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SOUTH COUNTY UNIT:
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Eric Assur (to 11/81) i
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CENTRAL COUNTY UNIT:
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Fairfax, Virginia 22030
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Roy Morgan, Unit Director
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Linda Meador (to 3/82)
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Project Counselor
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Frank Fonte, Family Systems Counselor

Jeanie Furnari, Family Systems Supervisor
Robin Munn (r 10/81)

Kathleen Godsey, Family Systems Counselor
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Bob Kabrich, Parole Counselor

Cynthia Langfeldt, Volunteer Coordinator
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(part-time) ‘

John Miller, Parole Counselor

Peter Roussos, Diagnostic Team Coordinator

.
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DOMESTIC RELATIONS URNIT:

4000 Chain Bridge Road

Fairfax, Virginia 22030

691-3241

Kathleen Meredith, Unit Director

Dave Shaw, Adult Probation Counselor
Barbara Wilson, Clerk Typist

Counselors:

Joan Blackburn, Custody Investigator

Linda Bozoky

Pat Matthews

Maureen McKinney

Ron Merelman

Jerry Rich

Chris Stokes

Arlene Starace, Custody Investigator (part-time)
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Fairfax, Virginia 22030
691-2495 ‘
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Keith True, /ntake Counselor
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Transportation Officers:
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RESIDENTIAL SERVICES

Joseph Fedeli, Director of Residential Services
Margaret Bates, Clerk (s 9/81) (part-time)

GIRLS PROBATION HOUSE:

Lucy Masterson, Program Director
David Rathbun (to 11/81)

Lynne Pike, Assistant Director

DeDra Liddle, Clerical Specialist

Counselors:

Janet Albrecht {s 3/82)
Joan Rodgers (to 3/82)

Suzanne Dickinson
Bill Menzin (to 10/81)

Frances Deloatche

Rick Jank

David Luhr {s 5/82)

Pat Rostkowski (s 2/82) (part-time)
Camilla Stroud (r 11/81)

Ronnie Schecter (s 1/82)
Susan Schiffer (to 3/82)

LESS SECURE SHELTER:

David Marsden, Program Director (to 5/82)
Charlotte, Pugh, Clerical Specialist (part-time)

+Hilton Patrick, Cook

Counselors:

Lucy Bailey (s 10/81)
West Johnson (to 9/81)
Michael Cantrell
Joe DiSeati
Dennis Fee
Dorothy Lear
JoAnne Lederman (part-time)
Gwen Robinson

OUTREACH DETENTION
COUNSELORS:

Debbie Blair-Kamins
Ann Collins (s 5/82)
Connie Hollowell (to 3/82)
Kenneth Langlotz
Michele Manning
Bob Smith
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BOYS PROBATION HOUSE:

4410 Shirley Gate Road
Fairfax, Virginia 22030
691-2589

Bill Menzin, Director (ti 10/81)

Susan Schiffer, Assistant Director (ti 3/82)
Linda Meador, Clerical Specialist (ti 3/82)

Counsslors:

Robert Axelrod (s 3/82)
Chauncey Harris (s 3/82)
Rose Morrow (s 3/82)
Teresa Nappier (s 3/82)
Joan Rodgers (ti 3/82)
John Tuell (ti 3/82)

Walter Davis, Cook (s 3/82)

JUVENILE DETENTION CENTER:

10650 Page Avenue
Fairfax, Virginia 22030
691-2823

(Facility to open Oct, '82)

David Marsden, Director (ti 5/82)

GROUP HOME COORDINATOR:
Michael DeGiorgi

to-transfer out of unit to another court unit
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l. GENERAL OVERVIEW

The Fairfax County Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court is responsitle for adjudi-
cating juvenile matters, offenses committed by adults against juveniles, and family matters
except divorce. The Coyrt offers comprehensive services for delinquent youngsters under the
legal age of 18 who live in Fairfax County, the City of Fairfax, and the towns of Herndon,
Vienna, and Clifton. In addition, the Court provides services to adults in these jurisdictions
who are experiencing domestic and/or familial difficulties which are amenable to unofficial ar-
bitration, to counseling, or to legal intervention. The Court also provides services required in
adult criminal complaints for offenses committed against juveniles unrelated to them.

Prior to 1956, all juvenile and domestic relations cases were heard by a County Court judge,
and all probation and investigation functions were handled by the County’s Department of
Public Welfare. In 1956, the County Board of Supervisors established a separate probation
office for the Court with a Chief Probation Officer, three probation officers and two clerical
staff. Court was in session one day a week with the Chief Judge of the County Court presiding.

In 1962, the Court expanded hearings to three days a week, with each County Court judge
sitting for one day. In 1965, the first full-time Juvenile Judge was appointed and court met
daily. In FY 1980, there were four full-time Judges of the Juvenile and Domestic Relations
Court. In the spring of 1980, the General Assembly approved the appointment of a fifth full-
time Judge to begin sitting on July 1, 1980.

The increase in complaints, approved fiscal plans, expenditures, revenues, and staffing levels
since FY 1976 is shown in Figure 1. Figure 2 trends population levels and selected activity
counts. The significant increase in juvenile complaints in FY 1974 was largely a result of a
change in the Code of Virginia which required the hearing of all traffic cases in the Juvenile
and Domestic Relations District Court beginning September, 1973, rather than splitting the
cases between the Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court and the General District
Court. Some of the increase shown in FY77 may be attributable to the implementation of an
automated information system, which resulted in more accurate counting procedures.

1
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FIGURE 1

. BUDGET AND PERSONNEL
7Y JUVENILE AND DOMESTIC RELATIONS

FY 1976 - FY 1982

DISTRICT COURT

COMPLAINTS

Juvenile
Adutt

APPROVED
FISCAL PLAN
{excludas grants)

Personal
Services

Operating.
Expensas

ACTUAL
EXPENDITURES
{excludes grarits)

Personal
Services

Operating
Expenses

Capital
Equipment

ACTUAL
RCVENUE/GRANTS

Va. Dept,
of Carrections
Grants
Fines )
and Costs

STAFHING
LEVELS

Judges
Professional
Clerical and

Maintenance
Grant

FY78

NO. %+
13,149 (1.0}

11,234 (0.8)

1,195(23.4)

1,695,863 46.8
1,190,736 290

397,976 51.3
1.695,863 37.3
1,190,736 31.5

397,976 63.2
7.151(43.4)

1,089,220 37.8

452,343 (1.2

436,877135.8
200,000 36.0

98 18.7

30 o
51 0

30 28.0
14 7.7

FY77

NO. %z
17694 34.6

14,546 29.5
3,756 96.3

1,446,160 (10.4)
1,063,746 (11.5)
390,167 (2.0)

1,769,092 10,3

1,245,042 4.6
509,103 28,0
4,947(50.9)

906,124 (16.8)

505,629 11.8

312,932(28.4)
87,563 (56.3)
980 o
30 ©
510 0
31.0 3.4
13,0 (7.1)

FY78

NO. "%+
19,979 12.9

16,493 134
3,486 (7.2)

1,803,826 24.8
1,329,363 ' 26.2

470,217 20.8
1,967,686 11.9
1,461,288 7.4

507,751 (.3)
2,647(48,6)

1,083,084 19.6

668,042 32.2
287,826 (8.1)

127,216 45.3

110,6. 12.8

40" 33.3
68.5 14,7

34.0 9.7
14.0 9.7

¥,

FY79

NO, ' gt
21,8678 8.8

17,908 8.6
3,770 8.1

1,934,662 7.3

1,412,306 8.3
511,425 8.8

1,918,442 (2.5)

1,476,112 1.1
433,892(14.6)

8,438 70.8

1,031,752 (4.7}

746,432 11.8
138,295 (52.0)

147,025 15.6

11486 4.0

4.0 0
625 6.8

38.0 11.8
10,0 (28.6)

FYae
. No. %
22,517 3.9
18,181 1
4,336 7

2,325,404 20.1
1,768,063 25,9
561,952 7.9

2,321,657 21.0

1,792,339 21.4°

611,125 17.8
18,193101.6

1,217,095 18.0

1,054,236 41.2

90,908 (34.2}
71,961(51,0)
1236 7.9
4.0 0
69.4' 11.0
412 84
9.0 (10.0}

FY81

NO. % %
22,315 (0.9)

17,498 {3.8)
4,817 11.1

2,683,250 11.1

2,015,357 14.0
567,893 2.9

2,643,156 13.9

2,021,217 12.8
607,128 18.8
14,810(18.6)

1,378,821 13.3

1,127,747 7.0
57,105(37.2)

193,969 169.9

134.2 8.6
5.0 25
75.0' 8.1
45.2 9.7
9.0 o

FY82

NO. % %
22,371 0.3

16,860 {3.1)
5,411 12.3

3,204,774 24,1

2,470,160 22.6
734,614 29.4

3,207,9142'21.4

2,435,178 20.5
731,822 20.5
40,913176.3

1,467,671 6.4

1,347,171 19.5
1,299(97.7)

119,201 (38.6)

186.0% 38.5

5.0 0
124.0' 65.3

67.0 26.1
0 (100}

'Includes Qutreach Detent

lon Staff (6§ SYE) which yvare exe
%Increases in staff and expenditures during FY82 are largely

tion for 40 positions at the Juvenile Detention Centar,

mpt positions through FY82,
attribugable to the openin
only one of which was act

g of the Boys’ Probation House,
ually filled during the fiscal year,

and the authoriza-
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The development of special programs to augment traditional probation services is particufarly
important in the Court’s development. Many of these innovations were made possible by the -
availability of federal grant funds and have subsequently been funded by the county. The
specialized programs include the informal hearing officer, emergency foster homes, group
homes, the Work Training Program, the Community Services Project, Family Systems Coun-
seling, the Diagnostic Team, Outreach Detention, the Less-Secure Shelter, five different alter-
native schools, the Volunteer Learning Program, two Probation Houses, school probation of-
ficers, and Support Enforcement.

