task Force observed that
most of the defendants in the ADC waiting for trial

(a) are charged with serious crimes, for which a high
bail amount seems appropriate, such as burglary, rob-
bery, rape, and homicide; (b) have detainers or out-
standing warrants placed against them by other juris-
dictions for other offenses; (c) have a history of
failure to appear for previdus court dates; or (d) are
not residents of Fairfax or employed in a stable job,

so that they would be unlikely to return for trial if
released.

Percentage Bail Deposit

Persons who are released on bond sometimes are able to
deposit with the court the full amount of the bond set
by the court; in most cases, they instead rpay a fee to
a bondsman, for whom they also must bPut up collateral
for the full amount of the bond, and the bondsman
guarantees to the court that the bond amount will be g
paid if the defendant fails to appear. Aas an alter-
native, some jurisdictions permit the defendant to
deposit with‘thé court an amount equal to a set per-

centage of the total bond amount == usually ten per-

cent. TIf the defendant appears for all required court
hearings, the deposit is returned. (In some cases,
one percent of the bond amount is retained by the

court to handle the éxpenses of the program.)
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The Task Force considered the possibility of insti-
tuting a percentage bail deposit system for Fairfax

County after reviewing a study, Ten Percent Deposit

Bail, prepared by D. Alan Henry of the Pretrial Ser-

vices Resources Center (Washington, D.C., January,

1980). Both Community Ministry of Fairfax and Offender
Aide and Restoration (0OAR) had recommended that the Task
Force consider such a program. Several members of the
Task Force were interested in such a program and believed
that Fairfax County should explore it. The Task Force
majority, however, concluded that the program would not
have a significant effect on the jail population, and
could not be recommended for that purpose. The Task
Force also noted that it is not clear at this time whether
the Code of Virginia would permit local virginia juris-
dictions to institute such a program using local court
rulies, or whether enabling legislation would have to be

sought, and believed that this issue should be clarified.

RECOMMENDATION 9: Attorney General's Opinion on

Percentage Bail Deposit

The Board of Supervisors should request the County
Attorney to obtain from the Attorney General an
opinion as to whether the release of defendants
pretrial through percentage bail deposit is per-
missible under present Virginia law, using

rules of court, or whether a legislative change

must be sought.

Conditional Release and Third Party Custody

Several proposals were received by the Task Force sug-
gesting that certain additional forms of pretrial release

could be tried; these included:
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-~ release of persons on certain conditions where
the employees and/or velunteers of a pretrial
release agency have undertaken to monitor and/
or stay in constant touch with the individuals
to ensure that they abide by the conditions.

The conditions might include making daily or
weekly phone contact, maintaining a job, get-
ting needed alcohol or drug treatment, et cetera;
~ designating an agency or non-profit organization
to serve as a third party custodian of pretrial
releasees,that custodian to monitor release con-
ditions like those listed above, as well as to
ensure that the defendant is able to get to court

on the appointed day.

The proposals received from Lutheran Social Services and

from the National Center on Institutions and Alternatives

(NCIA) both involved contracts with non-profit agencies

to provide monitoring of release conditions and/or third-

party custodial type services to releasees. Community

Ministrxry recommended that the County develop such a pro-

gram, without specifying whether it should be through
a County agency or contract with a non-profit organiza-

tion.

The Task Force concluded that setting up such a program
would require putting a large amount of bureaucratic
machinery in place when there were probably very few
persons in the ADC who would in fact be suitable for
such a program. The judges on the Task Force believed
that such a program would not be helpful to them in
increasing the number of persons they could release
pretrial. The criteria described, for instance, by
Lutheraﬂ Social Services (See Appendix 4) for defen-
dants who could be accepted into their Triangles Pre-

trial Release Project are not that different from the
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criteria currently in use for release of persons on
their own recognizance, and in some instances appear
more stringent (such as, "has appropriate transpor-
tation at disposal®™). Most of the people who could
in fact meet the Triangles criteria are already being
released on their own recognizance. The other pro-
grams did not spell out specific criteria, but the
Task Force believes that reasonable criteria for non-
financial release could not be met by most of the

persons held in the ADC on pretrial status.

The Task Force notes that when release is obtained under
present financial conditions, there is in most cases a
bondsman responsible for the defendant who will, if the
defendant fails to appear, locate him/her and bring him/
her to the court -- failure to do so makes the bondsman
liable to the court for the full amount of the bond. With
a percentage bail deposit syséem or conditional release
program, the Task Force was not confident that there
would be any person with the resources and determination
of the bondsman, as well as the financial incentive, to
ensure that the defendant did appear. The Task Force did
not believe that notification to the court by a third-
party custodian that a given defendant had failed to meet
the conditions of release would be a satisfactory alter-
native to the commitment of a bondsman to seeing that

the defendant appears for trial.

Alcohol Crisis Center

Under a grant from the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation
and OAR-USA, Offender Aid and Restoration (OAR) Incor-
porated, of Fairfax County last year instituted a pro-

ject to develop alternatives to incarceration. One of
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the alternatives bProposed by that Project's task force
is an Alcohol Crisis Center for the diversion from
incarceration of bPersons now arrested and charged with
Drunk in Public, and held in the ADC or a lccal lock~up
until sober or until released into the custody of a
relative or friends. Section 18.2-388 of the Code of
Virginia permits the public inebriate to be transported
to a court-approved detoxification center by a police
officer or other designated berson, provided that
general authorization has been made by a judge of the
General District Court and that the inebriate enters

the facility voluntarily.

OAR has proposed a 20-bed facility; land for and con-
struction of the facility would be donated at no cost
to the County. Public inebriates picked up by the
pPolice would be offered the option of going to the
Alcohol Crisis-.Center (ACC) instead of to jail or
lock-up; if they refused or were deemed by the police
officer to be too violent or destructive to go to a
non-secure facility like the ACC, they would instead
be transported to the lock-up or to the apc,. If they
chose the Aacc, they would be expected to remain in the
facility until sober, and could if necessary remain
there for up to seven days, although the aACC would not
be a treatment facility. Counselors at the ACC would
attempt to confront clients with the reality of their
alcohol probiemé'énd to refer them to treatment and

long~-term therapy.

It has been estimated that the operational cost of

such a facility would be about $245,000 in its first

Year of operation (FY1983). OAR hoped to ohtain $100,000
from the State Department of Mental Health and Mental
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Retardation (DMHMR), Division of Substance Abuse and
about $45,000 in client fees (to be assessed on a
sliding scale); that would leave about $100,000 to be
funded by the County.

A number of organizations have spoken of the need for

a low-cost, non-hospital detoxification center as an
alternative to jail for the public inebriate, including
the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, in its ‘1978
study of the Adult Corrections System in Fairfax County,
and the Fairfax-Falls Church Community Services Board

in its Needs Assessment for alcohol services (1978).
Also, individuals and groups, newspaper and magazine
articles have spoken of the inappropriateness of incar-
ceration for the public inebriate. It has been estimated
by the Police Department that about 4000 inebriates are
arrested each year and that if even half of these were
diverted to the ACC about 1000 hours of police time in
arresting, transporting, and booking them as prisoners
would be saved. Both the magistrates and the court
would be relieved of any paperwork in diverted cases.
Furthermore, while the jail can provide a safe place
where an inebriate can sober up without hurting himself
or others, it cannot provide, in its receiving section,
services or care that are likely to impact on the under-
lying alcohol problem. Persons involved in alcohol
treatment generally believe that the jail is an
inappropriafe piace to take someone who has an alcohol

problem and no other criminal charges.

However, 1t was also clear to the Task Force that pub-
lic inebriates with no other charges do not spend very
long in the ADC =-- usually about four to six hours =--

and do not take up space in the permanent holding
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section; they are held in receiving cells and quickly

released when they sober up or are taken home by a

relative. Getting them out of the ADC will not sig-~

nificantly or immediately impact the space needs in
the jail. Being held in jail may be a problem for them,
but they really do not contribute to the
problem of the ADC. Therefore, the Task

that the ACC could nect be recommended to

overcrowding
Force concluded
the Board of

Supervisors as a solution to the problem of overcrowding.

Pretrial Conclusions

Overall, the Task Force concluded Fairfax County is

already releasing a high percentage of defendants pre-

trial. Additional pretrial release programs should
continue to be explored, but none can be recommended

at this time as solutions to the problem of ADC over-
crowding.

C. Sentencing Alternatives

1.

Present Programs

Judges currently have available to them at the time of !
sentencing a broad range of options, shown in Table IT %

(page 15)F pPeace bonds, restitution, suspended imposition

of sentence, suspended sentence, probation, referral to

alcohol, drug, or mental health treatment, fines, a half-
way house for women offenders (Guest House), and work
release. Weekend sentencing has also been used though

not extensively because the ADC tends to be crowded on

weekends anyway. Two additional programs are the Alcohol

Safety Action Project (ASAP), a program of education and

therapy for drunk drivers, and the Community Service
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Restitution Program (CSRP) operated by OAR to refer
shoplifters to community service projects. .These last
two projects do not serve as alternatives to incar-
ceration but do offer useful sentencing options in

particular cases.

A recently developed program is the Prescriptive Sen-
tencing Program for misdemeanants operated for the
General District Court by OAR. Non-violent property
offenders who are likely to receive jail sentences and
who are capable of working or performing community ser-
vice are referred to the program by the judge for
evaluation. If they are judged suitable for participa-
tion, a program is developed for the specific offender
which may include job training, community service,
making restitution payments, getting treatment of some
kind, learning how to handle personal finances, or
being closely supervised by the OAR counselor. Because
the General District Court sentences so few persons to
jail, however, it has been able to identify very few
offenders who are suitable for this program -- an

average of less than one client per week.

In addition, there are presently available.a number of

programs which provide treatment for alcohol, drug,

and mental health problems. The CJCC study of the

Adult Corrections System contains descriptions of the

alcohol, drug, and mental health programs that were

available at that time. References should be made to

that study for descriptions of these programs. They

included:

- The Alcohol safety Action Project

- Local Alcoholism Services -- outpatient treatment for
alcoholism

= The Alcoholism Outreach Program of the Fairfax Com-

munity Action Project (FCAP)
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= The New Beginning, an inpatient alcoholism treatment
facility

The Fairfax Hospital Alcoholism Program =-- then an
inpatient treatment program butlnow becoming an
outpatient program

= Alcoholic Rehabilitation Inc., of Arlington, which
provides both intensive inpatient treatment and a
halfway house residence for alcoholics

The Crossroads Drug Abuse Control Program, including
both inpatient and outpatient services for substance
abusers

= Second Genesis, an inpatient treatment facility for
drug abusers in Alexandria

The Alexandria Narcotic Treatment Program, an outpatient

drug treatment program including a methadone maintenance
component

= County mental health services

Except for the two Alexandria bPrograms and ARI, the drug
and alcohol programs are coordinated by the Director of

Drug and Alcohol Abuse Programs for the Services Board.

