
FREDERICK COUNTY CPMT AGENDA 
December 20, 2021 

1:00 PM 
107 N Kent St 

Winchester, VA 
1st Floor Conference Room 

 
Agenda 

I. Introductions 
II. Adoption of Agenda 
III. Consent Agenda 

A. November Minutes 
B. Budget Request Forms 

IV. Executive Session 
A. Requests to Pay Rate Balances 
B. Parental Agreement Extension 

V. Committee Member Announcements 
VI. CSA Report       Jackie Jury 

A. Financial Report 
B. Funding Process Status Update 
C. Audit Discussion 

VII. Old Business       Jackie Jury 
A. Vendor Contract 

VIII. New Business 
A. GA-FY21-Progress Report on the CSA 
B. RD686- Cost Study of Private Day SpEd Programs Final Report 
C. DMAS Announcement 
D. JLARC Juvenile Justice in Virginia 2021 

IX. Assigned Tasks 
X. Next CPMT Meeting 

· January 24, 2022, 1:00-3:00pm. 1st Floor Conference Room, See Summary for future dates. 
XI. Adjourn 
 
**Instructions for Closed Session:  

· Motion to convene in Executive Session pursuant to 2.2-3711(A)(4) and (15), and in accordance with 
the provisions of 2.2-5210 of the Code of Virginia for proceedings to consider the appropriate provision 
of services and funding for a particular child or family or both who have been referred to the Family 
Assessment and Planning Team and the Child & Family Team Meeting process, and whose case is being 
assessed by this team or reviewed by the Community Management and Policy Team 

· Motion to return to open session- 
· Motion that the Frederick County CPMT certify that to the best of each member’s knowledge, (1) only 

public business matters lawfully exempted from open meeting requirements, and (2) only such public 
business matters were identified in the motion by which the closed meeting was convened were 
heard, discussed, or considered in the closed meeting. 

· Roll Call Affirmation 
· Motion to Approve cases discussed in Executive Session 



CPMT Meeting Minutes: Monday, November 22, 2021 

The Community Policy and Management Team (CPMT) met in the 1st Floor Conference Room at 
107 N Kent St, Winchester, VA 22601 on November 22, 2021.  

The following members were present: 

· Jay Tibbs, Frederick County Administration 
· Jerry Stollings, 26th District Juvenile Court Service Unit 
· David Alley, Private Provider Representative, Grafton Integrated Health Network 
· Denise Acker, Northwestern Community Services Board  

The following members were not present: 

· Tamara Green, Frederick County Department of Social Services 
· Dr. Colin M. Greene, Lord Fairfax Health District 
· Dr. Michele Sandy, Frederick County Public Schools 

The following non-members were present: 

· Jacquelynn Jury, CSA Coordinator 
· Robbin Lloyd, CSA Account Specialist 

Call to Order: David Alley called the meeting to order at 1:04 pm.  

Introductions: Members and nonmembers of the team introduced themselves. 

Adoption of October Agenda: Jay Tibbs made a motion to adopt the November agenda; Denise 
Acker seconded; CPMT approved.  

Consent Agenda: The following items were included in the Consent Agenda for CPMT’s approval: 

· October 25, 2021, CPMT Minutes 
· Budget Request Forms – Confidential Under HIPAA 

Denise Acker made a motion to approve the November Minutes, Jay Tibbs seconded, CPMT 
approved. Jerry Stollings made a motion to approve the November Budget Request forms, Denise 
Acker seconded, CPMT approved. 

Executive Session: Not needed this month. 

Committee Member Announcements:  
 

· In his absence, Jackie provided information from Dr. Colin M. Green that a clinic was 
being offered by the county public school system for COVID shots for ages 5-11. No 
date was given. 

· Jay Tibbs mentioned that Frederick County has hired a new County Administrator, 
Mr. Michael Bollhoefer from Winter Garden, Florida. 