Due to space limitations in the central complex and a desire to provide more readily accessible
services to the community, the Court has decentralized its services throughout the county. A
branch office opened in McLean in the spring of 1973 to provide intake, investigation, and
probation functions. A second branch office with the same responsibilities was opened in the
Mount Vernon area in late 1973, At the same time, the Central County services were divided
into twof"f\x\nits. All probation and investigation services were organized into one unit while
intake andsupport services were combined into another unit. An additional unit, the Special
Services Unit, was established in the summer of 1973, to operate established programs such
as group homes, family counseling, the work training program, probation houses and volun-
teer services. o

-
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FIGURE 2
STATISTICAL TRENDS
FY 1966 - FY 1982

‘ ic) -

1 3 @ c

-~ A= S W =5 by

= oY 2 0 o
g § | 2 28| Sa B Eg
= W i Y eE ah 7] - gk
> =t o = =< > S2 ¥} 3 S %
- .455 =9 d E5DS o2 (28] =& -

25 | 532 | 2%B | = |EE32| 28 | 28 | i | odF
7] ’ 3 5 ‘ ‘ >0 : ]
c> | °o& | 332 | = |38ES| 88 | &2 28 | 254
19€8 368,900 | 60,560 1,807 .030 840 6,797 1,411 004
1967 398,300 65,410 1,972 030 943 6,454 1,486 004
1968 429,600 70,350 2,006 ,029 917 6,967 1,636 004
1969 453,700 | 75,580 2,472 .033 990 8,170 1,848 004
1970 477,000 | 80,480 3,122 .039 1,062 9,600 1,904 004
1971 492,600 83,800 3,129 037 1,340 10,888 2,169 004
1972 509,400 86,880 3,640 042 1,665 8,952 2,235 004
1973 526,000 88,010 4,259 048 1,841 9,869 2,145 004
1874 544,000 88,020 4,624 062 1,876 14,987 2,694 006
1976 669,200 89,450 3,935 044 2,818 12,423 2,600 004
1976 676,200 89,770 3,462 .038 2,112 9,245* 1,816 003
1977 683,800 87,950 6.307 Q0eo 2,168 12,994 2,617 004
1978 691,800 | ‘88,280 6,326 073 2,286 13,653 2,556 004
1979 605,800 85,120 6,179 . 073 | 2,613 11,984 2,724 004
1980 619,700 83,620 - | 5,839 . 070 - 2,760 11,902 3,036 005
1981 633,100 86,240 6,162 072 3,014 13,666 3,216 0056
1982 639,900, [ 83,300 5,676 067 3,230 10,822 3,260 008

a. lnc;ltf.ldes rai)rfax City. Suurces: Fairfax County Office of Research Statistics] and Tayloe-Murphy Institute (for
Fairfax City), : . i

b. September public school memberships, grade 5-12, excluding grades 5-8 special education, ‘

¢. Juvenile complaints excluding traffic, custody, rules, capiases, raviaws, attorney appointments, pre-trial mo-

tions, rlecord Inspection fequests, sealig Intake counselors for information, and leaving without séeing intake
counselor, © o

d. As of June 30, .

e, Complaints excluding rules, capiases, t6views, attornay appaintments, pre-trial motions, seeing Intake coun-
selors for information, and leavlng without seeing intake counselor,

i

*Not the entire fiscal year - October 1976 - June 1976 only.




5 FY 1982 JUVENILE COURT _

ORGANIZATION/POSITION ¢ CHART , ‘ =

. JUBIGIAL c STATE CLBRK
o 7| OF THE GOURT-
17 CHIEF JUDGE § ' 1" GLERK OF THE COURT
g -4 JUDGES S -18_ DEPUTY CLERKS S
v . B POSITIONS ‘19 POSITIONS '
6 STAFF YEARS v 19 STAFF YEARS
COURT b coﬁlrzr L " '
L oI S| TUMESR JUDICIAL .
Aowmsmmou T SERVICES - - ifET o) ‘ suwom'
1 CHIEF OF ADMINlSTRATlVE 1" BIRECTOR 0 or-' o T " CLERK’ L
SERVICE v . GOURT SERVICES — TYPISTS s,
1 RESEARCH ANALYST "1 POSITON ° .4 POSITIONS .
1 FINANCIAL ANALYST 1 STAFF YEAR "4 STAFF YEARS
1 COMPUTER MANAGER o
| gL . |
MANAG!SERRI e ’ GQ""SEU”G
1 CLERICAL _SERVicEs.
SPECIALIST T CoLs
1 SECRETARY | ¢ <1 TAssISTANT mne"cma~ R
1 ACCOUNT © e OF COURT SER s‘ég, O
_. CLERK 1l 21 POSITION
9  POSITIONS “1 STAFF YEAR
8.6 STAFF YEARS . ;

j “NORTH - ‘ 1 ot e T )
counry | ,ocoumv CoEECIAL U
CENTER L4 2 CENTER ¢ L .} | SEmvices . |

1 PROBATION 1 PROBATION iGN PROBATION 1 PROBATION.

SUPERVISOR 1l SUPERVISOR I} SUPERVISOR (I supenvxsonm SUPERVISOR If SUPERVISOR

1 PROBATION 1 PROBATION 1 PROBATION PROBATION . PROBATION 1 PROBATION
COUNSELOR Il _COUNSELOR IlI " -COUNSELOR It COUNSELOR!IiI COUNSELOR il SUPERVISOR |

6  PROBATION 6 PROBATION 6 PROBATION FROBATION HEARING 1 ‘PROBATION
COUNSELORS Il COUNSELORS If COUNSELORS 1 COUNSELORS OFFICER COUNSELOR I}

1 CLERICAL 1 CLERICAL . 1 CLERICAL h1PT , 6 PROBATION 9  PROBATION'
SPECIALIST SPECIALIST SPECIALIST CLERK -, COUNSELCRS il COUNSELORS Il

1 CLERK 1 CLERK 1 CLERK TYPIST Il SUPERVISORY 1 CLERK

— TYPISTHPT — TYPISTUPT — TYPIST Il PY 17 POSITIONS )_  CLERK TYPISTH

10 POSITIONS 10 POSITIONS 10 POSITIONS 10.5, STAFF YEAﬂe 2 JUVENLE - 1 CLERICAL

9.5 STAFF YEARS , (9.6 STAFF YEARS 9.6 STAFF YEARS : DETENTION — _ SPECIALIST

' Y gggﬁf 14 " POSITIONS
: , ; 14 STAFF YEARS
' .. SPECIALISTS !
6 CLERK
— TYPISTII
18 ' POSITIONS

18  STAFF YEARS:
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RESIDENTIAL

SERVICES
1 DIRECTOR OF
RESIDENTIAL .
SERVICES :
1 CLERK
—_ TYRISTUPT
2 POSITIONS
1.2 STAFF YEARS
[ | | [ | Il
GIRLS BOYS JUVERNILE
iy OUTREACH Pl o LESS-SECURE GROUP
PROBATION TR PROBATION DETENTION
HOUSE DETENTION HOUSE 4 SHELTER HOMES CENTER
1 PROBATION 6 QUTREACH PROBATION 1 PROBATION 1 PROBATION 1 PROBATION
SUPERVISOR | _s_ COUNSELORS SUPERVISOR | SUPERVISOR | .. COUNSELOR lit SUPERVISOR I
1 PROBATION & POSITIONS PROBATION 2 PROBATION 1 POSITION 1 PROBATION
COUNSELOR i 6 STAFF YEARS COUNSELOR I} COUNSELORS Il 1 STAFF YEAR SUPERVISOR |
4  PROBATION PROBATION & PROBATION 1 PROBATION
COUNSELORS i, COUNSELORS }lI COUNSELORS | COUNSELOR i
1PT PROBATION 1 CLERICAL 3 PROBATION
3 PROBATION COUNSELORS 1 SPECIALIST PT COUNSELORS I
COUNSELORS | CLERICAL 1 _ cooK 1 PUBLIC HEALTH
1  CLERICAL SPECIALIST ) 10  POSITIONS NURSE
SPECIALIST COOK "9 STAFF YEARS 7  PROBATION
1 cook - POSITIONS COUNSELORS |
11 POSITIONS STAFF YEARS 14  OUTREACH DETENTION
10.6 STAFF YEARS WORKERS
1 SUPERVISORY
CLERK
1 CUSTODIAN
1 MAINTENANCE
+ HELPER
. 1  COOK
4 COOK'S AIDES
1 ACCOUNT
CLERK |
3 CLERK
TYPISTS II,
__1PT
40 POSITIONS

PT DENOTES PART TIME POSITION
O1 s DENOTES STATE POSITION

.

39.8 STAFF YEARS
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Another major change in the Court’s organization resulted from the Court Reorganization Act
of 1973. As of July 1974, all judges and those clerical personnel who performed jobs directly
related to judicial rather than probation functions became state employees and the responsi-
bility of the Executive Secretary of the Supreme Court. A separate Clerk of the Juvenile and
Domestic Relations District Court was appointed in the fall of 1974, and all state clerks
became responsible to her. In FY 1980, the Chief Judge decided that court recorders would
also become state employees, effective July 1, 1980, That portion of the court staff com-
prised of county employees also underwent reorganization in FY 1980, with the establish-
ment of three divisions: Counseling Services, Residential Services, and Administrative
Services. The position of Assistant Director of Court Services was created to head the
Counseling Services Division. A Domestic Relations Unit was formed within the Operations
Division, consolidating adult probation, custody investigations, and support enforcement.
Figure 3 shows the FY 1982 organization of the Court,

An automated information system, JUVARE (Juvenile and Adult Recording and Evaluation
System), was implemented in June 1976. This system provides on-line computer capabilities
both in the courthouse and in branch offices for all case processing. it also generates manage-
ment reports.

On July 1, 1977, significant revisions to the Virginia Juvenile Code took effect. Among
other things, these revisions provided distinct rules and procedures at all stages of the court
process for dealing with CHINS (Children in Need of Services, previously called status of-
fenders), delinquents, neglected and abused children, and children whose custody requires
determination.

Since 1275, the Court has opened a number of residential facilities to implement a trend
toward community corrections. In FY 19785, construction began on the Girls’ Probation
House, which accepted its first resident in October 1975, This is a minimum security facility
which offers a structured program of school, rehabilitative treatment, and recreation as an
alternative to state commitment. In FY 1980, the Virginia Department of Corrections and the
Fairfax County Board of Supervisors approved funds for a corresponding facility for boys, the
Boys’ Probation House. A structure was purchased in October, 1980, and after redesign and
renovation, the facility opened in April 1982,

The Court instituted an Qutreach Detention program in 1978, providing intensive in-house
supervision to children who might otherwise require pre-dispositional holding.

6

In January 1980, the Less-Secure Shelter opened as a holding facility for CHINS of

who according to the revised Code cannot be keptin a securegfacilityylonger than m:znggfxsr{
day. V\{heq the grant funding of this facility terminated on October 31, 1980, with the county
assuming its costs, it marked the first time in over a decade that the court was not receiving
grant fundlpg for any of its programs or placements. In April 1982, Less-Secure moved into a
separate wing o.f the new Juvenile Detention Center, where its capacity could be expanded to
12, and where it could also house delinquent offenders not requiring secure detention.

Groundbrgaking for the. new Juvenile Detention Center was held in February 1981, with
construction completed in the spring of 1982. A Director was hired in May to supervise the

process of procuring needed staff and equi ment in preparation f i .
facility in October 1982, P prep or opening the 33-bed

Th.e proce ‘of arphitectpral design for renovation of the historic courthouse is underway,
This renovation will provide more space for the Juvenile Court, following relocation of the

adult courts and rel ies i ici ; ;
F 1950, elated agencies in the new Judicial Center also completgd during the spring

T'he trend in court and probation services clearly has been to provide specializedmserviceé‘
directed at de_ahvering a range of correctional programs to its offender population. It is antici-
pated that this trend will continue, with the Court significantly focusing in the coming years
on research to help determine which services are most appropriate for specific offenders,
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. AGENCY MISSION

During FY 1981, the Juvenile Court was one of seven county agencies to participate in a pilot
project of developing a system of Management by Objectives (MBO). Considerable efforts
were invested in formulating mission statements, general objectives, performance objectives,
and workplans to guide managerial and line activity. Figure 4 displays the mission statements
adopted for the agency as a whole, for each area, for each area of major functional responsibi-
lity, and for each division. ’

~ FIGURE 4 |
AGENCY, SUB-AGENCY, AND DIVISION MISSION STATEMENTS

The mission of the Fairfax County Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court is to provide efficient, effective
and equitable judicial and court service programs which promote positive behavioral change for those children
and adults who come within the court’s authority, to actin conformance with orders of the court, the provisions
of law as contained in the Code of Virginia of 1950 as amended, caselaw, and Department of Corrections
Minimum Standards, consistent with the well-being of the client, his/her family, and the protection of the com-
munity.