The Community Diversion Program

The Community Diversion Incentive Act passed by the
General Assembly in 1980 (Section 53-128.17 of the
Code of Virginia) authorizes the Department of Cor-
rections to assist localities in the development of
community diversion bprograms by providing grants to
local jurisdictions to evaluate offenders, refer them
to treatment or training, and develop community service
or restitution options. While much like the Pre-
scriptive Sentencing Program, it is intended for
offenders who have been sentenced to State correctional

institutions. Funds for the operation of five pilot
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programs were authorized by the General Assembly for

FY1981; Fairfax County applied for one of these grants

but did not receive one. An additional five programs

will be funded beginning in FY1982; Fairfax is being
encouraged by the State Department of Corrections to
update its application and resubmit it by May 1, 1981,
to participate in this second round of funding. It is
assumed that funding would be available from the State
for at least two years.

The Act and the accompanying guidelines prepared by
DOC require the local jurisdiction to set up a local
advisory board called the Community Corrections
Resources Board, which would review each case sug-
gested for diversion and make recommendations to the
judge about the suitability of the candidate and the
options suggested for the sentence. The State would

provide $30,000 for administration of the program, to

'pay for a Program Coordinator, clerical assistance,

office rental and equipment, et cetera. Up to $400
would be available for evaluation services for each
offender evaluated for the program; this money could
not be spent except on an offender who has been sen-
tenced to a State institution. Up to $3,600 would
then be available for the purchase of services for
each offender accepted by the program. No funds are
made available for construction, and no more than
three offenders‘can be evaziuated for each one that

is accepted by the progran.

The Task Force recognizes that certain aspects of this
program are not exactly as the County would want them
to be had we designed it ourselves: the judges would

prefer a pre-sentence option to a post-sentence option;
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the CCRB requires the contribution of a significant

amount of fime with no reimbursement from the State;

and no funds can be used for capital expenses. Never-

theless, it also recognizes that the program is experi-
mental; if Fairfax County participates in the program
in its early stages, we can help to show what the program

can and cannot do, and have a role in designing any modi-

fications that are made. On this basis, and recognizing

that there may be drawbacks to the program, the Task

Force recommends that the County proceed with prepara-
tion of an application to the DOC for grant funds under

the Community Diversion Incentive Act.

RECOMMENDATION 10: Application for a Community

Diversion Incentive Grant

The County should immediately revise and resubmit
its grant application to the State Department of

Corrections for funding of a Community Diversion

Program in Fairfax County. The County should also

express to the DOC and the General Assembly its
belief that the program should be modified to

provide presentence options toc the judges instead
of post-sentence options.

A New Weekender Program

The Sheriff has proposed a new version of the weekend

sentence which would use the resources of the work

release program without requiring overnight housing

for the weekender clients.
the old

One of the purposes of
weekender sentence was to punish an offender

without making him/her lose a job; the offender reported
to the jail on Friday evening and stayed until Monday

so that he/she was significantly deprived of
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freedom but could still work. This process is continued
for as many weekends as the sentence requires. It has

not been a productive or effective program; the weekenders
simply sat in jail and watched TV all weekend, while

exacerbating the overcrowding in the ADC.

As an alternative, the Shexriff has proposed to the Task
Force that offenders for whom a short sentence is believed
appropriate -- up to 15 days, for instance =-- could be
required to spend weekends participating in organized
community service or work projects for the County, while
spending the night in their own homes. Weekenders would
report to the PRC at 8 A.M. Saturday, and be supervised
through the day in work for the County, such as main-
taining parks, washing County wvehicles, painting, etc.
Lunch and dinner would be provided, and the offenders
would participate in an evening program at the FRC on
one of the Life Skills topics, before returning home.

On Sundays they would work from 8 A.M. to 5 P.M. and

then return home.

The program would be administered by a staff person assigned
full time to the PRC about three-fourths of whose time

would be used to run the Weekender program. Meals would

be provided by the ADC. Some cooperation would be needed
from other County agencies in providing appropriate tasks

for the group to work on.

The Task Force believes that such a program can provide

a satisfactory alternative for persons who now receive
short sentences to the ADC and are not violent or unstable.
It satisfies the demand for justice, since the offenders
would be significantly deprived of freedom, without

increasing the need for cell spaces at the ADC, and in
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addition it could provide significant amounts of ser-
vice to the County. The Principal cost of the program
would be the salary of a work release counselor to

supervise the program.

RECOMMENDATION 11: Weekender Program

One 3/4 time position should be authorized and
placed under the supervision of the Director of
the PRC for the purpose of developing a Weekender
Program as a non-~residential alternative to short-
term incarceration. The cost of this position is

estimated to be $16,500.

Any person with a sentence of 15 days or less who for-
merly would have been sentenced to spend weekends in the
ADC could be considered instead for assignment to this
non-residential program, as described above. The cost
of this position is expected to be about $16,500. It

is not expected that the coordination of the weekender
program would take full time services; supervising the
weekend activities would take 22 hours; an additional

eight hours is allowed for planning and administration

of the program.

4. Additional Prescriptive Sentencing Programs

e e e T g e R e

Two programs of the Prescriptive sentenciag type were
proposed to the Task Force. One of these was a pro- i
posal by OAR to develop a Prescriptive Sentencing Pro-

gram (PSP) for the Circuit Court, quite similar to the

program already operating in the General District Court.

Another was a proposal for Client Specific Planning,

submitted by the National Center on Institutions and

Alternatives, a non-profit organization in Washington D.c.,
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whose approach to promoting alternatives to incarceration
is to develop an individualized plan for each offender.
NCIA already makes its client specific planning approach
available to defendants on a fee basis, through referrals
from defense attorneys. It has prepared such plans for

several offenders in the Fairfax Courts.

The Task Force was interested in both of these proposals,
and recommends the NCIA resources to defense attorneys
for their consideration in cases which ma? result in
incarceration. It believes that since the Circuit Court
has expressed interest in the PSP program, funds should
be authorized to make this program available., OAR has

estimated that the costs of the program would be:

Personnel:

Counselor $16,500
fringe benefits 1,980
Administrative Assistant 6,250
fringe benefits 750
Equipment maintenance and repair 300
Telephone @ $75/month 800
Supplies and printing ‘ 1,000
Travel and traiaing 1,200
$28,700

Testing and referral costs for
indigent .clients 7,000
Total $35,780

RECOMMENDATION 12: Providing a Prescriptive

Sentencing Program for the

Circuit Court

The Board of Sfupervisors should authorize FY1982

funding up to §£36,000 to provide for prescriptive

a8
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sentencing services for the Circuit Court. The
County Executive should consult with the Circuit
Court and Offender Aid and Restoration. to deter-
mine staffing and funding. The Circuit Court will

determine appropriate procedures.

5. A Proposal for the Expansion of the Crossroads Facility

- One of the problems noted by the Task Force was that on
the day for which jail population data were obtained,
there were seven offenders in the ADC who had been con-=
victed and sentenced to the Crossroads facility for
treatment. Several had been waiting for an opening in
the facility for a month or more. The Task Force felt
that if more arug treatment beds were available in the
County, then the detention spaces currently used to hold
people waiting for placement at Crossroads would be

freed for holding other prisoners.

A proposal made to the Task Force by the Services Board
suggested that the residential Crossroads facility could
be expanded by purchasing a trailer that would provide
bed spaces for ten clients. The trailer would be used
as a residence for clients who had reached the reentry
phase of the treatment program and were out working or
attending school during the day, and residing in the
facility only at night. This would free ten beds in

the facility forvnew clients.

lIt should be noted that during the period of the Task Force's
deliberations, it was learned that subsequent to January 11,
six of the seven were admitted to the Crossroads program, and
at least three of these absconded from the program within the
first day.
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The reason for proposing a trailer for the expansion is
that the site of the Crossroads facility is planned for
a METRO station, and is expected to be taken over by

METRO sometime in FY1983. Funds of $25,000 are included

in the Advertised Fiscal Plan for FY1982 to plan for

study of the relocation of the facility, probably on
land dedicated by METRO close to its present location,
Under these circumstances, it would not be practical to
build a permanent addition to the present facility. It
should also be noted, however, that placement of a trailer
on the site will require approval of a Special Exception
to the 2zouning ordinance by the Board of Supervisors after
a public hearing. The Services Board estimates that the
cost of purchasing, installing, and equipping the trailer
would be $26,128; the costs of providing staff and sup-
plies for one year would be approximately $26,849.
RECOMMENDATION 13: Expanding the Crossroads Facility
The Board of Supervisors should authorize FY1982

funding for the expansion of the Crossroads Residential
Drug Treatment Facility, and should authorize an addi-
tional position to staff the facility. The Services
Board estimates that the cost of purchasing, installing,
and equipping a trailer to house ten additional clients
w.rold be 826,128, and the cost of providing staff and
supplies for one year would be $§26,849. The Services
Board should immediately initiate an application for
a Speciai Exﬁeption to permit a trailer to be placed

on the site of the Crossroads facility.

The Task Force notes that the Crossroads facility is a
County program and already gives priority to County resi-
dents to the extent that only 5 percent or less of its

clients are residents of other neighboring jurisdictions.

90

R R L T e

R ST e+ s RIE S

The Task Force also recognizes that the Crossroads
staff must manage admissions in order to maintain
what they believe to be an appropriate mix of clients

for effective treatment. However, it hopes that to

the greatest extent possible, priority will be given

to ADC inmates recommended for the program.

Adult Dav Care Center: Intensive Qutpatient Drug Treatment

A second proposal by the Services Board célled for develop-
ment of an intensive outpatient treatment program for drug-
abuse-involved offenders. The offenders would live in

their own homes or possibly in the PRC, but would spend
the daytime hours in an intensive drug treatment pProgram

much like that of the Crossroads residential pProgram.

The Task Force concluded that the kinds of drug=-involved
offenders who were in the ADC needed to be removed from
their home environments and also needed the 24-hour super-
vision of a residential brogram. For these reasons, it
did not believe a day care program could provide a sig-

nificant alternative for jailed, drug=-involved offenders.

Alcohol Treatment

Alcoholic Rehabilitation Inc., of Arlington (ARI) pro-
posed to the Task Force that the County make greater use

of ARI's resources as a bre- or post-sentencing alter-
native for offenders, whatever the charge, who have serious
alcohol problems. Implicit in the concept suggested by
ARI was the idea that a staff person should be made avail-
able by the County to work both in the jail and in the
General District Court to identify offenders who should be

referred to ARI for treatment and expedite their entry
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into the program. Also implicit is the suggestion
that if Fairfax County refers more persons to ARI,
Fairfax will be required to provide more funds to

support their treatment.