 
 

 

 



CSA Financial Report: 

October 2021 

· Monthly Net Expenditures- $289,754.97, including Mandated, Protected, and SpEd Wrap 
Funds 

· Year to Date Expenditures- $711,504.28, remaining $3,209,814.11 which includes SpEd 
Wrap, remaining $1,799,459 without SpEd Wrap Funds. 

o SpEd Wrap- $47,816.25 spent, $74,066.24 remaining with $87,474.00 encumbered. 
o Protected Funds: $17,063.50 spent, $43,116.50 remaining with $15,940.00 

encumbered. 
· Youth Served: 91 total 

o 66 in Community Based Services 
o 24 in Private Day School 
o 13 in Congregate Care 
o 12 in TFC 

 
Old Business: 

· Strategic Plan Discussion – Goal 1 Improve UR 
Goal #1 – The CSA Coordinator developed a job description for a proposed UR/CQI Assessor 
position within the CSA office. The primary duties will be to complete monthly or quarterly 
reviews, to ensure youth and families served by CSA receive the most appropriate, cost-
effective services in the least restrictive setting, while maximizing the use of state and federal 
match funds. The assessor will focus on youth placed in residential treatment facilities or youth 
and their families whose service expenditures are high. The request for an additional full-time 
position must be submitted by November 29, 2021. The CSA Coordinator with meet with Jay 
Tibbs to calculate expenditures associated with the position and submit for consideration. 
Denise Acker made a motion to support and recommend the creation of a full-time UR/CQI 
Assessor position as outlined in the job description, Jerry Stollings seconded, CPMT approved.  

· FFPSA/CSA Integration 
DSS has received the contracts back from two providers, NWCSB and FPS and are still 
waiting on the contract from NCG. 

· Vendor Contracts 
o Mary Zirkle responded to the questions raised at the last CPMT meeting for the DATA 

Program. Ms. Zirkle stated that some of the goals are not quantifiable, therefore those will 
not be written as SMART Goals. She also stated that the $126/hr rate includes the Parent 
Mentor trained in trauma and attachment and the Developmental Psychologist. It was also 
mentioned that they have seen success utilizing 30 hours a month where 40 hours per 
month were originally requested. The intervention focuses on the 6 protective factors to 
strengthen families. Denise Acker felt that there should be follow up with the families to 
confirm the success with the family. Denise Acker made a motion to approve the use of 
this service under the conditions discussed with the vendor, Jerry Stollings seconded, 
CPMT approved. 



o Intercept Health is requesting an increase in FY22 contracted rates due to the increase of 
Medicaid reimbursement rates effective October 1, 2021. Denise Acker made a motion to 
accept the increase to align with the Medicaid rates, Jay Tibbs seconded, CPMT approved. 

o Funding Approval Process –CSA proposed a change in the funding approval process to 
allow families to access funds faster and alleviate the backlog of cases going through 
FAPT. An Intermediary Funding Team (IFT) consisting of a CSA Representative, FAPT 
Chair/Proxy, and CPMT Chair/Proxy, will meet weekly to review FAPT & CFTM funding 
recommendations and approved/deny funding temporarily until CPMT formally authorizes 
expenditures. The IFT will meet weekly, and Budget Request Forms will be submitted 
monthly to CPMT for final authorization. The new process will be implemented on 
January 1, 2022. Denise Acker made a motion to approve the new funding process, Jay 
Tibbs seconded, CPMT approved. 

New Business:  
· OCS Audit Engagement Letter- Frederick County received the engagement letter from OCS to 

begin the audit process and was assigned the CSA Self-Assessment Workbook to complete and 
submit by February 1, 2022. 

· Admin Memo #21-6 OCS Program Support- As a result of legislation passed, OCS has established 
a Program Consultant position to assist localities with improving the administration of CSA at the 
local level. Localities will be initially chosen based on existing data. A list of the types of data that 
will be reviewed is being finalized. The position will focus on “policies, practices, and all aspects 
of the local CSA program”. The information in the memo indicates that, “There will be no 
financial penalties or referral to the auditors emerging from our engagements”.  

Assigned Tasks: 
 

· None 
 
Next Meeting: The next CPMT meeting will be held Monday, December 20, 2021, at 12:00 pm in 
the 1st Floor Conference Room. This meeting was rescheduled one week early due to the holiday 
week. 
 
Adjournment: Jay Tibbs made a motion to adjourn, Jerry Stollings seconded, and the motion was 
approved. The meeting was adjourned at 2:05 pm. 