Judicial Administration Mission: To provide efficient
and effective judicial services for those children and
adults who come within the Court’s authority to act,
in conformance with the provisions of law as con-
tained in the Code of Virginia of 1950 as amended,
caselaw, State Supreme Court policies, and the pro-
tection and well-being of the community.

Court Service Unit Mission: To provide efficient and
effective Court Service programs for those children
and adults who come to the attention of, or are re-
ferred to the unit, in conformance with orders of the
Court, the provisions of law as contained in the Code
of Virginia of 1960 as amended, caselaw and Depart-
ment of Corrections Minimum Standards, consistent
with the well-being of the client, his/her family and
the protection of the community.

Administrative Services Division
Sub-Mission: To receive, process,
complete and evaluate all fiscal,
financial, budgetary, personnel
and data management activity as
required for the efficientoperation
of the Court Service Unit.

Probation Services Division Sub-
Mission: To provide to children,
adults and families in Fairfax
County community, social, reha-
bilitative and correctional pro-
grams and services that meet
Department of Corrections stan-

dards and statutory and judicial

Residential Services Division Sub-
Mission: To provide efficient,
effective, accredited residential
care programs and services to
youths - and their parents who
come within the Court’s authority
to act and who require such ser-
vices.

requirements,

Preceding page blank |
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1l. JUVENILE CASE PROCESSING

Juvenile cases which progress through the entire juvenile system undergo the following se-
quence of processing stages, as represented schematically in the simplified case flow chart
below: intake, adjudication, social investigation, disposition, court supervision, commitment,
and after-care supervision, Cases do not necessarily go through all stages.

+

F!GURE 5 .
SIMPLIFIED CASE FLOW
Parents .
Polics ’ petition COURT FOR referral
Citizens | 7ol DETERMINATION | - SOCIAL _
Schools > INTAKE ———— "0 LT OR INVESTIGATION
Spouses . ‘ INNOCENCE
Social Agency iy
: ! -y
W tmtfm '9‘ §
’ g3
* Referral to Another . Dislj'miss/Noll,e Presequi Completed by g.g
Agency * Fine/Restitution/Costs Probation Staff S 3
* Determination of * Community Services Project through contact w3
No Jurisdiction * Other Dispositions with g 9
¢ |nformal / * JSuvenile o
Hearing Officer * Family <
* Informal Counseling * Schools
4 ' * Others
i
r‘// V
A i
COURT FOR FINAL /o] communiy | commitment DEPAg'LMENT i
DISPOSITION OF CASE ' SUPERVISION . CORRECTIONS
/{/ N
. o @
. /" ¥ ' &
* Fine/Restitution , 3/ Reg,ular'Contapts with Probation Officer e Diagnostic Center ®
° Community Services Project ¢ Referral to Special Programs and Learning Centers
* Community Programs /* Supervision
PAROLE
* Regular Contacts with Parole Officer '

* Referral to Special Programs
* Reporting back to Department of
Corrections

Preceding page blank
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The following table presents trends in the average time required to process juvenile non-traffic
complaints through these sequential stages.

FIGURE 6
AVERAGE PROCESSING TIME (CALENDAR DAYS)
FOR JUVENILE NON-TRAFFIC COMPLAINTS FY 1980 - FY 1982

PROCESSING RELEVANT SUBGROUP ,
STAGE OF CASES Y 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982
Alleged offense to Complaints which spec-
intake ify date of alleged offense 17.5 19.0 21.5
Intake to first Complaints set for court
hearing ore than 3 days

after intake 38.3 38.2 39.2
Assignment of social Cases in which judge
investigation to orders investigation
hearing on report 63.0 75.0 59.5
Start to end of Cases assigned for
supervision supervision 266 273 288

12
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Juveniles thought to have committed offenses which are under the purview of the Juvenie
Court are brought into the judicial system either by a police officer witnessing or responding
to an alleged criminal offense, or by citizens, families, or other agencies. Below is shown the
sources of complaints for the past five years.

FIGURE 7
SOURCES OF JUVENILE NON-TRAFFIC
COMPLAINTS, FISCAL YEARS 1978* - 1982
SEPT. 1, 1977-

JUNE 30, 1978* FY 1979 FY 1980** FY 1981 FY 1982
SOURCE % % % % %
Police 37.6 37.4 34.8 33.5 28.4
Immediate Family 27.8 27.7 29.6 30.5 31.3
Citizen 1.4 7.1 8.3 5.6 6.1
Private Business 5.8 7.3 6.3 5.2 3.6
; Probation Counselor 3.2 5.1 4.7 6.5 8.0
j DSS 3.0 3.6 3.2 3.4 3.4
; School 3.4 2.9 2.8 3.5 3.8
Other Relative 1.5 1.0 1.3 1.2° 3.7
Other Juvenile Court 1.1 1.1 1.0 1.6 1.2
Other Public Agency .6 .6 1.3 2.8 4.2
Self .3 .6 .5 .5 .6
Other - 4,5 5.6 ; 6.1 5.8 5.8
4 TOTAL 100% 100% \ 100% 100% 100%
2 * This information was recorded beginning September 1, 1977, and therefore is available for only part of

. fiscal year 1978, . . ‘ .

) ** Due to programming error, this information is missing for January-February 1980,

k¢
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FIGURE 8
SOURCES OF JUVENILE NON-TRAFFIC COMPLAINTS, FY 82

Other 16.4%

Immediate Family 31.3%

Poli'ce 28.4%

Schools 3.8%

Although they accounted for under 30% of the juvenile non-traffic complaints during FY 82,
the police were responsible for 69% of all complaints alleging drug offenses, 45% of all com-
plaints alleging crimes against persons, 69% of all complaints alleging offenses against
property, and 66% of all complaints alleging crimes against the public peace. ’

Immediate family membérs brought 62% of all complaints received which akllegeci status or
CHINS offenses (offenses involving behavior that would not be considered criminal if com-
mitted by adults), and 69% of all complaints involving custody issues.

Over 50% of all alcohol complaints were brought by the Virginia Alcoholic Beverage Control
Commission. :

Of the complaints brought by private citizens, 30% alleged property offenses, 34% alleged
offenses against persons, and 6% involved custody ‘_issues.

14

In FY 1982, the complaints received against juveniles by race and sex were:

FIGURE 9
JUVENILE COMPLAINTS RECEIVED BY RACE AND SEX
. . FY 1982
_ WM WF NWM MWF TOTAL WM WF NWM NWF TOTAL ‘
Property Offonsos Marijuana Possession 86 22 4 o 112
Auto Larceny 144 28 28 7 207 DrugOffense 42 20 1 0 63
Breaking & Entering 448 42 96 3 5gg SUBTOTAL 496 174 18 5 693
Sral;ui Larceny 112 18 38 10 178
etit Larceny 281 97 120 33
Vandalism . 203 30 37 3 2;113 CHINS Offonses
Trespassing 23¢ 55 28 1 31g Beyond Parental
Concealment 55 B9 51 24 189 Control 218 211 31 27 487
Frauc.l 33 10 3 2 48 Runaway 60 148 2 16 226
Receiving Stolen Truancy 88 68 14 12 182
Property 29 3 15 3 go Other 8 2 0 0 5
Arson ia 1 2 0 17 SUB TOTAL 369 429 47 65 900
;hrowing Missiles 38 1 3 0 40
amperin 20
Othe’i o 20 (1) 18 ? ;24; Custody 770 759 165 167 1,861
SUB TOTAL 1,606 345 431 87 2468 Troffic 5,595 1,607 327 92 7,521
Othar
Offenses Againat Rulq, Capias 356 133 117 27 632
Persons siev'le\;v f 247 232 50 44 573
olation
ngault 225 73 77 37 412, P::batlc?n or
so bery 14 2 25 2 43 Parole 237 131 48 23 439
ex Offense 24 0 7 0 31  seelntake -
4 Firearm in Felony - 2 '0 3 1 6 Counselor for
Ql:’dgction 8 4 2 1. 16 Information 266 201 B0 40 557
5 11 3
: Courtes
SUB TOTAL 283 81 116 43 523 Supervl'sylon 31 8 14 3 56
Request for
Offenses. Against Courtasy
the Public lnvevstiga’tion 7 1 4 1 13
Disorderly Conduct 30 13 12 3 68 Tr;t:fg;ggn oter o] 0 2 4 6
\(/:VeapogsA?)ffense k] 2 19 0 54 Attornay |
urse use 42 24 8 6 80 Appo
ppointment 28 7 17 5 57
'é:éaapl;ogz :t\bct‘:se 17 25 1 1 44 Pprestrial: Motion 78 56 13 14 162
p ody 16 3 4 3 25 Mental Petition 8 12 2 0 22
Other Offense Mental
Against Admin. Ravardation
Ot?lf Justice 12 8 6 2 27 Petition 1 1 0 0 2
Ot L 45 12 8 2 65  Complainant Left
, 194 87 66 17 363 Without Seoing
Intake 0 5 0 0 6
Drug and Alcohol Other '73 26 16 3 117
Offenses ~ SUB-TOTAL 1,332 813 332 164 2,641
Drunk in Public 117 32 7 2 168
Other Alcohol 2617 100 6 3 360 TOTAL, 10,644. 4,195 1,491 630 16,960
. WM = White Males
WF =  White Females
NWM = Non-White Males
NWF = Non-White Females
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FIGURE 10 ! '*l:'$e1%h7a_r7t below shows the changing distribution of juvenile complaints by race and sex since
TYPE OF JUVENILE NON-TRAFFIC COMPLAINT BY SEX AND AGE . - .
FY 1982 ] . | B
LESS 4 ) 0o FIGURE 12
AGE THAN OVER - JUVENILE COMPLAINT *
OFFENSE TYPE UNKNOWN 13 13 14 15 16 17 17 : NT* RACE AND SEX DISTRIBUTION,
- ; fé TRAFFIC AND NON-TRAFFIC
M F M~ F M F M F M F M F M F M F FY 1977 - FY 1982
Offense against . , |
VOfFf);zggr;ygainst 43 30 218 25296 59 333124 445110 822 77 3 1 ' FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982
persons 0O 1 41 12 26 15 70 20 61 28 72 22 126 26 3 O , White Male 68.9%  68.0% 68.9% 68.0% 67.1% 64.6%
Oftfg:s:ugggm ~ ' White Female 23.7 23.0 21.3 21.2 22.5 23.8
and morality o 1 12 7° 24 18 34 16 38 14 49 26 91 22 1 0 ‘ Non-White Male 5.5 7.0 7.2 8.2 7.8 8.3
CHINS . 0 O 19 19 51 46 95108 97 123 98 135 56 66 1 1 Non-White Female 1.9 2.0 2.6 2.6 2.6 3
Drug and Liquor 0 O 1 6 7 7 13 11 66 30 152 56 274 69 2 0 TOTAL ¢ . . .3
Custody 108 110 711 662 40 27 26 32 18 31 16 39 14 23 1 1 100% - 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Other 24 27 393 331 98 49 137 94 220143 294 168 370 140 127 25 n . 14,546 15,967 16,467 16,439 15,698 14,971
SUB TOTAL 136 142 1,392 1,063 464 190 671 340 832 493 1,126 556 1,452 413 138 28
‘ ' *Excluding rules, capiases, reviews, attorney appointments, pre-trial motions, record inspection uest
SUB TOTAL BY SEX: Males 6,211 Females 3,225 seeing intake counselors for information, and leaving without seeing an intake counselopr. requests.
'} GRAND TOTAL: 9,436