It was the opinion of the Task Force that the judges

of both courts are well aware of ARI's program and do
refer offenders to it with some frequency. It did not
believe a specific staff person should be placed in

the court for the purpose of identifying these offenders.
The costs to Fairfax County of placing Fairfax residents
in the Arlington program are negotiated annually with
ARI. The Task Force believes that the County should be
aware when these negotiations are carried out that ARI
offers an important service which it would be very diffi-

cult to duplicate within Fairfax County.

RECOMMENDATION 14: County Contribution to ARI Budget

In their annual budget preparations, the County
Executive and Board of Supervisors should con-
sider seriously the fact that Alcoholic Rehabili-
tation, Inc. (ARI) of Arlington offers significant
and cost~effective services to the County for
alcoholism treatment and rehabilitation and that
it would be difficult to duplicate these services

within Fairfax County.

Mental Health/Mental Retardation Group Home

A proposal presented to the Task Force by the Services
Board notes that citizens who have a double diagnosis of
mental illness and mental retardation may have no access
to appropriate community residential facilities, since

the available facilities tend to target one or the other
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of these disabilities, but not both. When placed in

a facility designed to treat either mental illness or
mental retardation, such persons are often not suc-
cessful and may disrupt the program for the other resi-
dents. Frequently they become a temporary burden on

the criminal justice system and the jail.

The Services Board proposed to develop a group home
specifically for persons with this kind of double
diagnosis. It would house four persons a£ a time,
for a length of stay of from 6 to 12 months, so that
6 to 8 persons could be treated there per month. As
a 24-hour facility, the home would require 4.75 full-
time equivalen% staff persons, and was estimated to

cost $128,000 in its start-up year.

While appreciating the possible need for such a group
home, the Task Force could not recommend it to the
Board of Supervisors as a significant alternative to
ADC construction, because it would cost so much and
treat so few persons. The Task Force hopes that the
Services Board will continue to pursue the development

of such a facility as part of its own program.

9. Work Training

The Mental Health Association of Northern Virginia pro-
posed to the.Task Force that the Work Adjustment Training
Program which it conducts at two sites, in Alexandria

and in Arlington, could serve as an alternative to incar-
ceration. The purpose of the training is to build self-
confidence, teach acceptable work behavior, develop
realistic job goals, and to place clients in gainful
employment or further training. Thirty-one slots are

available for clients who are expected to spend about
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10.

11.

four months in the program. The cost of the program

is $20.35 per client per day.

The Task Force believed that this form of training might
be valuable to offenders in readjusting to life in the
community, but did not believe that it represented an
alternative to incarceration. Counselors for the pre-
scriptive sentencing programs may wish to explore the
possibility of referring clients for the Work Adjustment

Training Program.

Offender Evaluation by Forensic Habilitation, Inc.

A response to the Task Force's request for proposals was
received from a for-profit organization called Forensic
Habilitation Inc., which was not specifically a proposal
but is worth noting in this report. FHI analyzes the
cases of criminal defendants using medical, psychological,
and family evaluations to identify causes of criminality
which may be treatable or preventable, and has been able
to recommend treatment alternatives which were effective
in a number of cases. FHI takes referrals from defense

attorneys and charges a fee of $250 per case.

The Task Force makes no recommendation with regard to
this program; it believes this is a service of which

defense attorneys are aware.

sSummary

Table XIII summarizes the propesals for alternative pro-
grams considered by the Alternatives Task Force. Starred
programs are those for which funding and/or implementation

were recommended.
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* Starred programs have
beon recommended for imple-
mentation by the Task Force.

Table XIIIX

ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS PROPOSED TO THE ALTERNATIVES TASK FORCE

Total Average

e e

. Total
Residential/ Annual Annual Daily Cost Per Cost Per
Program Type Program Title Sponsor Nonresidentlal Cost Caseload Caseload Client Day Client
Pretrial Triangles Proposal Lutheran Soclal Services Nonresidentlal $63,000 20 $9.00
Third Party Custody
Pretrial Conditional Release National Center on Nonresidential $100,000 120 $300
: Institutions and .
Alternatives
Pretrial Third Party Custody Community Ministry Nonresidential
Pretrial Ten Percent Bail Deposit Community Ministry Nonresidential
Alternative Prescriptive Sentencing' Offender Aid and -Nonresidential $46,000 20 $6.00
Sentencing Program Restoration
Alternative Client Specific Planning National Center on Nonresidential $100,000 120 $500 to
Sentencing Institutions and $800
Alternatives
Alternative Community Diversion * Department of Correc- Nonresidential $100,000 25 $4,000
Sentencing Incentlve Act tions and County
Executive's Office
Alternative Client Screening Forensic Habllitation Nonresidential §250
Sentencing
Alternative Weekender Program * Sheriff—Pre-Release Nonresidential $22,000 If 15 per
Sentencing Center weekend,
$15.00
Alternative Court Sentencing Sheri{f—Pre-Relcase Nonresidential $25,000
Sentenclng Team Center
Alcohol Alcohol Detoxification Olfender Aid and Residential $2u6,000 Maximum $34.00
Center Restoration 20
-
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Total Total Average
Residential/ Annual Annual Daily Cust Per Cost Per
Program Type Program Title Sponsor Nonresidentlal Cost Caseload - Caseload Client Day Client
Alcohol Alcohol Treatment Alcoholic Rehabliitation, Residential $20.00
and Hallway House Inc, of Arlington .
Drug Treatment Expanslon of Crossroads * Services Board Resld;ntlal 1st year 10 $23.00
Vo $53,000 '
Drug Treatment Intensive Outpatient Services Board Nonresidential 2
Drug Treatment : a 372,000 73 3 $3.00
Mental Health Mental Health/Mental Services Board Resldential $128,968 6to 8 4 5‘88.00 $16,000
Retardation Group '
Home
Work Release Work Adjustment Mental Health Associa- Nonresidential $20.35 §2,442
Tralnlng Program tion of Northern . Average
Virginia
Work Release Work Release Metropolitan Prison Residentlal $219,000
Ministries, Inc. plus
start up
Work Relcase Restitution Center * Sheriff—Pre-Release Resldential $26.39
Center
Work Release Drug Treatment in * Sherif {—Pre-Release Resldential $26.39
Pre-Relcase Center Center
Work Release Alcohol Treatment in * Sheriff—Pre-Release Residential $26.19
Pre-Release Center Center
Sherif[~—Pre-Release Residentlal $26.39

Work Release

Work Relecase

Halfway-in Program *
for Probatlon/Parole
Violators

Expand Pre-Release #
Center

Center

Offender Aid and
Restoration

R, ey o e,




actually Yeduce the demang for jaii Space. The appro-

_ Priate group to carry out Such a Mandate jig the Criminajl

Justice Advisory Board. This Boarg shoulqd consult with

Prepare an annual report for the County Executive, to be

However, the group shoulg look for Programs which would
offer community Support ang bParticipatiop to serve cor-
Yectiongl Needs as yelj as those that require County

funding,

RECOMMENDATION 15; Continuin EFx loration or

Alternative Programs
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implementation has been recommended should be
evaluated by the group after a year of operation.
An annual report of its finding should be bre-
sented to the County Executive prior to pre-

paration of the annual budget.
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V. CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM
PROCEDURES AND RESQURCES

The Task Force had hoped to include in its analysis an in-
vestigation of the extent and causes of court delay and of

the effects of court delay on Oovercrowding in the ADC -~ to
determine, for instance, which components of criminal pro-
cessing take the most time, and why, and whether particular
types of offenders or charges take longer to brocess. Unfor-
tunately, this sort of in-depth Study could not be carried out
in the time available to the Task Force. Nevertheless, the
Task Force did consider what might be done to speed up criminal

processing for detained defendants.

It should be noted that 2ll of the time saved by expediting
the trial ang Sentencing of detained offenders will not
necessarily serve to reduce the period of incarceration. Any
time served Pretrial will be subtracted from the sentenceée of
incarceration received by an offender. Therefore, if an of-
fender is sentenced to serve time in the ADC, reducing the
Pretrial period may only increase the amount of time to be
serxrved after sentencing. For persons Sentenced to State
institutions, however, faster Pretrial bProcessing would make
these persons eligible for transfer to the State sooner; if
that transfer can be achieved, time spent in the ADC would
be reduced. Speedier Processing might also make eligible
for transfer to the State more people with mid-range sen-
tences who at this time are serving so much time Pretrial
that, despite a sentaence of, for instance, two years, they
have so few months left to serve after Sentencing that the

State would not accept them.
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Expediting Trial Procedures

On the basis of Task Force discussions of court delay and
of some suggestions that were considered by the Task Force
for reducing that delay -~ and without waiting for the
final report of the Task Force or action by the Board of-
Supervisors =~-~ the Circuit and General District Courts

have consulted with the Clerk of ‘Courts, the Commonwealth's

- Attorney, and the Sheriff to develop expedited procedures

for criminal cases involving detained defendants. Use of
these procedures involved the following components of
criminal case processing: preliminary hearings, indictment
by the grand jury, motions hearings and trials, sentencing,

and processing of papers of offenders sentenced to State
institutions.

The procedures are experimental in nature and may have to
be modified as the courts gain experience with them. The
courts hope that the modification will be in the direction

of applying the procedures to all criminal cases instead of
just those where the defendant is confined. The procedures
will require the cooperation of the defense bar as well as
many criminal justice agencies, and will also require close
monitoring and supervision by the courts. It should be
noted that they may have benefits other than their pos-
sible effect on incarceration: victims oﬁ crime and wit-
nesses will know sooner precisely when trial will be held,;
and will be more assured that these plans will not be

interrupted by continuances.

1. Preliminary Hearings

The preliminary hearing is usually the second major

court appearance in a felony proceeding; the first is
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held shortly after arrest, if the defendant is
jailed, to review bond and ensure assignment of
a defense attorney. At the preliminary hearing
evidence is presented to enable the court to
determine whether there is probable cause to
believe that an offense was committed and that
the defendant committed it. If probable cause
is found, the defendant is bound over to the

grand jury to be considered for indictment.

In the past, while the court attempted to schedule
preliminary hearings within a month of arrest, that
time was often extended by continuances. Now the
Court intends to schedule preliminary hearings of
defendants within ten days of arrest. Continuances

will be limited and requests for continuances care-

fully scrutinized.