Since it is possible for a single juvenile to be the subject of several different complaints, the
number of complaints as reported in the chart above differs from the number of alleged offend-

-

ers. The table below trends the number of non-traffic offenders from FY 1980-FY 1982, as 1
well as the changing proportions of first-offenders to repeat-offenders, and of tirst-offenders j The hext ch h . e ) . _
who return to Intake for new criminal charges within the fiscal year to first-offenders who do i I‘? rt\exbc art shows the changing distribution of juvenile complaints, excluding traffic com-
not return. In FY 1982, 10,231 different juveniles had at least one alleged offense either traf- : plaints, by race and sex since FY 1977:
fic or non-traffic.
: | : FIGURE 13
FIGURE 11 JU.VENVILE NON-TRAFFIC COMPLAINT * RACE
JUVENILE NON-TRAFFIC OFFENDER ; AND SEX DISTRIBUTION TREND
COUNTS AND RECIDIVISM TRENDS : k : 1877 - | 1981
FY 1980 - FY 1982 | : , ‘ . . ,
X FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982
Alleged offend i h k | FY 3880 FY 1981 FY 1982 . White Male 58.8% 69.8% 60.6% 658.3% 58.2% 54,7%
eged offenders in given year with complaints ) \ oo 5
in previous years | 1,889 (33.8%) 1,9C8 (32.9%) 1,908 (33.4%) i Whita. Fmala 28.8 26.9 23.8 23.6 26.4 27.8
Alleged offenders in glven year without complaints . ; Non-White Male 8.8 11.6 11.0 13.4 11.1 12.3
in previous years i Non-White Fernale 3.6 3.6 4.7 4,7 4.3 5.6
¢ who do return to court that year 300 (5.4%) 299 (5.2%) 262 (4.6%) - i - TOTAL ’ 100% 100% 100% 1009
« who do not return to court that year 3,407 (60.9%) 3,585 (61.9%) 3,546 (62.1%) T . 7,002 8.013 7781 ) ;;5’;’ ;09?;’ ;0405906
TOTAL 5,696 (100%) 6,790 (100%) 6,714 (100%) ", i - ' ' ' ' ' '
Average no, of complaints per alleged _— ) . - *Excluding i \ ;
. ‘ : g rules, capiases, reviews, attorney appointments, pre-trial motions, record Inspection requests,
offender in given year 1.66 1.69 1.66 : seelng intake counselors for information, and leaving without seeing Intake counselore.p oatests
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The following charts graph the changes in the categories of juvenile complaints since

FY 1977:
" FIGURE 14
4000 OFFENSES AGAINST PROPERTY 9000 + TRAFFEIC 3686 8'8.3.0
3163 3135 7954 ’o‘ * “0.
4 Brevaaug., )\ 2885 2901 o o’ +, 7733
3000 242?‘.” - “.’""".'%.2468 8000 .75.4:!‘.‘_0 | o._"..7.5'21
L ‘*e
2000- 7000
1000+ 524 656 560 523 60004
4g4:‘\--¢:53'9-----.7"""""0"""
o ~ 5000+
OFFENSES AGAINST PERSONS
4000 4 4009 1
3000+ 3000 1
CUSTODY
1813 1861
200011665 1701 4606 \'’g%....@ce--@” 20001, CHINS
@ i e.. 1125 \ 895 900
1000 614 785 54 895 693 1000 DR ST - PP
343 “..----.--c--.----- senaeg 198 317 359 354 368 353
0’"‘ ‘do-l-'.'"""'7"“"""'""‘
¢ v 0 -
DRUG AND ALCOHOL OFFENSES OFFENSES AGAINST PUBLIC
FY77. FY78 FY79 FY80 FY81 FY82 FY77 FY78 FY79 FY80 FY81 FY82

The increase in’all categories of juvenile complaints combined is graphed below:

FIGURE 15
JUVENILE COMPLAINTS, TRAFFIC AND NON-TRAFFIC
FY 1977 - FY 1982
20,000 -
17,908 18181 45498
*  a o0 = 16,960
16,493 ?’ o:n :°o°°° o o T
00 o L - o o P . o
16,000+ 14,456 09 DZ > o°o° % .°°:o°ou obao ° b oo.oo
o e 00, R s . ° 9o ° %0
0 0 o :oooc P 0 o0 Q.o.g o°°0 :00
oo o 00 o ¢ ° d ° L 99 0
6 0°( 0, 00 oo 0 o %0 P %0 o e
10,000 ,°°o° o 00 b 0% b o & o 097%;5 0 0 o 9
° » 9301 943
002" 8539 9222 2
7002
5:000"
0
FY77 FY78 FY79 FY80 FY81 FY82
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The following tables display the changing distribution of juvenile complaints by offense type
since FY 1977. : ' )

The first chart refers to all juvenile complaints, including traffic complaints; the next chart
refers to juvenile complaints excluding traffic complaints.

FIGURE 16
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TYPES OF JUVENILE
COMPLAINTS* RECEIVED 1977 - FY 1982, INCLUDING TRAFFIC CASES

FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982
N=14546 N=15967 N=18467 N=16439 N=15698 N=14971
Offenses Against
Property 16.7 19.8 19.0 17.5 18.5 16.5
Offenses Against
Persons 3.3 3.2 3.2 3.4 3.6 3.6
Offenses Against
Public 1.4 2.0 2,2 2.2 2.3 2.4
Drug and Alcohol
Offenses 2.3 3.8 4.8 4.0 5.1 4.6
CHINS Offunses 10.3 7.0 5.5 5.0 5.7 6.0
Custody and
Neglect 11.4 10.7 9.8 10.6 11.5 12.4
Traffic 51.9 49.8 52.7 54.0 49.3 50.2
Other 2.7 3.7 2.9 3.3 4.0 4.4
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

*Excluding capiases, reviews, attorney appointments, pre-trial motions, record inspection requests, seeing
intake counselors for information and leaving without seeing an intake counselor,

FIGURE 17
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TYPES OF JUVENILE COMPLAINTS*
RECEIVED 1977 - FY 1982, EXCLUDING TRAFFIC CASES

FY 1877 FY 1978 FY 1879 FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982
N=7002 N=8013 N=7781 N=7559 N=7695 N=7450
Of:unses Against
Property 34.7 39.5 40.3 38.2 36.4 331
Offenses Against
Persons 6.9 6.4 6.7 7.3 7.0 7.0
Offenses Against
Public 2.8 4,0 4.6 4.7 4.6 4.7
Drug and Alcohol
Offenses 4.9 7.7 10.1 8.7 10.1 9.3
CHINS Offenses 21.4 14.0 11.6 11.0 11.2 12.1
Custody and
Neglect 23.7 21.2 20.6 23.0 22.8 25.0
Other 5.6 7.3 6.1 7.2 7.8 8.8
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

*Excluling rules, capiases, reviews, attorney appointments, pre-trial motions, record inspection requests,
seaing intake counselors for information, and leaving without seeing an intake counselor.

When the police witness or are called to the scene of an offense alleged to have been commit-
ted by a juvenile, the police officer verifies that an offense has occured and completes an in-
vestigative report. If the suspected violator has been apprehended during court hours, the
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police officer may bring the juvenile to the Intake Section at either the Courthouse or the
McLean or Mount Vernon branch offices. If the police do not wish to detain the juvenile, they
may send the child home and come to intake at any time to file a petition. A parent or other
adult bringing a complaint against a juvenile also files the complaint at one of the offices.

After a complaint has been filed with an intake clerk, each complainant is interviewed by an
intake counselor. Intake reviews cases to determine whether this court has jurisdiction and
whether the charge meets Code requirements for the offense. According to the revised Code,
Intake may not refuse petitions which allege:

{a) controversy over a child’s custody, visitation, or support;
(b) a violation of the support laws;
(c) the right of either a child or his parents to treatment or services required by law;

(¢f} the commission of an offense which, if committed by an adult, would be a felony or Class
1 misdemeanor.

However, according to the law, Intake does have the discretion to refuse other complaints.
Complainants whose petitions have been refused may appeal to a magistrate, who may issue
a warrant for the child if he finds probable cause for the commission of a felony or Class 1
misdemeanor.

In FY 1982, court staff performed 8,936 intakes on juvenile non-traffic complaints. Some
intakes involve more than one complaint: in FY 1982, there was an average of 1.06 intakes
per juvenile non-traffic complaint, compared to averages of 1.05 in FY 1980 and 1.07 in FY
1981. In FY 1982, Intake set for court 64.0% of all juvenile non-traffic complaints received.
An additional 7.0% of those complaints were set for an informal hearing with the Court’s
Hearing Officer.

The following chart shows percentages of complaints set for court by Intake, by offense type,
for FY 1979 through FY 1982:

FIGURE 18
INTAKE DISPOSITIONS
BY TYPE OF JUVENILE NON-TRAFFIC OFFENSE*
FY 1979 - FY 1982

FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982

No, of Percent Set No. of Percent Set  No. of Percent Set  No. of Parcent Set

Offense Type Complaints  For Court Complaints For Court Complaints For Court Complaints  For Court

Offanse Against Property 3135 71.2 2885 68.4 2901 72.3 2468 74.1

Offenses Against Persons 524 76.9 555 74.4 560 76.3 523 70.2
Ctfenses Against the

Public and Moraiity 359 71.6 354 66.4 368 60.9 3863 62.3

Drug ard Liquor 785 63.4 654 61.8 8035 48.6 693 52.1

CHINS 898 43.8 830 449 895 42.5 900 44.7

Custody 1606 56.2 1740 53.9 1813 51.6 1861 57.7

TOTAL 7307 64.6 7018 61.8 7342 60.7 6798 62.6

*Excluding rules, capiases, and others.
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INFORMAL HEARING OFFICER

The Hearing Officer program was begun in 1970 to hear minor cases which may be resolved
by informal arbitration and sanctions. The Hearing Officer is used most frequently in trespass-
ing, minor property, and drug cases. The Hearing Office states the nature of the hearing to the
juvenile, the parents and/or complainants, and discusses the situation with all involved. De-
pending on the problem and the nature of the responses, the Hearing Officer decides on the
course of action. Most often an essay is assigned or the case is continued for a period of
time and closed if the juvenile commits no further offenses. A petition may be filed for informal
processing if new offenses are committed.

The Hearing Officer activity since FY 1977 can be seen below:

FIGURE 19
HEARING OFFICER ACTIVITY FY 1977 - FY 1982
FISCAL YEAR NUMBER OF HEARINGS FISCAL YEAR NUMBER OF HEARINGS
1977 841 1980 984
1978 1,038 1981 1,019
1979 1,079 1882 710
FIGURE 20 ° ‘

HEARING OFFICER ACTIVITY FY 1977 - FY 198
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In more serious cases which are not‘informally diverted, the intake counselor must decide
whether a child should be detained or placed outside of his/her home pricr to a court hearing
or whether he/she can be released to parents or a guardian. If holding is necessary, the avail-
able options pending detention hearings are placement in a foster home, placement in a pre-
dispositional group home, placement in the Less-Secure Shelter for CHINS offenders, place-
ment in the Northern Virginia Detention Home, or placement in the Adult Detention Center for
juveniles over 15 charged with other than CHINS offenses.

The following tables show numbers of juvenile confinements in the juvenile detention home
and the Aduit Detention Center in FY 1982, as well as confinement trends since 1977,

FIGURE 21
JUVENILES DETAINED BY PLACE, RACE, AND SEX — 1982
Juvenile Detention Home Adult Detention Center Less-Secure Shelter

Average Average Average

Number  Length Number Length Number Length

Race and Sex No. of Days of Stay No. of Days of Stay No. of Days of Stay
White Male 297 4173 14.1 175 2094 12.0 53 1828 34.4
White Female 207 2842 13.7 3 5 1.7 85 1410 16.6
Non-White Male g0 1874 20.8 59 1440 24.4 7 55 7.9
Non-White Female 27 365 13.6 1 1 1.0 10 327 32,7
TOTAL 621 9264 14,9 238 3540 14.9 155 3615 23.3

The decision by Intake to hold a child outside of his/her home is made because the child may
present a danger to the community or to himself, and the judge may decide to detain if he de-
termines that the child is unlikely to appear for the court hearing. In all cases in which a child
is placed outside his/her home pending hearing, a judicial determination to continue detention
must be made by a judge the next working day after a child is first detained to ensure that
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continued .d.etention is appropriate. The Code prohibits the detention of CHINS offenders in
secure facilities beyond the time of the detention hearing, and the detention of abused and
neglected children is prohibted in secure facilities' at all. '

At times when Intake is not open, special magistrates may' authorize detention of a juvenile
through issuance of a warrant.

FIGURE 22
SECURE CONFINEMENT TRENDS —FY 1977 - FY 1982

Juvenile Detention Home Adult Detention Center (ADC)

Average Average Total held Percent of

) Length Length In Secure Total Held
Fiscal Year No. Days of Stay No. Days of Stay  Confinement in ADC
1977 672 7,367 11.0 126 1,368 10.8 798 15.8
1978* 486 6.307 13.0 124 1,534 12.4 610 20.3
1979 549 9,242 16.8 150 1,841 12.3 699 21.5
1980 532 7,143 13.4 158 1,589 10.1 690 22.9
1981 553 9.297 16.8 196 2,270 11.6 749 26.2
1982 621 9.254 14.9 238 3,540 14.9 859 27.7

*The Juvenile Detention Home operated with dimished capacity due to repairs, from August-October 1977.

The tables above report numbers of confinements, which exceed the number of juveniles con-
fined since a single juvenile may be confined more than once in the same year. In FY 1982,
463 different juveniles were confined to the juvenile detention home, and 218 juveniles held
in the Adult Detention Center. A total of 595 different juveniles were held in either juvenile or
adult detention, with some of these juveniles held in both. During the previous fiscal year, a
total of 524 different juveniles were held in either juvenile or adult detention: 463 were con-
fined to the juvenile detention home, and 181 to the adult detention center.

FIGURE 23
DETENTION DAYS
FY 1977 - FY 1982
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‘FIGURE 24 g
‘ JUVENILE DETENTION HOME:
AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY BY AGE
Age FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982
9 1.0 1.0 0 1.0 0 (0]
10 0 0 0 (0] 1.0 1.0
11 20.2 0 0 13.2 8.3 4,2
12 9.4 5.6 20.5 21.1 14.6 9.0
13 9.7 12.5 14.5 14.1 34.3 11.9
14 10.9 12.4 13.1 13.4 21.2 17.2
15 12.8 13.1 6.5 14.6 13.1 16.8
16 8.9 14.0 16.0 14.0 16.6 14.2
17 + 11.0 11.0 19.0 10.3 14.0 13.4
FIGURE 25
ADULT DETENTION CENTER
AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY BY AGE
Age FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1881 FY 1982
13 0 0 0 0 0] 0
14 0 2.0 0 1.7 0 1.0
15 3.3 4.8 9.5 8.8 13.3 7.0
16 9.2 10.8 8.8 7.8 9.8 12.2
17 + 12.2 15.5 12.5 11.8 12.0 17.6
FIGURE 26
AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY
FOR JUVENILES DETAINED
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ADJUDICATION

If a child is.confined in the juvenile detention home, Less-Secure Shelter or Adult Detention
Center, his/her hearing is schedufed within 10 days of the detention hearing. Otherwise, the
adjudicatory hearing is generally set by Intake for 3-4 weeks following the filing of the com-
plaint.

The following table reports the number of commitments to the State Department of Correc-
tions since FY 1977:

FIGURE 27
COMMITMENTS TO STATE DEPARTMENT OF
CORRECTIONS FROM FAIRFAX COUNTY, FY 1977-FY 1982

Fiscal Year Number of Commitments
1977 48
1978 60
1879 . 59
1980 44
1981 68
1982 56

If the offense is one for which a child may lose his/her freedom, an attorney is provided by the
Court or the juvenile is required to retain one, depending on the family’s financial situation. At
the hearing the juvenile is informed by the judge of the alleged offense and is asked for a plea
of innocent or guilty. The complainant explains the circumstances which led to the filing of
the petition, the accused juvenile may respond to the charges, and any other witnesses are
called. The judge then makes his decision for disposition of the case. Options available to him
at this point include:

® commitment to the State Department of Corrections
* placement in a Court Youth Service Home
* commitment of the child to another agency for placement
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awarding custody of the child to the Court for special placement in a certified residential
institution ' : :
placement of the child under court supervision

- continuance for a social investigation to be conducted by a probation counselor to bring
recommendations on appropriate dispositions to the judge at a later date
fine and costs or restitution ‘
continuation of the case to be dismissed at a future date if there are no further offenses
dismissal of the charge

Some cases receive adjudication and dispositiori in a single court hearing, while other cases
require several hearings. The increase in juvenile and adult cases docketed since 1977 is
shown below:

" FIGURE 28 .
DOCKETED COURT TRANSACTIONS* FY 1977 - FY 1982
Fiscal Court Non-Traffic Daily Traffic Daily Total Daily
Year Days Transactions Average Transactions Average Transactions Average
1977 249 13.767 55.3 9,501 38.2 23,268 93.4
1978 251 13,1756 52.5 10,441 41.6 23,616 94.1
1979 245 16,159 66.0 9,976 40.7 26,135 106.7
1980 245 156,355 62.7 10,020 40.9 25,376 103.6
1981 238 17,105 71.9 10,210 42.9 27,315 114.8
1982 239 17,429 72.9 11,247 47.1 28,676 120.0

*The State Supreme Court Uniform Docketing System was begun in 1976 and hearings began to be
counted uniformly throeughout Virginia. Each complaint heard is counted as one hearing. Therefore, if five
complaints are heard at one time, the Uniform Docketing System counts them: as five hearings.
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If a juvenile is placed under court supervision, he/she is assigned a probation counselor in his/
her area of the county. Rules for probation are typed, signed by the judge, and given to the ju-
venile to clarify specific requirements such as curfew. The following tables show the race,

sex, and ages by court center of juveniles under different types of supervision during FY
1982,

FIGURE 29
AGE AND SEX OF JUVENILES UNDER
SUPERVISION DURING FY 1982
(By Court Units)

MALES FEMALES
Lo 5 L a [

B e e B .g g .§ .Zf. ) § E = e B8 .ﬁ 2’: -§ z g

8 § F 2 sEES % 8 & 5 5 2 g5 Ez % ¢

g Q 2 nw M ac = a. < O 2 n ow A = a.
Under 13 14 23 20 2 161 220 121 Under 13 (o} 3 1 0 154 168 20.2
13 16 16 26 2 8 61 3.4 13 3 6 5 0 8 22 2.8
14 46 61 67 12 4 190 105 14 24 19 21 3 7 74 9.5
16 110 86 96 = 21 4 317 175 16 61 57 45 7 3 173 22.2
16 141 100 108 42 2 393 21.7 16 71 49 43 9 6 178 22.8
17 141 103 112 66 1 423 23.4 17 47 40 19 10 4 120 15.4
Over17 49 51 51 36 20 207 11.4 Over 17 11 12 13 12 8 56 7.2
Sub Total 511 439 480 181 200 1811 100.0 217 186 147 41 190 781 100.0
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FIGURE 30
RACE AND SEX OF JUVENILES
UNDER SUPERVISION DURING FY 1982
(By Court Units)

CENTRAL NORTH SOUTH SPECIAL DOMESTIC
SERVICES RELATIONS TOTAL
Mo. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %

White Male 448 61 322 51 368 59 125 56 176 45 1439 56
White Female 190 26 161 26 132 21 33 15 158 41 674 26
Non-White Male 63 9 117 19 112 18 56 25 24 6 372 14
Non-White Female 27 4 25 4 15 2 8 4 32 8 107 4

TOTAL

728 100 625 100 627 100 222 100

390 100 2592-100

FIGURE 31
STATUS DISTRIBUTION
JUVENILE CASES DURING FY 1982
(By Court Units)

SPECIAL DOMESTIC

CENTRAL NORTH SOUTH SERVICES RELATIONS TOTAL
Parole 1 99 100
Committed Offender 112 112 .
Custoty Investigation 307 307
Counseling 5 1 6
Courtesy Investigation 1 1 4 2 8
Courtesy Supervision 7 23 26 9 65
Investigation 308 253 285 4 850
Probation 404 339 290 22 1055
Unofficial Counseling 7 2 18 2 29
Unsupervised Probation 1 1 3 5
Visitation Investigation 55 55
TOTAL 728 625 627 222 390 2592

[Py TSRS S e AR 4

Some juveniles come under several different types of supervision during the same year. For
example, first they have a social investigation, then are put on probation, and then may be on
parole. The number of supervisions reported above, therefore, exceeds the number of dif-
ferent juveniles under some form of supervision. The total number of juveniles under super-
vision was 1,851 in FY 1982, compared to 1,783 in FY 1981 and 1,778 in FY 1980.
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SPECIAL PROGRAMS

The effective reduction of future offenses by juveniles brought to its attention is of critial im-
portance to the Court. Consequently, many specialized services have been developed to en-
hance court intervention. In FY 1982 these included diagnostic services; work, education,
and family counseling programs; coordination of volunteer activity and of direct court place-
ment; and residential facilities. The number of participants in each of these programs is
shown after the description below:

1. DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES - Judges may order psychiatric or psychological evaluations,
usually as part of social investigations, for juveniles within the purview of the Court. Pro-
bation officers also may request such ev luations during the course of socigl investiga-
tions to aid in the formulation of treatment plans. Although private doctors and
psychologists perform some of these evaluations, most are performed by one staff
psychologist from the Woodburn Mental Health Center who is assigned full-time to the
Court and several interns under her supervision. The Court has used psychological support
services since the fall of 1970.