Grand Jury Proceedings

The grand jury reviews any felony charges after the
preliminary hearing to determine whether to indict
the defendant on the charges, and therefore to pro-
ceed to trial. The grand jury has always met once
per term of court, a two-month period. As a con-
sequence, a defendant whose preliminary hearing was
held early in the term might wait almost 60 days

before he/she came before the grand jury.

Upon reviewing these procedures, the courts concluded
that a grand jury called to serve for a term of court
could be reconvened a second time to review the cases
of defendants who were being detained pending trial,

rather than making them wait for the next term of
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court. This means that for detained defendants there
will be a grand jury convened once a month and the
waiting period for indictment will be considerably

reduced in a number of cases.

Motions Hearings and Trials

In the past, trial dates in felony cases have been

- set on Term Day, the first day of the court term

when all the indictments were handed down by the

grand jury. If possible, the trial would be set

for sometime during the next term of court, or

within the next two months. Sometimes conflicts in
attorney schedules would require setting even later
tria: dates. Motions hearings would be set on interim
Fridays at the instigation of the defense attorney if

he/she wished to file any motions.

Now the court is requiring that both trial dates and
motions hearing dates be set and confirmed with the
attorneys at the time of the preliminary hearing,
the trial date to be set within one month of the
scheduled grand jury hearing. Should the grand jury
decide not to indict, these dates can be dropped; if
the indictment is returned, these dates have already

been set aside and trial can proceed without delay.

Sentencing Hearings

Sentencing hearings have traditicnally been set within
one or two months of the close of the trial, to permit
the Office of Probation and Parole to develop a Pre-

Sentence Investigation and Report on the defendant.
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If for any reason a continuance is then requested

the time between conviction and sentencing can extend
to three months or more. One of the causes of delay
can be the difficulty of getting timely responses to
inquiries concerning the criminal history of the
defendant from the FBI and the State's Central
Criminal Records Exchange (CCRE).

The Court announced that its new policy would be to
schedule sentencing hearings within two>weeks of
conviction. The Office of Probation and Parole ex-
bressed dismay because of the difficulty in getting
criminal history information soon enough to complete
a thorough Pre-Sentence Investigation and Report
within that limited time. Having investigated the
situation further, the Courts have concluded that
FBI and CCRE checks will be authorized at the pre-
liminary hearing so that if the defendant is con-
victed, they will already be on hand. The Police

Department has also agreed to provide support in
this effort.

Transfer of Inmates o State Institutions

Inmates who had been cenvicted and sentenced to State

institutions numbered 39 in the jail population on

ganuary 11, 1981. Such persons remain in the jail
instead of being transferred immediately to the State
for two reasons:

- The written orders from the Circuit Court
assigning them to State institutions must be
received by the Department of Corrections
before these offenders can actually be con-

sidered eligible for transfer. Of the 39
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inmates sentenced to State institutions who were give Fairfax first priority for spaces which be-

in the ADC on January 11, the records that were come available in State institutions. There is no

available for 37 indicated that an average of 20 " guarantee that this commitment will continue to be

days were spent in the ADC between the sentence kept, but the Sheriff expects to continue to put

and the day on which the orders were mailed to bPressure on the State to take State Prisoners out

DOC. Four cases had waited 30 days or more for of the ADC.

these orders to be sent.
- The overcrowding in State institutions has made

Section 53~19.17 of the Code of Virginia gives

the State slow in agreeing to accept new pri- authority to the Director of the State Department

soners. Of the prisoners sentenced to State ‘ ) of Corrections to transfer inmates of one jail to

institutions, the 27 who were eligible for trans- any other jail in the State as well as to State

fer on January 11 had already by that day spent

institutions; any prisoner charged with or con-
a total of 895 prisoner-days waiting for transfer --

victed of a crime under a State statute is con-

an average of 33 days each; seven had waited for sidered a State prisoner and under the authority

transfer longer than 60 days -- one for 103 days. of the Director. The Director has not chosen to

This back~up for entry into State institutions exercise this authority to require under-utilized

ts obviously affecting the overcrowding in the E ) g jails in the State to accept prisoners farmed-out

ADC. X

by the overcrowded jails, although he could by so

doing relieve some of the overcrowding. The Task

The Court has attempted to address the first of these Force believes that legislative pressure should be

issues by expediting the processing of court papers brought to bear on the Department of Corrections to

of defendants sentenced to State institutions and persuade the Director to use his discretionary

y L i , |
ensuring that they are sent to DOC within seven court powers to relieve jail overcrowding as much as %

days of the sentence. This goal is more likely to be possible.

achieved because of the word pProcessing egquipment

recently acquired by the court. . RECOMMENDATION 16: Facilitating the Placement %

of Prisoners in Other Jails

The Sheriff has addressed the second issue by informing The Board of Supervisors should request the

the State by letter (twice) of the seriousness of the legislative delegation to take action to ensure

overcrowding situation in the ADC and the degree to that the Director of the Department of Cor-

: ; ] i i ver- : : ; ; !
which State prisoners were contributing to that over rections exercise the discretion made available

crowding. Within two weeks of a letter sent in to him in Section 53-19.17, Code of Virginia,

February, the State accepted 21 of the prisoners and which gives him authority to transfer inmates

stated that it was their intention in the future to ‘ from one jail to any other jail, as well as to

State correctional institutions. By exercise
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of this discretion, the Director could relieve : for the purpose of bringing newly arrested
the overcrowding of some jails in the State by | persons before a judge to expedite the release
removing prisoners to other under-utilized jails. : of those whom the Court can release.
6. Weekend Court f B. System Resources to Reduce Delay
b
Weekends tend to be periods of peak population for the v Another question raised by the Task Force concerned whether
ADC. Primarily this results from the fact that week- 3 the courts needed additional resources which the County

ends are periods of peak social activity. Some of this could provide in order to prevent delay and its negative

social activity inevitably results in arrests either effects on jail overcrowding. Generally, staffing of the
because its participants get into trouble such as courts, that is, support personnel such as clerks and

drinking and driving, or they become targeted as vic- secretaries, is determined for the General District Courts

tims of crime -- burglary, robbery, assaults, et cetera. by the legislative committee on the District Courts and for
the Circuit Courts by the Clerks of Court. The General

Many defendants who are arrested over the weekend are Assembly has recently passed legislation (Section 16.1-69.45,
released on bond or recognizance as soon as they come f Code of Virginia, effective July 1, 1980) making it impossible

8 for local jurisdictions to supplement the salaries of any

to the court the first time on Monday morning. The

question was raised in the Task Force as to whether personnel, Jjudicial or other, in the General District Courts.

holding court for a few hours Saturday and Sunday Similar legislation is being considered for the Circuit Court

morning might expedite the pretrial release of some ] clerks. In Fairfax County, both Courts have expressed con-
such weekend offenders. 1 cern with the effect this limitation has or could have on

] their ability to attract and keep competent personnel, par-
The Task Force is aware that convening the Court on | : ticularly at the lower echelons of clerical support. The
the weekend would require the commitment of significant L compensation levels established by the State's Courts of
Court resources -~ not only a judge, but also a clerk, ; Justice Committee for the entire State do not meet the levels
a bailiff, and access to Court records. Nevertheless, : of compensation for comparable work in the Northern Virginia
given the critical degree of ADC overcrowding, the area.

Task Force.believes that weekend court may be worth

further exploration. RECOMMENDATION 18: Funding for Clerical Personnel

in the Courts

RECOMMENDATION 17: Weekend Court The Board of Supervisors should request the legis-

The Board of Supervisors should request the lative delegation to take action to resist any

General District Court to explore the pos- ‘ attempt by the General Assembly to limit the ability

sibility of holding court on the weekends of local jurisdictions to supplement the salaries of
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employees of the Clerks of Circuit Courts.

The Task Force has observed that the passage

of such legislation covering General District

Court personnel has alreadv reduced the General

District Court's ability to attract and retain

competent employees.

Every effort should be

made to rescind that legislation (Section

16.1-69.45) as well as to prevent adoption of

similar legislation affecting the Circuit Court.

The Clerk of the Circuit Court further expressed concern

that while the County is permitted to supplement the

salaries of personnel in this office, the classification

levels currently adopted by

the County for personnel of

the Office of the Clerk do not match those for other

County positions of similar

job description. This means

that the Court has difficulty attracting and maintaining

qualified personnel, and that many employees who are both

competent and devoted must make sacrifices in order to con-

tinue to support the Court.
being asked to expedite the
minal cases and case papers
of the ADC faster. Without
will not be able to support

These are the people who are
complicated processing of cri-
in order to get more people out
competent personnel, the Clerk

the common goals of the cri-

minal justice system for criminal procedures that are both

fair and expeditious.

RECOMMENDATION 19:

Classification and Salary Review

for Clerk's Office Personnel

The Board of Supervisors should authorize restudy of

the classification and salary schedules of the

administrative and clerical staff of the Clerk of

Circuit Court to ensure that the salaries of these

employees are commensurate with those of other

County employees whose work is of comparable

108

L RTINS e,

complexity and responsibility. WWhen this
reclassification has been completed, the
Board should authorize funds to snpplement
the salaries of those employees at the

recommended levels.
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VI. PROVIDING DETENTION CAPACITY

While predicting an overall need for 600 to 700 detention
spaces by 1990, the Task Force does not believe that all of
these spaces should be provided as secure cells within the
Adult Detention Center, nor that they can be made available
all at once. Some of these spaces, as already described

" above, should be made available as minimum secure cells in
4 separate and enlarged work release facility. Others should
be provided through the development of a medium secure
facility or corrections camp to house non-violent sentenced
offenders. Some will need to be maximum secure cells in an

enlarged ADC.

Following this approach means not one but three separate con-
struction projects. It should be noted that the State Depart-
ment of Corrections has been authorized by new legislation
(Section 53-133.1) to reimburse each jurisdiction bparticipating
in the construction of a local detention facility of over 100
beds up to $250,000, and a smaller amount for a smaller facility.
This authorization becomes effective July 1, 1982. How this
legislation will be interpreted and applied has yet to be

worked out, but it appears that this increased State aid may

be available for all three of these construction projects,

A. The Adult Detention Center

Maximum secure detention capacity should be provided at
the ADC through renovation of shelled-in basement space,
renovation and securing of Spaces presently occupied by
the Pre~Release Center, and through the construction of

@ new wing. The Task Force recommends that a total of
500 spaces be provided at the ADC to meet estimated maxi-

mum secure detention capacity needs up to 1990. The
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present ADC houses 198 inmates in secure detention, .
the capacity generally recognized as the limit beyond
counting the female section and permanent adult male , . . .
which one is dvaling with a major penitentiary. The
holding cells, but not counting the Pre-Release Center
Task Force feels that once the decision has been made
or the shelled-in basement. By relocating the PRC and )
to expand the ADC to its limit of 500 cells, actual
renovating and securing that space about 30 cells will ] )
construction of the new wing can in fact be undertaken
be provided for housin rison i The other ,

P g p trusties. in two phases. The first phase can be the construction
renovations will make available another 79 secure cells, . )
of a 100-cell wing, built with the structural capacity
including:
to have a second floor added later in a second phase.
.- 30 general purpose cells

- 35 receiving cells, for males ' - .
RECOMMENDATION 20: Enlarging the ADC

- 6 cells formed from the present isolation area*
The Board of Supervisors should immediately
- 8 female receiving cells, from the present male : ] .

. authorize FY1982 funding in the amount of
receiving area. e
$§762,000 so that planning and design of a

new secure wing to be added to the ADC can
The Task Force recommends that a new wing be added to the
proceed as soon as possible. A wing of 200
ADC capable of providing approximately 200 secure cells, .
beds is recommended, or a wing of 100 beds
which would give the entire facility a total capacity of
expandable to 200 beds at a later date.
about 500 cells. In reaching thi.' recommendation the Task
The Board should plan to proceed with con-

Force was fully aware that the unsuccessful bond referen- B . ,
. ﬂ struction of the wing and should determine

dum last year had asked for expansion to a total capacity .
how that construction is to be funded. The
of about 370 secure cells, or about 130 cells less than
& Department of Public Works estimates that

are being recommended here. That bond referendum also
the total construction cost of a 200-bed
included 60 work release beds to be included in the new , .
wing will be 810,405,000, including design
ADC wing. However, the Task Force strongly urges that
costs. The cost of a 100-bed wing expand-
a business decision be made now by the County to expand ’
able to 200 beds at a later time is esti-

the ADC to its estimated full capacity of 500 secure cells.
mated at $8,615,000.

This is the capacity which can be supported without having

to expand the éxisfing support facilities such as the

The estimated staffing and operating costs £for this
kitchen, laundry, visiting area, et cetera. It is also Lo . )
facility when it is completed to 100 beds are shown

in Appendix 5.

*Some of the present receiving cells will be converted to
new isolation cells. _ B. Proposed Fairfax County Corrections Camp

For many vears the idea of developing a minimum secure

facility for non-violent offenders has been talked about

112 :
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as one solution to the problem of overcrowding in the ADC.
Sometimes referred to as a jail farm or corrections camp,
this facility would be less expensive to construct and
operate than a maximum secure detention facility like the
ADC. The camp would be used for holding sentenced of-
fenders only, as the inmates would be required to do pro-
ductive work. Some of that work would be the growing of
produce to feed the prisoners themselves, hence the name
. jail farm preferred by some people. But the camp would
also provide training in other types of work more appro-
priate to the Northera Virginia job market, such as
construction, carpentry, or the installation or repair

of various types of equipment.

The Task Force recommends that the County develop a medium
secure corrections camp to provide accommodation for 40 to
50 inmates initially, with the possibility of future expan-
sion to 100. It is thought that a tract of 50 to 100

acres would be needed on which relatively simple structures
for housing could be constructed. The Task Force believes
that some of the property connected with the District of
Columbia correctional facility at Lorton would be suitable
as the location for such a camp, and urges the County to
pursue negotiations with the D.C. government towards this
end. The Task Force decided to push for a County rather
than a regional facility because it believes that a
regional facility would simply take too long to get off

the ground. The need to get all the jurisdictions involved
to negotiate and agree on all the essential details of such
an operation would consume more time than the Task Force
believes is available to the County to get this facility

in place. The Task Force also recognized that determina-
tion of an appropriate site for such a facility will take
time, and has therefore made no recommendation for funding

this facility in FY1982.
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RECOMMENDATION 21: Developing a Corrections

Camp
The Board of Supervisors should bursue the

development of a Fairfax County Correctional
Camp to house approximately 50 sentenced of-.

fenders, later expandable to 100.

The costs of construction of the correctional camp, not

" counting any acquisition costs or the costs of site de-

velopment for farm land, are estimated to be $3,735,000

in FY1984 for a 50-bed facility or $4,605,000 for a

100-bed facility. The estimated staffing and operating

costs of a 50-bed correctional camp in 1985 are shown
in Appendix 6.
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VII. DEVELOPING CITIZEN SUPPORT

Citizen Support for a Bond Referendum

The November 1980 bond referendum on the expansion of the
Adult Detention Center (ADC) was opposed in 121 of 144 voting
precincts in the County. Of the five issues put before the
voter in the referendum, ADC expansion was the only issue
defeated. Furthermore, this iésue had the smallest total
vote. This evidence of widespread disapproval for expansion
suggests that the task of educating the public to the need
for expansion will require an extensive and well-coordinated

effort.

The defeat of the bond referendum for ADC expansion has been
attributed to a coalition of citizens which had disparate
views on the issue. One group of citizens perceived that
alternatives to incarceration should be relied upon to solve
fhe overcrowding problem. Another group perceived ADC

expansion as an indication of the County's showing too much

concern for the comfort of criminals. The Task Force believes

that both of these perceptions are incorrect: alternatives do
not exist and would not be appropriate for most of the ADC
population, but the elimination of the overcrowded condition
of the ADC 1s imperative to make humane and safe treatment of
prisoners possible. While a Citizen's Task Force was ap-
pointed to advise and educate the voters about the 1980 Bond
Referendum, they were not able in the time available to them

to convince the public as to the need for ADC expansion.

The Alternatives Task Force has taken no position on how the
major construction costs of expanding the ADC and releccating
the PRC should be financed. However, if the Board of Super-

visors decides that a bond referendum is needed, the Task
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Force believes that it will be critical to the success of this course of action, it should appoint a Citizen's
that bond referendum to have the decision made early. An Task Force to serve as an informational group
early decision would permit a citizen's group to be formed exclusively for these issues. It should include
to help educate the public about the need for the referendunm some members of the present Alternatives Task Force
and the crucial need for more jail space. Such a group and others who are knowledgeable about the issue,
needs time to organize and educate itself, and to plan its It should begin its work as early as possible in

approach to the problem of informing the public. These June and receive support from all criminal justice

plans should be formulated in time to notify civic and other agencies and assistance from the Office of Public
organizations about the effort and get on their agendas for Affairs. The Board of Supervisors should authorize

fall meetings before these organizations recess for summer funding in the amount of $30,000 for the preparation

vacations.

of materials such as a slide presentation, brochures,

posters, et cetera, for the use of the Citizen's

The informational group, or new Citizen's Task Force on ADC Task Force In educating the public about the need

Expansion, should include members who are familiar with the for more detention space, and for postage to dis-

complexity of the expansion issue and are willing to devote seminate information

a significant amount of time to the effort of educating the

, . . . . . This cost includes the following estimates:
public about the issue. Little time will be available for g

members toc educate themselves on the issue before they can Slide Show on the ADC 4 500.00
approach the voters. This need suggests that members of the f Printing 10,500.00
present Alternatives Task Force should be included in a Bond Addressing 2,000.00
Referendum Task Force on ADC Expansion. The group should Postage 17,000.00

TOTAL $30,000.00

receive full support from Criminal Justice agencies, including

the Police Department, the Commonwealth's Attorney, the

B. Increasing Citizen Understanding of the Criminal Justice System
Sheriff, and the Judiciary, all of whom would be available = g 4

to discuss the referendum with citizen groups.
The Alternatives Task Force concluded that there is a great

. ] need for increased citizen awareness of and understanding of
RECOMMENDATION 22: Bond Referendum Option

. ] the criminal justice system. The Task Force believes that a
If the Bovard of Supervisors decides to have a

program of education of citizens on a broad spectrum of cri-

1981 bond referendum on ADC and PRC expansion,

\ . \ ‘ minal justice issues should be undertaken in the County, and
i1t should hold a public hearing on the referendum

that some specific group should be tasked with the development
no later than May 18, 1981, and should reach a

. s of that program.
decision on the Bond Referendum Package by June 1,
1981 in order that the public can be informed

, , , The Criminal Justice Advisory Board (CJAB) includes a cross
about the issue. Also, 1f the Board decides on

section of participants, both criminal justice professionals

119
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and citizens, who are familiar with the criminal justice Public Affairs to develop a plan for public

system and concerned that it be better understood by citi- i ) education concerning criminal justice and to

zens. It would be appropriate to task them with addressing é brepare printed materials or other media
£

this need. Assistance will be needed from the Office of resources for disseminating information about

the criminal justice system.

Public Affairs in developing written materials and brochures

for distribution and in serving as a contact point for citi=- (b) CJAB (or other group) should work with repre-

zer groups interested in criminal justice issues. sentatives of the Fairfax County School System

to assist them in developing curriculum

Some of the issues about which citizens need more information . materials for students of various ages and

might include: in identifying knowledgeable persons who

- What happens when a person is arrested and charged with a would be willing to visit the schools to

crime? Speak about criminal justice issues.

- What are the rights of an offender and why are they (¢l CJAB (or other group) should be requested to

important? return to the Board by February 1, 1982, with

- What are the rights of a victim of crime, and how can a8 plan for the ongoing education of citizens

victims receive better support from the community? on criminal justice issues, including an

- What does "Community Corrections® mean, and what is the estimate of costs that will be Incurred in

role of the community and its citizens in supporting the FY1983 for preparation of educational

materials, to be included in the FY1983
: budget.

correctional system?

- What kinds of alternatives to incarceration are being

used in our County?

- Why is the jail so overcrowded?

- Why aren't more known offenders locked up?

RECOMMENDATION 23: Ongoing Citizen Education in

Criminal Justice

The County Executive should direct the Criminal
Justice Advisorg Board (CJAB) or some other similar
group to develop and oversee an ongoing program of

education for County citizens concerning the criminal

justice system and problems and issues connected with
it.
(a) CJAB (or other group) should work with the

Offices of Research and Statistics and of

120 121
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Police Department's Analysis

of Index Crime, CY1980
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. INDEX CRIME ANALYSIS ,
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SUMMARY

Deriving hard and fast conclusions from crime statistics

alone can be difficult. Some generalized conclusions,

however,

are possible from the data described in Tables 1 - 3. They

are:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Crime is increasing in Fairfax County, but the
increase is not as dramatic as would appear from

focusing on the “raw" increases in crime volume
from 1979 to 1980.

A large proportion of the apparent increase in
crime probably reflects the fact that the County's
population, and factors relating to population
growth, are increasing. Unadjusted for population,
serious crimes are up 5.17% in 1980 in the County.

However, after adjusting for population the increase
iS -69%.-‘_. ) H H

~%3
- S .
In terms of the rate of crime, Fairfax County compares
exceptionally well to other jurisdictions in the area.
The total crime rate, and rates for every category of
Index crime, are well below area-wide average, as

well as the individual rates in these other juris-
dictions.