THE DIAGNOSTIC TEAM, coordinated by a probation counselor assigned to the Special
Services Unit, is an interagency group whose membership includes a psychologist as-
signed to the Court, a family counselor from the court staff, and according to the par-
ticular case under consideration, representatives from the Health Department, the Depart-
ment of Social Services (DSS), the School Board, Vocational Rehabilitation, and other
agencies. The group conferences especially difficult cases referred by judges or probation
counselors, and reports its recommendations to the judges. DSS counselors occasionally
refer cases of court-involved juveniles. Most juveniles whose cases come before the team
have failed ta. respond to prior treatment efforts. The team considers a range of specia-
lized diagnostic evaluations about each juvenile it sees, and facilitates collaboration
among the different agencies whose cooperation is required to implement recommended
treatment plans. Special emphasis is placed on checking whether community resources
have been exhausted before recommending the removal of any juvenile from the com-
munity. The team has operated since. the spring of 1974.

2. WORK PROGRAMS - The:WORK TRAINING PROGRAM is targeted specifically at juveniles

on prebation, 14 to 18 years of age, who have committed at least two adjudicated of-
fenses. The Work Training Counselor places trainees in agencies of the county govern-

ment and non-profit agencies, maintaining periodic contact with the on-site work super-
visors and counseling trainees about job-related problems, Trainees usually work from 15
to 49 hours a. week, depending.upon their school schedules and the needs of the employ-
ing agencies, for periods of up te six months. They are paid strictly for hours worked; the
Court handles all payroll administration. Although a judge can order a juvenile to get a job,
no one can be ordered to participate in this program and no punitive court action cceurs
soiely as a result of a youngster’s failure'in the program, Trainees are treated on the job as
regular employees; employers are free to fire them without advance approval from the
Court. The program began in November 1973,

The COMMUNITY SERVICES PROJECT assigns youngsters to work without pay in an
agency of the county government or a non-profit agency. Young people are referred to
the program by judges or-probation counselors. These who choose to participate are sub-
ject to a show cause order (for contempt of court) if they fail to complete their hours. The
program began in the spring of 1972, An amendment to the Virginia Code in FY 1980
authorizes juvenile court judges to order delinquents to participate in public service
projects,
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3. EDUCATION PROGRAMS - The Court and the School Board collaborate in operating or
supporting a variety of alternative schools for youngsters who are unable to benefit from
the ordinary public school experience.

Three of these schools:

¢ the FALLS BRIDGE SCHOOL in Tyson’s Corner

e the SAGER AVENUE SCHOOL in Fairfax City

* the SOUTH COUNTY ALTERNATIVE SCHOOL in the Richmond Highway Area

were created by joint action of the Court and the School Division. The Court provides faci-
lities and administrative support, while the School Division provides a full-time teacher
and books and supplies for each school. Each school has capacity for six students under
probation supervision by the Court who have experienced behavior and/or attendance
problems in school. Students are referred by their probation counselors who closely
monitor their attendance in the alternative schools. Students receive individualized
remedial instruction, designed to enable them within a year to either return to a regular
school, obtain a high school equivalency diploma, or enroll in a vocational or work-study
program. Sager Avenue School opened in the fall of 1974, Falls Bridge School in
September of 1877, and South County Alternative School in November of 1977.

The ENTERPRISE LEARNING CENTER located in McLean is a private, non-profit school
which provides a therapeutic learning environment for up to 30 juveniles of average and
above-average intelligence whose emotional and behavioral problems have prevented
them from coping with regular schnol settings. In FY 1982, nearly one-half of the students
enrolled have been under court supervision. In addition to individual and small-group in-
struction, students receive group counseling, and parents are required to participate in
counseling. The School Division provides one full-time and one half-time teacher, while
the court provides money to pay a portion of rent and the salaries of the director, a third
teacher, a counselor, and a secretary. Enterprise opened in the summer of 1974,

DIFFERENT DRUM, in Mt. Vernon, is another non-grofit private school. The Court contracts
for 5 of the 25 student spaces. Different Drum provides an integrated program of remedial
education, counseling, vocational preparation, and recreation to its students. Different
Drum is staffed by a director and assistant director, an education specialist, an education
coordinator, three teacher-counselors and two aides. Like Enterprise, it accepts referrals
from probation counselors and the Department of Social Services. It also accepts referrals
from the Fairfax County Public Schools and from other jurisdictions. Different Drum
opened in 1974; the Court has contracted for spaces there since October 1976.

The VOLUNTEER LEARNING PROGRAM is an individualized tutoring program available to
all residents of the county. In addition to the School Division, which provides one full-tire
coordinator and one part-time assistant, and the Court, which provides office space, tte
program is also sponscred by the Public Libraries, which provide space for the tutoring
and training activity. The program coordinator recruits, trains, and supervises volunteers
who serve as tutors for persons needing remedial assistance. The coordinator and her
assistant also diagnose individual educational needs and match appropriate tutors to
learners or make referrals to Adult Learning Centers. Tutors and learners meet one-on-one
twice weekly, usually in a library, to work towards a selected academic goal such as a
high school equivalency certificate, return to high school, or attainment of some basic
skill. Tutors are also assigned to the learning centers. Nearly one-third of the learners are
court-referred. Other referrals come from the public schools, other agencies, and other
program participants. The program started in the fall of 1975.

The SCHOOL PROBATION OFFICER PROGRAM is the final program jointly sponsored by
the Court and the School Division. Teachers in selected intermediate and high schools are
designated as probation counselors. They attempt to handle student problems through
counseling and referral either before or after the students become involved with the
Court. The Court and the School Division share payment of the supplemental salary in-
crements that the school probation officers receive. The program started in the fall of
1978.
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The FAMILY COUNSELING FROGRAM - The Family Systems Program, developed in 1970,
provides ongoing family counseling services to families involved with the Court. Referrals
to the program are made by court personnel, including judges. Services are provided to
families who have been diverted from Intake, who have children on probation supervision,
and who are experiencing custody/visitation disputes or marital difficulties. The program
seeks to assist family members in understanding how each influences one another's be-
havior and to assist each family member in making more thoughtful and responsible deci-
sions. In addit'on to providing counseling services the program also prepares evaluations
for the Court’s diagnostic team, and offers training and consultation to other court staff.

The VOLUNTEER PROGRAM - Volunteers participate in the delivery of court services as
probation and parole aides, court aides, restitution aides, program aides, administrative
aides, aides at residential facilities, and as support persons for youngsters under court
supervision who are in need of a positive adult model. The program is coordinated by a
single professional, who recruits and screens volunteers, orients them to the court sys-
tem, and places them with the staff members they will assist: The Volunteer Coordinator
also helps recruit and orient people to serve as emergency foster home parents, The
coordinator acts as a liaison between the Court and local colleges, community organiza-
tions, the Voluntary Action Center, and concerned citizens. In FY 1982 volunteers coritri-
buted the equivalent of nearly 10 full-time person-years of service.

SPECIAL PLACEMENTS - Section 16.1-286 of the Code of Virginia provides for the state
to reimburse local jurisdictions for those costs of placements in certified residential insti-
tutions which exceed parents’ abilities to pay. Since April 1980, a placement coordinator
has facilitated the direct placement of all youngsters in the custody of the Court pursuant
to this Code section, and has monitored their cases during the course of their stays. The
coordinator serves as a liaison with the State Department of Corrections, Reception and
Diagnostic Center, Direct Placement Unit; with the various residential institutions; and
with probation staff

7. RESIDENTIAL SERVICES§

GIRLS’ PROBATION HOUSE; BOYS’ PROBATION HOUSE - These are a pair of community-
based residential facilities, eact with capacity for 12 children from 13 to 17 years of age,
who have been placed there by judicial disposition. Neither House accepts children with
severe emotional problems or heavy involvement with drugs. Residents have failed to re-
spond to previous treatment efforts, and some have been placed at the Houses under
suspended commitment to the State Department of Corrections. Each House provides a
structured environment which ernphasizes the acceptance of personal responsibility by
residents through means of intensive staff supervision, a level program of behavior modi-
fication, role modeling, positive peer culture and individual, group, and family counseling.
Each House is staffed by a director, assistant director, six counselors, a clerical specialist,
and a cook. In addition, the Fairfax County Public Schools provide each House with a spe-
cial education teacher and a teacher’s aide, who conduct classes daily in each facility.
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GROUP HOMES - Other community-based residential facilities operated by the Court in-
clude two pre-dispositional and two post-dispositional group homes, administered by a
Group Home Coordinator. Each group home is staffed by full-time houseparents who own
or rent the house and who receive, in addition to a fixed salary, a pro-rated share of rent
and utilities costs and per-diem allowances according to the number of child-care days
they provide. The natural parents of the children placed in these homes are required to
contribute according to their abilities toward the costs of thier children’s support.

The pre-dispositional group homes have budgeted capacity for 8 boys and girls, placed
there by judicial order while awaiting court disposition or longer term placement, who
require out-of-home placement but do not need secure detention. They are each expected
to stay no longer than eight weeks. Due to turnover among houseparents and difficulty
in finding new houseparents despite an active recruitment drive, no more than one pre-
dispositional home was ever open at a time in FY 82, and for six months none were avail-
able at all. -

The two post-dispositional group homes each have capacity for four boys or girls who are
under supervision of the Court’s probation staff and whose temporary custody has been
transferred by judicial order to-the group houseparents. These group homes each provide
a stable home-like atmosphere for children who are free of severe emotional, cognitive,
drug or alcohol problems. These children are expected to stay from four to nine months
while they, their natural parents, probation counselors, and court family counselors work
toward returning the children to their natural homes if possible, or arranging other suitable
long-term placements. The children attend school or are employed while residing at the
home; their parents may be referred to the Court’s family counseling program. The first
group house operated by salaried houseparents opened in the summer of 1975; the Court
had used volunteer group homes since 1971.

VOLUNTEER EMERGENCY FOSTER CARE PROGRAM - This is one of twenty such pro-
grams throughout the state sponsored by the Virginia Council of Churches and sanctioned
by the Virginia Departments of Corrections and Welfare, to recruit volunteer foster parents
through local churches. Foster parents are approved, trained, and supervised by the
Court’s Group Home Coordinator. They receive no stipends for their services. The pro-
gram accepts CHINS and minor delinquents who are able to function ir a foster family en-
vironment. All placements are ordered by judges, upon recommendation of the Group
Home Coordinator, for a maximum stay of twenty-one days. The program in Fairfax
started on April 1, 1982, replacing the Emergency Shelter Care Program which was
discontinued by the Virginia Department of Corrections in November 1981 due to the
withdrawal of federal Title XX funds.The Court has used emergency foster homessince1971.

OUTREACH DETENTION - In January of 1978, a federal grant made it possible to begin
operation of the Outreach Detention Program as another alternative to the detention of
juveniles awaiting court disposition, Five outreach counselors with small caseloads provide
intensive supervision to juveniles assigned to the program by judges, who otherwise might
have found it necessary to detain the juveniles.