Two categories of crime, aggravated assault and bur-
glary appear to be -increasing beyond what can be
explained by population growth. ' These categories
stand apart because: (1) there have been large
increases in these categories in 1980 compared to
1979; (2) the increases in these categories exceed
the area-wide average increases and increases in
neighboring jurisdictions; and, (3) increases in
these categories remain significant even after
adjustment of the raw data for population.

Given both the noted increases in Index crime and

the impact on crime levels resulting from population
growth, one point seems clear. To maintain or suppress
the growth in Fairfax County's crime rate will require
that the level of police service--especially when

resources are deployed to deter crime--keep pace with
growth in the County.
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ANALYSIS

The incidence of reported crime in a jurisdiction and its
relative changes from year to year is perhaps the most seized
upon indicator of crime in a community. There are limitations
on both the collection and use of the raw data about reported
crime and even the rates which are typically developed from
this data. 1In this regard, differences in reporting practices
among law enforcement agencies and the fact that "reported"
crime ‘usually misrepresents by 30 - 50% the actual level of
crime in a jurisdiction are the most notable limitations.

Yet, despite these limitations, headlines in our local papers
continue to read, for example, "Crime increases 36% in the
County" or other similar pronouncements. Once raised as an
issue, however, comparisons among jurisdictions with respect
to reported crime from one year to another tend to receive
intense scrutiny. Perhaps this is because the public has
become somewhat comfortable with these statistics and the

practice of equating them with the level of crime in a
community. -

It

It's no secret that crime is on the increase throughout the
nation. Fairfax County is no exception, not surprisingly
with its growth and rapid urban development. Yet, the desire
to know how this County compares to neighboring jurisdictions
and how crime compares with previous years is inevitable.
Tables 1, 2, and 3 which are attached, provide pertinent data
about crime as reported in the last five years by Fairfax i
County and four neighboring jurisdictions: %he City of Alex- !
andria, Arlington County, the District of Columbia and Mont-
gomery County, Maryland. Unfortunately, crime data from
Prince George's County, Maryland, a jurisdiction which in
some respects is most similar to Fairfax County, has yet to
be released and was unavailable for this analysis.

Table 1 portrays the number of reported Index Crimes in 1979
and 1980 in the five jurisdictions. Included in this table
are the yearly totals for all Index Crimes (defined by the
FBI as murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, L
larceny and motor vehicle theft) and yearly totals for each !
Index category. Additionally, yearly totals are provided for
Index Crimes on the basis of classifying these crimes as
either "violent" (murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault)
or "property" (burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft).
Finally, the collective area-wide average changes from 1979
to 1980 for the five jurisdictions are provided.
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While Table 1 portrays the number of Index crimes reported

to the police, the focus is necessarily on the proportionate
increase or decrease in offernses in the two years represented
and how Fairfax County compares on this basis. These compar-
isons, however, should be viewed with extreme caution primarily
because the figures in this table are not adjusted in any way
for the size of the population in the jurisdictions examined -
a factor because of its covariation with other factors is

known to have a significant impact on the reported crime in

a community. For this reason, Table 2 is also provided to
indicate the dramatic differences that can be portrayed with
crime data when viewing pure changes in the volume of crime

in jurisdictions and when comparing the figures after adjusting
for population, i.e., crime rate.

With respect to Index crime totals, Table 1 shows an increase
in reported crime of 5.17% in 1980 over 1979 in Fairfax County.
This increase was the second highest increase behind only the
rise of 12.83% in the District of Columbia. It is important
2 to remember, however, that the surprisingly high growth may
in fact reflect population growth in the County rather than :
real growth in the rate of crime. .Acioss the five jurisdictions,
there was an average increase of '3.05% 'in reported Index Crime -
from 1979 to 1980. Thus, the County's increase was slightly
higher than the area-wide increase in Index Crime and is unlikely
to be indicative ©f any real difference among the jurisdictions
analyzed.

For the specific Index crimes, reported crime totals in the
County appear to have -increased beyond area-wide average incre§§es
_ in three categories: aggravated assault, burglary; and larceny:
' There is a notable.disparity between -Fairfax County's increase °
" for aggravated assault (+32.86%) and the area-wide average in-
crease (+6.75%) for-this crime. 1In fact, the County's -increase
- in this category far exceeds any of -the other -jurisdictions.--
Using the raw data, Fairfax County had 93 more aggravated
assaults in 1980 than in 1979. 1In contrast, the District had
over 270 more of these crimes over the same period. Because
the District's 1979 total for this crime was comparitively
large already, the 270 additional crimes represents a 9.18%
increase. However, because the County's total for aggravated
assault in 1979 was the lowest of any jurisdiction and substan-
tially lower than the District of Columbia, the increase of 93
crimes in 1980 represents a larger proportional increase.

Fairfax County compares quite favorably for the murder, rape,
robbery, and motor vehicle theft categories of Index crime.
In each of these categories, the County either experienced a
decrease in reported crime over 1979 (rape and motor vehicle
theft) or the increase was substantially below the average
increase for the area (murder and robbery).

1-6
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Table 1 also indicates the proportionate increases in reported
Index Crimes when classified in the FBI's "violent" and
"property" categories. 1In 1980, "violent" crimes increased
12.20% over 1979 while property crimes increased 4.93%. The
increase in violent crimes, though the largest of the two
categories, was smaller than the area-wide average for violent
crimes (12.2% vs. 15.29%). The smaller property crime increase
was larger than the area-wide increase (4.93% vs. 1.95%).

No doubt, Table 1 portrays Fairfax County as a county in which
the number of crimes reported to the police in 1980 has in~
creased over 1979. This portrayal, however, begs the guestion
of how crime in Fairfax County, with these increases, compares
with the other jurisdictions when the volume of reported crime
is adjusted for differences in population through the derivation
of a crime rate (i.e., crimes per 100,000 population) - a better,
but still flawed, indication of crime in the community. After
all, population is indicative of the two major factors that
drive the reporting of crime. Growth in population increases
the potential .for victimization (there are more people to rob,
murder, rape, and there are more homes and cars to burglarize

or steal). 1Increase in population also enﬁances-the likelihood
that crimes will :be observed by others and-:reported. :

Table 2 compares the level of Index crime in the five juris-
dictions for 1980 after they have been adjusted for population
through the calculation of the crime rate. Population data
from Fairfax County's Office of Research and Statistics,
Fairfax County Profile were used to derive the rates in this
table. The data in this table shows a marked difference from
Table 1 in that it clearly indicates that the crime rate in
Fairfax County, both overall and for specific Index crime
categories, is well below the.area-wide averages. "In fact,-
with the exception of murder,— the County rate of Index crime
for every category- is lower than any of the other-individual-—
jurisdictions examined. When compared with the area-wide
averages, particularly notable are the extremely lower rates

in the County for rape (16.18 vs. 37.46), robbery (85.69 vs.
429.25), aggravated assault (64.05 vs. 207.96). The County
rate of burglary*, larceny and motor vehicle theft in 1980

were also significantly lower than area-wide average rates,

as well as the comparable rates in the other four jurisdictions.

*An additional point of comparison for residential burglaries
could be the incidence of this type crime with respect to the
total number of residences in a community. Montgomery County,
Maryland recently declared in the press that there was one
residential burglary for every thirty-seven residences in 1980.
Comparable figures for Fairfax County indicate that in 1980 there
was one residential burglary for every forty-two County resi-

dences. Data from the other three jurisdictions were not readily
available for this analysis.
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Similarly, the Fairfax County Index crime rates for "violent"
{169 crimes per 100,000 population) and "property" crime (4474
crimes per 100,000 population) are well below both area-wide

averages and the comparable rates in each of the other juris-
dictions.

Finally, Table 3 examines Fairfax County's crime rate over .
the last five calendar years. It is important to note that
while this table indicates increases in the rate of crime in
Fairfax County beyond that which can be explained by population
growth, these increasles are significantly less abrupt than
would appear from merely focusing on the pure increase or de-
crease in the number of crimes from 1979 to 1980.

Where Table 1 indicates a 5.57% increase in 1980 in the volume
of all Index crime, when adjusted for population, Table 3 shows
the increase in crime rate over the same period to be less than

. one percent (+.69%). In fact, over the five years represented

in this table, the increase in the total Index crime rate since
1976 has been 3.51%. o :

Examination of the changes in the rate for the "violent” and
"property" crime categories in Table 3 reveal a pattern similar
to the total Index rate. The "violent" rate increased 7.43% in
1980 compared to the 19.31% increase in reported crimes before
adjusting for population (Table 1l). Since 1976, "violent" crime
has increased 8.38%. The "property" crime rate increased +.46%
in 1980 over 1579, a rather large difference (+.46% vs. 4.93%)
than the increase might seem when comparing the unadjusted crime

volume in Table 1. The "property" category has increased 3.33%
since 1976. : :

Discounting the figures for murder and rape in Table 3 because
they are so sensitive to relatively small shifts in numbers from
year to year, only the rate of aggravated assaults and burglary
show significant increases over 1979. While the 1980 increase
in the rate of aggravated assault is indeed large (+27.18%) over
the 1979 level, this increase could appear less significant when

compared to the same rate in 1976 through 1978 (roughly 6-8%
greater) .

For burglary, a similar pattern appears to exist. The growth
in the burglary rate from 1979 to 1980 was 10.52%. Yet, the
1980 rate is only 1.23% greater than in 1976 and is actually
nearly 1% less t»an the 1977 rate. A pattern like this of
course raises the question of whether the large increase from
1979 to 1980 represent a true increase in the level of crime
or rather a statistical phenomenon resulting from the compara-
tively low rates for burglary in 1978 and 1979.

1-8
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2 ' ' ' - : TABLE 1 '
i JNDEX CRIMES - METROVOLITAN AREA COMPARISONS '
(yﬂADIUSTED YOR PORUIATION) 1279-1980

o

Motorx
Agg. Veh, o
Murder Rape Robbery Aagault Burpiacy _Larceny Theft Total Violent Propevty
79 1 55 . PR 207 2004 6479 649 ' 9877 665 9212
Arlington 80 9 56 376 282 2150 6041 646 9560 723 TRy i
% Chonge -800.00 4-1.82 + 1o, 77 - 1.75 4 3,1 - 6,76, - A7 - 3.21 A 8,72 - h 10
79 12 44 4c7 310 2841 5695 712 10021 773 9248
Alexandria 80 7 62 528 324 2607 5402 638 9568 921 n647 ]
% Change  -41,67 + 40,91 129,73 4 6,52 - 8.29 - 5,15 - 10,40 -~ 4.52 419,15 - 6.50 !
79 180 489 6920 2964 13452 28819 3606 . 56430 10553 H5Nn77 i
Dlatvict 80 200 439 8897 3236 16260 31060 3568 63668, 12772 . 50096
% Change -+ 11.11° ~10,22 - 28,57 + 9.18 + 20,87 + 7,80 - 1.1 + 12,83 4+ 21,02 4 10,94
79 18 130 56U 534 ’ 6289 19096 2059. . 28686 1242 . 21hihn
Mowt. Co. 80 18 144 ' 798 475 8015 18792 1872 - 30114 1535 28679
% Change +0.00 +10,77 + 42.50 - 11,05 427,44 - 1.59 - 9.08 4+ 4,98 4.15.38 4+ 4,50
79 51 3406 2276 . 1068 10141, 21305 3726 39713 4541 . 35172
Prince George's 80 49 383 2888 1870 11529 21804 ©+3709 42232 5190 . 37042
% Change - 3.92 + 10.69 + 26.89 + 0.11 + 13.69 + 2.34 - 0.46 + 6.34 &+ 14.29 + 5.32
79 11 124 L6l 283 55217 17822 1683 25917 85 25012 |
Fairfax 80 | 19 95 503 376 6380 18276 1609 27258 993 - 26265
74 % Change 472,713 - 23.39 4+ 7.71 4 32.86 +15.53 4+ 2,55 - 4,40 e 5017 412,20 q 6.0
Y . ——
; 79 222 842 8676 4378 30193 77911 8709 130931 14110 116812
' : Area* Totals 80 25) 796 11102 469) 35412 79579 8333 | 140168 RN 231324
) % Change -+ 13,96- ~ 5,46 + 27.96 +7.20 +17,29 I U - 4,32 4 7.05 + 19,31 - 5.57
5 . Average . : - e
s Arecallide 168.4) 3,98 25.06 6.75 11,73 - .63 - 5,09 3.05 15,29 1.95
Change - :
i
i? .
| . V
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{; \ L
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Murder

Rape

Robbery

Aggravateﬁ Assaulc
Burglary

Larceny

Motor Veh. Theft

Violent

Property'

1Source:

33.
223.

167

1279,

3595

384,

5690.

430,
5260.

.36
33
81
.86
77
.83
52

48

12

Fairfax County Profile,

TABLE 2

INDEX CRIME (PER 100,000 POPULATION) L' -

FIVE METROPOLITAN JURiISDIC

Alex,

51.24
436.36
267.77

2154.55
4464 46
527.27

7907.43

761.14
7146.27

D.

28.
62,
1267.
460.
2316.
4425,
508.

9069.

1819. 37
7250.15

C.

49
54
38
97
24
64
26

52

Office of Research

TIONS

Moncg. "Fairféx
3.0 3.24
24 .00 16.18
133. 00 85.69
79.17 64 .05
133583 1086. 88
3132 3113.46
312 274.11
5019 4643 .61
239,17 169.17
4779. 83 G474 ks

and Statistics,

1980,

Area Wide
Average _
9.
37.
429,
207.
1634,
3746.
401.

6465,

683.
5782.

18
46
25
96
65
28
23

41

85
16
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Murder
Rape
Robbery
Aggravated Assault
Burglary
TLarceny

et

“Motor Veh. Theft

Total

Violent Crimes

Property Crimes

1976

18.

74
- 59.
1073.
2917.
339.

4486.

156.
4330.

.68

57

38
69
41
07

27

09
17

TABLE 3

FATRFAX COUNTY INDEX CRIME-RATE

1976 Through 1980

PER 100,000

1977 1978
92 45 3.68
16.79 1731
79.06 90.61
60.38 57.83
1096. 23 937.20
2800. 00 3017.13
356 04 312,52

<4410, 94 4436.28 .
' 158.68 169. 43
4252 .26 4266.85

1980

% Change

%Change

1979 1979-1980 1976-1980"
1.96 3,24 +65.31 -11.96
22.06  16.18  -26.65 -12.87
33.10 85.69 + 3.12 +15.07
50.36 64.05 +27.18 + 7.86
983.45 1086.88 +10.52 + 1.23
3171.17 3113.46 - 1.82 + 6.72
299.47 27411 - B8.47 -19.16
4611.57 4643.61 Fo.69 - 3.51
157.47 °169.17 F7.43 + 8.38
L454.09 447445 + .46 + 3.33
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Cost Estimate for Renovation of Jail Basement

as Temporary Pre-Release Center
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TO:
.FROM:
FILE NOr
SUBJECTs

REFERENCE)s

e A o e 58 . .

FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA
MEMORANDUM

Sarah Cox Dare April 7, 1981
Office of Research & Statistics

L. F. Spaine, Assistant Director

Facilities Management Division

Jail Basement - 4000 Chain Bridge Rd.

An inspection at the Sheriff's request of the Jail basement at

4000 Chain Bridge Road has shown an order of magnitude for renovation
of an estimated $75,000. This figure includes air conditioning,
heating, electrical up-grades for the same, paint, drywall, water-—
proofing, floor tile, renovated bath facilities, electrical outlets,
fluorescent lighting (zll areas), new lay in ceiling (all areas).
These items fulfill only the bare necessities.

This renovation will, on a temporary basis only, allow this area to
be used as a prerelease bedroom'facility (non—secured).

The Jail is approximately 30 years old. In order for this basement
area to be used on a permanent basis under current Penal Codes it
would require major electrical, mechanical and Structural renovations.

Due to the limited time frame allowed to prepare this estimate, code
regulations affecting this area have not been completely confirmed.

The scope of work does not include a kitchen furnishings or furniture.

The scope of work also is based on the promise that inmates will
perform all demolition and removal of debris excepting steel. 1In

LFS :RCL:sh

Attachment - (Present floor plan)

cc: Carl Peel (w/attachments)
Richard Robertson (w/attachments)
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APPENDIX 3

Staffing and Operating Costs of

Sixty~-Bed Pre-Release Center

ki A R ]

Office of the Sheriff
FAIRFAX COUNTY PRE-RELEASE CENTER

10520 Jones Street
Fairfax, Virginia 22030
(703) 691-3484

APRIL 13, 1981

TO : Sarah Cox
Office of Research & Statistics

FROM: Kenneth D. Lane, Jr%ﬁ
Program Director
SUBJ: Cost Analysis for 60 Bed Pre-Release Center

PERSONNEL COSTS:

Administration:
Program Director - $-24
*Clerk/typist - S-6
*Finance Clerk - S-8

Applicant Screener S-17
*3 Time Psychologist - Contract @ $15,000
Weekender Program - S-18
Treatment Staff: 1-10 Bed Female Unit, 2-25 Bed Male Units

FEMALE UNIT:
Unit Supervisor/Operations Officer - §-21
Work Release Coordinator - S-17

Male Units:
Unit Supervisors (2) - $-19
Work Release Coordinator - S-18
Asst. Work Release Coordinator - S-17
Community Programs Coordinator. - S-18
Substance Abuse Counselor - S$-18

Residential Supervision Staff:
Female Unit
Residential Supervisor - S-17
Residential Staff - (4) - S-16
Male Units:
Residential Supervisor - S-17
Residential Staff - (4) - S-16

NOTE: Uniformed Personnel Costs includes 27.756% Fringe Benefits
Non-Uniformed Personnel Costs includes 20.652 Fringe Benefits*

PERSONNEL COSTS TOTALS:

FY8? FYg3 FYg4 FYgs Fyge
$517,694 $572,052 $629,257 $689,037 $751,050
s

“A Community Survival Program”’




Cost Analysis for 60 Bed Pre-Release Center page 2

FOOD & OPERATIONAL COSTS :

Note: For FY82, food costs have been figured at $5.00 per day. This figure is
given to include food buying and food preparation. At this point, food
services have not been determined on whether they will be prepared in-house,
or if another method would be used.

FY82 FY83 FY84 FY85 FY86

$129,500 $139,860 $151,048 $163,132 $176,183

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS/PERSONNEL COSTS FOR 60 BED COED FACILITY:

FY82 FY83 FY84 FY85 FY86
$647,194 $711,912 $780,305 $852,169 $927,233

COST PER CLIENT DAY:

FY82 FY83 FY84 FYgs FY86
$29.55 $32.51 $35.63 $38.91 $42.34
ANTICIPATED ROOM & BOARD FROM PARTICIPANTS:(NOTE: Maximum incomes anticipated)

FY82 @$8 per FY83 @$9 per FY84 @$10 Per FY85 @$11 per FY86 0%12 per
$126,720 $142,560 $158,400 $174,240 $190,080

COST PER CLIENT DAY, AFTER ROOM & BOARD:

FY82 FY83 FYsa FY85 FY86
$23.77 $26.00 $28.40 $30.96 $33.66
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APPENDIX 4

Selection Criteria for Pretrial Release
Under the Triangles Project

of Lutheran Social Services
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PROJECT TRIANGLES ACCEPTANCE CRITERIA

OFFENSE:

RESIDENCE:

MENTAL HEALTH:

MOTIVATION:

Ay
~.

PROPOSED OUTLINE

Defendants with the following charges will
not be accepted by Project Triangles:

- violent crimes against persons

- crimes involving firearms

- prostitution

- sex offenses

- habitual offender - felony

- fugitives

- fta (failure to appear)

- probation/parole violations

-~ more than two (2) pending charges

- more than one (1) B.R.A. conviection in
previous two (2) years

- more than two (2) FTA's in the previous year.

Defendants must meet all of the following
criterisa: .

- owns, rents, leases residence; lives with
family

- has lived at current address 3 months or more

- has had address check or home visit by P.O.,
ROR staff, Triangles staff or other custodian
within the last 30 days

- resides within a 30 mile radius of Courthouse/
Triangles office, and has appropriate trans-
portation at disposal.

Defendants must meef all of the following
critgria:

- has had no hospitalization for mental health
treatment in the previous year

- does not have a history of institutionalization
for mental health treatment/observation in
previous 3 years aggregating over 6 months
total

- willingness to enroll in out-patient drug,
alcohol, psychiatric counseling, as deemed
appropriate by staff.

All defendants must agree to abide by Triangles'
conditions of supervision and state that all ans-
wers given to interview questions are correct
under penalty of third-party custody termination.
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APPENDIX 5

Staffing and Operating Costs for the Enlarged

Adult Detention Center

Appendix 5 includes the following tables:

Table
Table
‘Table
Table

Table

Table

5.

6.