LESS-SECURE SHELTER - This is a non-secure pre-dispositional holding facility for up to 9
boys and girls, placed there by judicial order. Most of the children held there are CHINS,
who under the Code of Virginia cannot be detained beyond the next court day in the same
secure facility as delinquent offenders. The program opened on January 28, 1980, funded
by a Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) federal grant. In April 1982 it
moved into a separate wing of the new Juvenile Detention Center, where its capacity will
eventually expand to 12.

It is staffed by a director, two senior counselors, four full-time and one part-time counse-
lors, a half-time clerk-typist, a cook, and a teacher from the Fairfax County Public Schools.

FIGURE 32

CASELOADS OF PROGRAMS AND RESIDENTIAL FACILITIES ~FY 1978 - FY 1982

Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of

Cases! Cases! Cases' o ! '
Programs : FY 1978 FY 1979 ot Ve
Psychological Evaluations i e, Maoe1 F tee2
Do oecal By {Court Psychologists) 2;3 2;; zgo 344 314
Work Trajning Program 265 221 272 . 7t 2
Community Service Project 185 213 2 P it
Falls-Bridge School 13 7 o e °%
Sager Avenue School 11 14 :0 ; 5
South (_:ounty Alternative School 22 13 1'21 1o 2
Er)terpnse Learning Center? 48 34 5 i
Slflferent Drum? 10 7 33 2663 3(8)
olunteer Learning Program?
Family Counseling Program* ;gz ;gg 5;9 o o
Court Placernent Program .Z_" 2 s 2os
Placements * % e
(BSO}'S’ Probation House g8
irls' Probation House
Pre-dispositional Group Homes g% ég g 3 > it
Post-dispositional Group Homes 21 14 1‘51 2 2
\O/oluntezrgmergency Foster Care '8 zgﬁ
utreach Detention 8
Less-Secure Shelter 144 367 3;85 :1322 ?gz

1 12
The “number of cases’ refers to all cases active on July 1, plus all new cases duririg the fiscal year

2
Includes court-referred and non-court-referred learners,

This is the number of youths placed directly by the Court at Different Drum,

. \
nincludes only counsehqg cases, not diagnostic evaluations.
Program or placement in operation only part of year,

FIGURE 33
VOLUNTEER SERVICES -—FY 1980 - FY 1982

Court Volunteer Program FY 1980 FY 1981
No., of volunteers 25 o
No. of volunteer-hours 4,800 13 (1)92 17 (15{;8
Volunteer Learning Program
No. of volunteer tutors
No. of volunteer-hours 3,33‘11 4 é;g 3 5!32

FIGURE 34

UTILIZATION AND COSTS OF RESIDENTIAL FACILITIES — FY 1982

Average Length of Stay

Facilities :

Girls Probation H~:se for Th:sseSR;leased
Pre-dispositional Group Hores 34'9
Post-dispositional Group Homes 181 .2
Volunteer Emergency Foster Homes? 14.0
Outreach Detention 37'8
Less-Secure Shelter 23:3

'Based on budgeted (not actual) capacity.

The following charts provide activity indicators for the Court’s special programs and residen-
tial facilities, as well as efficiency indicators for the residential facilities.
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*Opened in April 1982,

Cost per
Utilization Child-Care
Rate’ Day
69.6% $64.99
11.8% 32.18
79.5% 22.80
N/A N/A
109.1% 8.64
98.8% . 67.29

33




T_m
i

IV. ADULT CASE PROCESSING

ADULT CRIMINAL CASE PROCESSING

Crimes committed between members of a family and crimes committed by an aduit against a
juvenile are under the jurisdiction of the Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court. These
offenses are brought to the attention of the court either by a police officer witnessing an of-
fense or learning of it as a result of an investigation or by a citizen or member of the family act-
ing as complainant.

If a police officer determines that a crime has been committed between members of a family
or by an adult against a juvenile, the adult offender is arrested and brought before the special
magistrate. If a member of the family or citizen is acting as complainant, the victim must go
before the special magistrate and swear that the person has committed an offense. A warrant
is then prepared and the alleged offender may be arrested.

Adult misdemeanor charges under the Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court’s
jurisdiction are heard in their entirety in the Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court,
Preliminary hearings are conducted for adult felonies and if the charge is reduced, the entire
case is heard. If the charge is not reduced and the preliminary hearing reveals probable cause,
the case is referred to the Grand Jury.

Some intakes involve more than one complaint against the same individual. In FY 1982, there
was an average of 1.03 adult complaints per intake. Nearly four out of five complaints against
adults, 76.2% of them, resulted in court hearings. The complaints received against adults in
FY 1982 by race and sex were: .

FIGURE 35
ADULT COMPLAINTS RECEIVED BY RACE AND SEX - FY 1982

Offenses Against
Persons WM MW NWM NWF TOTAL Domestic Relations WM WF NWM NWF TOTAL

Assault 398 39 133 10 580 Domestic Problems 6 6 0 4 16

Contributing, 88 9 5 0 102 Non Support-Virginia1067 65 251 8 1391
Purchase Liquor Non Support

for Minor 18 9 7 4 38 Out-of-State 789 30 272 11 1109
Curse and Abuse 12 2 3 1 18. SUB TOTAL 1862 101 530 23 2516
Telephone Abuse 26 3 4 0 33 Other
éfﬁ“““" 17 5 1 0 13 Ry, Caplas 928 92 326 46 1392

er 4 0 8 1 23 poview 75 4 15 3 97

SUB TOTAL 663 67 161 16 807 See Intake
Offenses Against Counselor

Property , for Information 131 12 35 3 181
Trespassing 42 8 1 3 64  Pre-trial Motion © 44 6 5 0 55
Destruction of . Attorney

Property 29 4 6 1 40 Appointment 41 7 14 4 66
Theft 10 4 0] 0 14 Mental Petition 7 1 0 0 8
Breaking & Entering, 4 1 2 0 7 Other 59 6 7 3 74
Other 24 4 2 3 33 SUB TOTAL 1285 127 402 59 1873
SUB TOTAL 109 21 21 7 158 -
Sex Offenses TOTAL
Rapo 4 o 6 0 10 3866 316 1124 105 5411
Sodomy 9 0 0 () 9
Indecent. Exposure 14 0 0 0 14 WM =White Males
Indecent Liberties 11 0 (o] 0 11 WF =White Females
Other 9 0 4 0 13 NWM =Non-White Males
SUB TOTAL 47 0 10 0 57 NWF =Non-White Females
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The number of adult complaints from FY 1977-FY 1982 is graphed below.

FIGURE: 36
ADULT COMPLAINTS
FY 1977 - FY 1982
60001 5411
4817
50007 4336
4 3756 3770
4000 3486
3000 -
2000 -
1000 -
0
FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 FY 80 FY &1 FY 82

The table below! trends the number of adult offenders from FY 1980 - FY 1982, as well as the
changing proportions of first-offenders to repeat-offenders, and of first-offenders who return
to Intake for new charges within tie fiscal year to first-offenders who do not return. These
figures refer to both support and criminal cases.

FIGURE 37
ADULT OFFENDER COUNTS AND RECIDIVISM TRENDS
FY 1980 - FY 1982

FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982

Alleged offenders in given
year with camplaints in
previous years 1,056 (33.1%)
Alleged offenders in given
year without complaints in
previous years
* who do return to court
that year 156 { 4.9%) 220 ( 6.4%) 174 { 4.6%)
s who do not return to
court that year 1,982 (62.1%) 2,263 (59.1%)
3,827 (100%)

TOTAL 3,194 (100%)

Average No, of Complaints
per Alleged Offender in
Given Year 1.36 1.41 1.58

1,232 (36.0%) 1,390 (36.3%)

1,974 (67.6%)
3,426 (100%)

Alleged aduit offenders who are arrested early enough in the day are scheduled for a prelimf-
nary hearing that same day. At this hearing the defendant is formally charged, bopd gond:-
tions are set or a determination regarding release on recognizance is made, and t.he defendant
is informed of his/her right to counsel which allows a court-appointed attorney if he/she can-
not afford one. If the conditions of bond are met by the violator or if he/she is released on
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recognizance (r.o.r.), he/she is released from custody and instructed to appear before the
Court at a later date. If the conditions of bond or r.o.r. are not met, then the defendant remains
in the Adult Detention Center. If the arrest occurs when court is not in session, the Special
Justice sets bond or releases the adult on recognizance. If the bond is not met, the defendant
is kept in the Adult Detention Center until the next working day, at which time he/she will be
brought to court for a hearing. If a withdrawal is requested by the complainant, a meeting with
an intake counselor is required. The counselor discusses the matter with the complainant and
defendant and suggests a course of action.

When the criminal charge is a felony, the Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court conducts a
preliminary hearing, and if the charge is not dropped or reduced to a misdemeanor, the case is
bound over for Grand Jury deliberation under the jurisdiction of the Circuit Court. In all misde-
meanors the Juvenile and Domestic Relations District Court will render the final disposition.

The following table shows average times required to process adult complaints through the
various stages for each of the past three fiscal years:

FIGURE 38
AVERAGE PROCESSING TIMES (CALENDAR DAYS)
FOR ADULT COMPLAINTS FY 1980 - FY 1982

PR "SSING RELEVANT SUBGROUP

£ LE OF CASES FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982
Alleged offense to  Complaints which specify

intake date of alleged offense 18.2 14.9 16.2
Intake to Complaints set for court

first hearing more than 3 days after intake 42.7 40.2 41.7

Assignment of
social investigation Cases in which judge
to hearing on report orders investigation 102.1 86.1 66.7

Final dispositions available in adult cases include jail sentences or other confinement and pro-

bation. In juvenile cases when a child is over 15 and treated as an adult in Juvenile Court, the
same dispositions, including jail sentences, are used for the juveniles.

The chart below shdws the changing distribution of adult complaints by race and sex since
1977:

‘ FIGURE 39
ADULT WARRANT AND PETITION RACE AND SEX DISTRIBUTION TREND
\ FY 1977 - FY 1982

# FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982
N= 2617 2556 2724 3036 3215 3620
White Male 80.5% 81.3% 77.4% 77.4% 74.9% 73.1%
White Female 4.1 3.2 4.8 5,2 4.4 5.4
Non-White Male 14.9 14.6 16.4 16.5 19.7 20.1
Non-White Female N] 9 1.3 9 1.1 1.4
TOTAL 1'00% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

*Rules, caplases, reviews, attorney appointments, pre-trial motions, seeing intake counselors for informa-
tion, and leaving without seeing an intake counselor are not counted,
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SUPPORT CASE PROCESSING

Various support actions are processed through the Juvenile and Domestic Relations District
Court. Among these, in-state non-support cases, outgoing reciprocals (non-support petitions
by a Fairfax County resident against a resident of another state), incoming reciprocals (non-
support petitions from an out-of-state resident against a Fairfax County resident), consent
orders and Circuit Court support transfers constitute the bulk of the cases processed. In FY
1982, this court received 1,391 in-state non-support complaints and 1,109 out-of-state
non-support complaints. : '

A person seeking to file a non-support action is directed to the Intake Office, though some
cases which originate in the Circuit Court are transferred directly to the non-suppeort section.
The intake counselor will dismiss the complaint if this court does not have jurisdiction, or in
appropriate circumstances with the complainant’s consent, the case may be referred to
another agency for informal handling. ' .