Personnel
Personnel
Personnel
Personnel

Estimated
Space

Estimated
Space

Costs, Completed Shelled Area

Costs, Renovated PRC Area

Costs, 100-Bed Wing to ADC

Costs for Second 100~Beds of Wing to ADC

operating Costs of Additional ADC

Capital Costs of Additional ADC

Tables 1 and 2 give estimated costs in FY1983 dollars, since these

areas should be combleted at that time. Tables 5 and 6 give esti-

mated capital and operating costs of the renovated area and the

new wing of 100 beds.

They are updated from materials prepared

for the 1980 Bond Referendum. Since a sufficient number of inmates

is already in the custody of the Sherifsf each day to fill the cells

to be provided by renovating existing areas in the ADC, operating

costs for these inmates are already included in the Sheriff's

budget.

These cost projections are based on the Sheriff's estimates of

staffing needs and operating costs.

BRSSO




Table 1
Personnel Costs, Completed Shelled Area

COMPLETED SHELLED AREA

ITEM ADD~ON ADD-ON COST
Confinement
DS-S-19 4 x 18,020.86 = $ 72,083.44
DS-5-16 25 x 15,692.56 = 392,314.00

Classification & Treatment

DS-S-18 Classification Officer 1 x 17,200.04 = 17,200.04
Medical
RN-S-19 1 x 18,020.86 = 18,020.86
PA II S-18 i x 17,200.04 = 17,200.04
Logistics & Services
$~-16 Commissary 1 x 15,692.56 = 15,692.56
33 TOTAL 532,510.94
Update to 1983
A. Total Estimated Personnel Costs1 $532,510.94
B. Inflated to the Level of FY1982" Dpollars 630,351.83
C. ©State Reimbursement (60% of Item B) 378,211.09
D. Fringe Benefits (27.756% of Item B) 174,960.45
E. County Share (Item B less Item C
plus item D) $427,101.19

(1) This renovation is expected to be completed and occupied in FY1983.
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Table 2

RENOVATED PRE~RELEASE CENTER

PERSONNEL COST

ITEM _ ADD-ON ADD~ON COST
Confinement
DS~-S-16 5 $ 78,462.80
A. Total Estimated Personnel Costs $78,462.80
B. 1Inflated to the Level of (1) FY1983 Dollars 92,879.16
C. State Reimbursement (60% of Item B). 55,727.49
D. Fringe Benefits (27.756% of Item B) 25,779.54
L2 ll2.04

E. County Share (Item B less Item C

pPlus Item D) $62,931.21

(1) This renovation is éxpected to be completed and occupied in BY1983,
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Table 3

Personnel Costs

100 BED WING

ITEM ADD-ON ' ADD-ON COST
Confinement
DS-16 14 x 15,692.56 = $ 219,695.84

Classification & Treatment

DS-S-18 Classification Officer i X 17,200.04 = 17,200.04
DS§-5-16 Recreation 1 pd 15,692.56 = 15,692.56
Medical
RN-S-19 2 X 18,020.86 = ' 36,041.72
Logistics & Services
$-16 Janitorial Maintenance 1 by 15,692.56 = 15,692.56
Training
DS~S-17 1 X 16,448.64 = 16,448.64
20 TOTALS 320,771.36
A. Total Estimated Personnel Costs $320,771.36
B. Inflated to the Level of FY1985 (1) Dollars 440,841.31
C. State Reimbursement (60% of Item B) 264,504,78
D. Fringe Benefits (27.756% of Item B) 122,359.91
E. County Chare (Item B less Item C
plus Item D) $298,696.44

(1) This construction is not expected to be complete until 1985,

it
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Table 4

i3
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Personnel Costs for Second 100 Beds of New Wing to ADC

ITEM

ADD-ON ADD-ON COST

Confinement

DS-S-16 25 $  392,314.00
Classification & Treatment

8-18 - Classification Officer 2 34,400.08
Medical

RN-5~19 1 18,020.86

28 TOTAL $  444,734.94

2. Total Estimated Personnel Costs $444,734.94
B. 1Inflated to the Level (1) of FY1985 Dollars 611,206.47
C. ©State Reimbursement (60% of Item B) 366,723.88
D. Fringe Benefits (27.756% of Item B) 169,646.46
E. County Share (Item B less Item C

(1)

plus Item D) $414,129.05

These costs are estimated for FY1985.

delayed to a later date, staffing costs will have to be refigured.

If construction of the second 100 beds is

-
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Table 5

Estimated Operating Costs of Additional ADC Space (1)

Item

Units and Cost

eu_w

N O N oN
L Y

10.
L.
12.
13,

Spoons, Cups, Bowls, and Trays
Food

Deputy Wearing Apparel
Ammunition

Inmate Clothing, Bedding, and Supplies
Shower Curtains

Cleaning Equipment

Trash Barrels

Flash Lights, Bulbs, and Batterijes
Razor Blades

Other Janitorial Supplies

Medial Supplies and Services

Dental Services

180
180
53
53

180
40
10

25
2/3
2/3

TOTAL ESTIMATED OPERATING COSTS, 1980

Total Operating Costs Inflated to the Level

of 1985 dollars

Estimated State Reimbursement -
(60 percent of item 2)

County Share (Item 2 less Item 3)

units @ $15 per unit
units @ 33 per unit for 365 days

. units @ $606 pe: unit

staff qualifying twice a year
$14 per qualification

units @ $70 per unit
cell blocks @ $7 per block
units @ $45 per unit
units @ $45 per unit

thousand @ $60 per thousand
of existing cost
of existing cost

Total

Add-On Cost

$ 2,700
197,100
32,118

1,484

12,400
280
450
350
600

1,500
5,000
83,000

19,000

$347,182
‘486,941

292,164

‘194,777

(1) These data, updated from materials rprepared for the 1980 Bond Referendum,
Pp

considered applicabl. to the renovated Space and the new wing of 100 beds,
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'l.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
A.
B.

C.

D.

Board of Supervisors

TABLE VI

Estimated Costs of Capital Equipment
for Enlargement of the ADC

‘Washing Machine

Dryers

Steam Jacket Kettle
Baking and Roasting Double Oven
Tilﬁng Brazing Pan

Food Carts

Ice Machine

Toaster

Tray Drying Rack

Revolver

Chairs

Communications Equipment
Scott Air Packs

Polaroid Camera

Sand Urns

Buffers and Drive Assembly

Total Estimated Costs of
Capital Equipment

Inflated to the Level of

5Y1985 dollars

State Reimbursement
(60% of Item 2)

County Share (Item 2 less Item 3)

2 50 lb. industrial washers
$5,000 each '

2 50 lb. dryers $1,400 each

40 gallon

2

1

1

2 - §957 each
52 X $114
160 X $18

3-portable radios

3

12 X §56 each
3

$10,000

2,300
3,006
4,868

4,120

3,132

990

428
1,914
5,928
2,380
3,600
3,000
3,500

3,500

2,600

$58,438

81,962

49,177

32.894
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APPENDIX 6

Staffing and Operéting Costs for Correctional Camp
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Table 1

Personnel Costs for Correctional Cgmp(l)

ITEM
Captain Superintendent
DS-5-24

Farm Supervisor

DS-S-19

Security
DS-5-21 Lieutenant Securi ty

Supervisor

D5-5-16 Security Staff
D5-8-16 Crew Chiefs

Cook S§~12

Clerk 5-11

Transportation Officer DS-S-16
Classification Officer DS-S-19

TOTAL STAFF

HUOwW >

Plus Item D)

(1} Based on estimated provided by the Sheriff.

ADD~ON

15

26

Total Extimated Personnel Costs

. Inflated to the Level of FY1985 Dollars
State Reimbursement (60% of Item B)
Fringe Benefits (27.756% of Item B)
County share (Item B less Item C

$418,019.00
574,490.32
344,694.,19

159,455,53

389, 251.66

ADD-ON COST

$ 22,812
18,021

19,802
235,395
62,772
13,025
12,478
15,693

18,021
$ 418,019
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Table 2
Estimated Operating Costs
for 50-Bed Correctional Camp(l)
Total Prisoner Days (50x365) =
Estimated Cost per Prisoner day
(not including staffing costs)
A. Total Operating Costs
Estimav.2d at FY1981 levels
B. Inflated to Level of FY1985 Dollars
C. State Reimbursement
(60% of Item B)
D. County Share
(Item B less Item C)
(1) Based on estimates provided by the Sheriff.
o
.
N 6-2
|
]
!

18,250
X
$7.10

$129,575

169,846

101,908

67,938
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APPENDIX 7

DETAILED CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATES
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
4100 Chain Bridge Road
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 Phone: 691—

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

[C] TRACINGS

[] coMPUTATIONS

THE FOLLOWING ITEMS :
] eriNTS
[C] oESCRIPTIONS

" WE ARE SENDING YOU [X] ATTACHED [ ] UNDER SEPARATE COVER VIA

To: _Sarah Cox DATE : April 10, 1981
Office of Research and PROJECT NO. 61/8035
_Statistics RE: _Adult Detention Center
Expansion
GENTLEMEN : -

(] SPECIFICATIONS [T] sHOP DRAWINGS
[C] CHANGE GRDER

1

[C] APPLICATIONS

COPIES DATE NO. DESCRIPTICN
1 4/9/81 Set Calculations for Cost Estimates per

Alternatives Task Force

THESE ARE TRANSMITTED AS CHECKED BEL.OW :

[C] FOR APPROVAL

[} FOR REVIEW

(] FOR YOUR USE

(] FOR COMMENT

REMARKS :

[C] APPROVED AS SUBMITTED
] APPROVED AS NOTED
[ ] RETURNED FOR CORRECTIONS

O

{ ] RETURN COPIES FOR APPROVAL
] susMmiT COPIES FOR DISTRIBUTION
{T] RETURN CORRECTED PRINTS

SRk

cc: J. W. di Zerega, w/attachment

Received by :

v/

Signed : Richard P. Robertson

"Project Manager

If enclosures are not as noted, kindly notify us at once.
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COST ESTIMATE

RENOVATION OF THE ADULT DETENTION CENTER

PROJECT A

Estimates per FY 1982 Budget Request,

SCHEDULE:

A/E Contract Executed . . . . .
Plans Complete. . « « « « « « &
Bid Opening « « « « « ¢ & « o .
Start Construction . . . . . .
Complete Construction . . . . .

FY 1981 Design Funding . . . . . .

FY 1982 County Administration . .
Design Funding (remainder)
County Construction . . .
Construction (A/E estimate)

Construction Contingency (5%)

Permits, etC. ¢ « « « . .

TOTAL - $1,767,000

as revised.

2/81

.10/81

2/82
4/82
1/83

. ~

e e s @

April 9, 1981

$ 125,000
$ 23,000
$ 40,000
$ 1,000
$1,492,000
$ 75,000
$ 11,000

$1,642,000

. B Hx L <

o

5 !

SRACT s

e

o e g At i St