Outgoing and incoming URESA cases {Uniform Reciprocal Support Enforcement Act) are filed
when the petitioner and respondent live in different states. In an outgoing reciprocal, a peti-
tioner will file for support at Intake against an individual in another state. The petitioner then
appears before a judge who determines the petitioner’s financial needs and signs a “‘certifi-
cate’’ form. This form states the need of the petitioner and the last known address of the re-
spondent. The Court theri sends a letter to the court having jurisdiction where the respondent
is believed to be in residence. If the respondent is located by the other court, that court then
has the responsibility for administering the payments and taking action if the payments are
not made. If the respondent is not located and the petitioner cannot provide another address,
the case is ciosed. An incoming reciprocal is the opposite of an outgoing reciprocal. A peti-
tioner in anather state files against a respondent in Fairfax County. The Ceurt is then responsi-
ble for finding the respondent and securing support payments.

Orders involving child or wife support which are made in the Circuit Court as result of divorce
actions or legal separations can be delegated to the Juvenile and Domestic Relations District
Court for collections, enforcement, and modification. An account is established for the re-
spondent in the support section and the case is handled like any other. Finally, support and
resitution payments can result from a juvenile action when the custody of a juvenile is granted
to persons other than the legal parents; the judge may order that the legal parents pay support
for their child to the guardians. An account is establisked in the support section and enforced
in the same manner as an in-state support action.

When a juvenile is ordered by a judge to pay restitution for physical damages which he has
done, a resitution account is created for the youth. The juvenile’s compliance is also minotored
as an in-state support action would be. ‘

The following chart reports the numbers of accounts, the amounts of support and resitution,
and the amount of fines and costs collected annually since FY 18765. In April, 1974, the Court
instituted an automated collection system in cooperation with the County Office of Re-
search and Statistics. The court’s Support Enforcement Program began operation in Novem-
ber, 1975.
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FIGURE 40
SUPPORT ACCOUNTS AND AMOUNTS COLLECTED FOR SUPPORT,
FINES, COSTS, AND RESTITUTION FY 1975 - FY 1982

No. of Collection Rate:

Support Support Amt. Collected  Restitution Fines* Costs* Fines & Costs

Accounts Collected Amt. Due Collected Collected Collected Collected
2,127 $2,106,751.67 $15,259.29 $147,101.47
2,112 2,477,470.90 70.3% 24,484.63 182,665.53
2,168 2,865,972.93 81.7% 20,982.22 242,278.13
2,288 3,290,259.73 82.2% 44,084.66 $197,249.46 $148,637.59 345,887.05-
2,513 3,675,261.39 76.9% 41,065.01 227,482.96 186,609.69 414,092.65
2,760 3,877,261.76 75.0% 45,731.72 200,218.60 138,034.56 338,253.15
3,014 4,310,589.76 71.7% 59,264,569 192,990.65 127,319.96 320,310.61
3,290 4,923,347.21 70.8% 68,899.80 193,829.10 105,206.50 299,035.60

*Prior to fiscal year 1978 collections of fines and costs were reported together, rather than separately.

FIGURE 41
RESTITUTION, FINES AND
COSTS COLLECTED FY 1975 - FY 1982

400,000 4 245.887.05 414,092.65
B 320,310.6%
300,000+ 338,253.15 299,085.60
242,278.13 FINES AND COSTS COLLECTED
182,665.53
200,000,447 101.47
RESTITUTION COLLECTED
| 59,254.59
100,000 . 24,484.63 44,084.66 45,731.72 68,899.80
15,259.29 20,982.22 41,055.01 '
0
EY76 FY76 EY77 FEY78 FY79 FY80 FYsl FYs82
. FIGURE 42 4,923,347.21
/000,000 SUPPORT COLLECTED
FY 1975 - FY 1982
4,000,000 %4,310,489.76
. 3,290,259.73 2 877,261,768
3 000.000 4 2,865,972.93 3,575,261.39
A 2,477,470.90
P
2,000,000
0 $2,106,751.67
1,000,000 -

FY 75 FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 FY 79 FY 80 FY 81 FY 82
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V. COMMENTS ON THE DATA
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The statistics presented in this report are primarily derived from the Court’s computerized
~ Management Information System (JUVARE). Although these statistics represent the most
?ﬁ accurate data available at the time of the report’s preparation, there are serious problems with
A " ‘ & those data, problems of completeness, accuracy, and consistency. Court staff have invested
’ considerable efforts in formulating proposals for redesign of JUVARE, to address these pro-
blems. The Fairfax County Office of Research and Statistics has agreed to assist the Court in
undertaking the preliminary stages of a “‘structured systems redesign’’ in FY 1983. For the
\ , - present however, it should be noted that some of the data reported here for previous years are
. S i different than data appearing in previous annual reports, and that'none of these data can be °
‘ reported with full confidence. . . -

e TR < s

These data do indicate that shifts in the nature of delinquency and in the Court's workload re-

. flect demographic trends in Fairfax County. Changing distributions in the types of offenders,
N complaints, complainants, social investigations, and court hearings all reflect changes in the
; ‘ size and distribution of the county’s population. The juvenile population “‘at risk"’ has. declined
_ . , B SRR | N for all but one of the past five'years; that year, FY 1981, was the only one in which the number
\ | ; R . o ; ‘ R o v : of juvenile delinquency complaints—that is,” non-traffic, non-custody, non-administrative
‘ ’ , ; : - complaints against juveniles—did not also decline. As the non-juvenile population of the

o county continues to grow, the' number of adult complaints received by the Court increases also.
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Thus in FY 1982, although the total number of complaints remained virtually unchanged from
the year before, thete was a shift from activity involved in processing juvenile non-custody
complaints toward activity involved in processing custody and adult complaints. The Court
handled 1% fewer juvenile non-traffic offenders and 3% fewer juvenile non-traffic complaints,
but 12% more adult offenders and adult complaints.

Among juvenile non-traffic complaints, there were fewer complaints of property offenses
and more custody complaints. Complaints of property offenses fell to 33% of all juvenile non-
traffic complaints, from 36% in FY 1981, and 40% in FY 1979, while custody complaints
increased from 23% in FY 1981 to 25% in FY 1982. Somewhat surprisingly, in view of in-
creasing public attention to problems of teenage alcoholism and increased enforcement of
liquor laws among juveniles by agents of the Virginia Alcohol and Beverage Commission dur-
ing the past year, all types of drug and alcohol complaints declined in both relative and abso-
lute terms from FY 1981 to FY 1982,

Shifts in types of complainants wers consistent with these shifts in types of complaints:
police brought fewer complaints against juveniles, while immediate family members and other
relatives brought more. The portion of juvenile non-traffic complaints brought by police
dropped from 34 % to 29% during the past year, while the portion brought by family members
increased from 32% to 35%. Continuing a trend of the last several years, probation coun-
selors also account for a growing share of juvenile complaints, as they file increasing numbers
of rules, capiases, reviews, and violations.

The increasing demand for processing custody and adult complaints produced shifts in types
of social investigations and court hearings as well. Probation staff conducted 29% more in-
vestigations involving custody and visitation disputes during FY 1982 than the year before,
but 4% fewer other juvenile investigations. Despite this change, and the fact that custody in-
vestigations are especially time-consuming, the average time required to complete social
investigations about juveniles decreased from 75 days in FY 1981 to only 60 daysin FY 1982,
Court hearings on custody matters—also an especially time-consuming type —increased 10%
over the previous years. Hearings on ‘‘reciprocals,’’ support matters in which one of the
spouses lives out-of-state, increased ahout 40% while other support hearings increased about
30%. Traffic hearings decreased 7%, while other juvenile hearings decreased 14%.

Trends in recidivism also differ for juveniles and for adults. In each of the past two vears, there
has been a slight and gradual increase in the percentages of juvenile non-traffic offenders who
have had neither complaints in previous years nor complaints of new criminal charges within
the remainder of that year. By contrast, the percentage of adult offenders coming to court
with records of previous complaints has increased slightly in each of the past two years.

As the Court prepared to open its own 33-bed Juvenile Detention Center in FY 1983, over-
crowding of secure detention facilities remained a most serious concern in FY 1982. Of spe-
cial concern was the increased use of the Adult Detention Center to hold juveniles pre-disposi-
tionally. The number of detention-days spent by juveniles in the aduit facility increased 56%
over last year, representing by far the greatest use ever of such a facility, as both the number
of juveniles detained there and their average length of stay increased dramatically. As the
court’s Less-Secure Shelter completed its first full year of operation, use of less-secure deten-
tion also increased during the year.

The number of children committed by Fairfax to the State Department of Corrections de-
creased from 68 in FY 1981 to 56 in FY 1982: however more than offsetting this decrease
was a marked increase in the use of state funds for the special placement of children in private
residential institutions. In the first full year of its operation, the number of children placed
through this program increased from 58 to 104. At the other end of the dispositional spec-
trum, judges also made much greater use of the Court’s Community Service Project, ordering
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557 children to participate in that program compared t
bt e prog pared to 413 the year before and 253 the year

'[he Court's use of volunteer services continued to expand. The Volunteer Coordinator super-
vised :cl:ne equivalent of nearly ten person-years of service donated by volunteers in varied
capacities; tl)e Volunteer Learning Program offered the equivalent of two person-years of
tutoring services. Nonetheless, the Court remained unable to recruit salaried house-parents
to operate pre-dispositional grouip homes at their budgeted capacity,

Although the Support Enforcement unit collected neart i
) i y $5,000,000, the collection rate fell
for the fourth straight year, from 82.2% in FY 1978 to 70.8% last year, as the number of:

cases under active eiiforcement continues to grow at a rapi i i i
id pace without any incr
enforcement staff, PP Y nerease in
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VI. THE FUTURE

The past year for the Court has been one of consolidation of its community services and one
of increased capacity for its residential services. The population shifts, for at least the short
term, are expected to continue with the resultant reduction of juvenile delinquent activity and
increase in custody and domestic relations complaints. These shifts may require a shift in in-
crease in resources to meet these different demands.

The opening of the new county Juvenile Detention Center is expected to have an impact on
the serious overcrowding at the Northern Virginia Regional Detention Home and reduce the
use the Court must make of the Adult Detention Center. The unique design of the new Center,

coupled with its programmatic thrusts should serve to have the Center develop into a model
for such Centars.

Efforts will continue to upgrade the facilities available for the Court in which to conduct its
business. It is anticipated the plans for the courthouseyemodeling will be completed during
the next year in preparation for actual construction.

The Court and its staff could not have adequately done its work without the many community
and student volunteers who provided assistance to the staff, and the community agencies
with which collaborative and cooperative programming was done. The Court is grateful to the
Board of Supervisors, the State Board of Corrections and the State Supreme Court for the
resources which have been provided and to its Citizen's Advisory Council for its encourage-
ment, advice and support. Special recognition should also be given to the men and women
who work for the Court who daily must deal with the difficult problems of children, youths
and adults who come before them with skill, compassion and firmness.
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