· Minutes Completed By: Robbin Lloyd  
 



YTD Total Net Spent 
with Wrap:

$1,107,971.36
27%

YTD Local 
Net: 

$444,676.67

Total Remaining:
$3,028,504.13

73%

Remaining w/o 
Wrap: $2,968,135.39

Frederick County CSA Financial Update: 
November 2021

# of Reports Submitted: 43 



Protected Encumbered: $16,420.00 SpEd Wrap Encumbered: $99,850.00

Unduplicated: Child Count, Congregate Care, Therapeutic Foster Care, 
Community Based Services
*Possible duplication of Private Day School students with youth in
Congregate Care



Primary Mandate Types (PMT):

1A- IV-E Congregate Care
1B- Non IV-E Congregate Care
1C- Parental Agreement Congregate Care

*PMTs from 1A-1C do not include Daily Education
payment of congregate care placements

1E- Residential Education
*Includes all services for RTC IEP and Education
only for all other RTC placements

2A- IV-E  Treatment Foster Home
2A1- Non IV-E Treatment Foster Home
2A2- Parental Agreement Treatment Foster Home

2C- IV-E Community Based Services
*Only for youth placed in CFW Foster Homes

2E- Maintenance and Other Services
*Only Basic Maintenance and Daycare for
youth in Foster Care

2F- Non IV-E Community Based Services
*Includes Daycare for youth not in Foster
Care or IV-E CBS for youth placed in TFC or
Cong Care

3- Protected Funds
*NonMandated

2G- Private Day School

2H- Special Education Wrap Around 
Services



                                 
 

Optimum Youth Services LLC. 

Gabrielle’s House 

 Per Diem Rate Sheet FY 21-22                

July 1, 2021– June 30, 2022 
Comprehensive Daily Rate Breakdown:       Medicaid                  Non-Medicaid 

Residential Room & Board Includes private and                            

semi-private room, 3 meals per day, snacks 

and personal care items.                                                                      Not covered       $200.21 
 
 

Residential Day Supervision (Therapeutic Behavioral Services)    $146.22                 $146.22 

  Additional Daily Support (Therapeutic Behavioral Services)           Not covered               $68.00 

 

   

 Total Comprehensive Daily Rate                   $346.43 

(Additional Daily Support not included) 

 

Optional Services not included in the Comprehensive Daily Rate: 

Mentoring & Life Skills Coaching                                       $40.11/ per hour                         Non-Medicaid 

90834 Individual Psychotherapy (45 min.) $99.00 $99.00 

90847 Family Therapy $121.00/per hour $121.00/per hour 

90853 Group Therapy $33.00/per hour $33.00/per hour 
 

 
For Medicaid-eligible residents, Therapeutic Behavioral Services for Children and Adolescents under age 21 

(Level B) are reimbursed by Virginia Medicaid at the rate of $146.22 per day. 

The Procedure Codes are H2020-HW (CSA) and H2020- HK (non-CSA) 
 

 

Questions? Please contact: Monica Brathwaite Program Manager Cell: (804) 986-8397 Email: 

hello@optimumyouths.com  10524 Brightstone Drive Midlothian, VA23112   www.optimumyouths.com 



OFFICE OF CHILDREN’S SERVICES 
ADMINISTERING THE CHILDREN’S SERVICES ACT  
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PROGRESS REPORT ON THE CHILDREN'S SERVICES ACT 

Biennial Report to the General Assembly, December 2021 

In accordance with §2.2-2648.21, COV and the 2021 Appropriation Act Item 292 (H) 

 

The Code of Virginia and the Appropriation Act require that the State Executive 

Council for Children's Services (SEC) biennially publish and disseminate a progress 

report on services for children, youth, and families and a plan for such services for 

the ensuing biennium. As the administrative entity of the Council, the Office of 

Children's Services (OCS) is pleased to submit the following report. For the 

FY2020-FY2022 biennium, the Council conducted a planning process that included 

a survey of various stakeholder groups and a collaborative, full-day session with 

the State and Local Advisory Team (SLAT). 1 The biennial Strategic Plan and 

progress in meeting its goals and objectives can be found at the end of this report. 
 

CSA Expenditures and Utilization 
 

Total Expenditures / Children Served through the CSA, FY1994 – FY2021 

 

Annual CSA expenditures and the number of children served rose consistently from 

the Act's inception in FY1994 through FY2008. After a decline over five years 

(2009-2013) in both spending and children receiving services, expenditures have 

increased significantly. In contrast, the CSA census (number of children served) has 

risen only slightly and has been essentially stable since FY2015. In FY2021, 

expenditures were unchanged from the prior year and the census decreased by 

about 5%. The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic is the most likely explanation for 

the FY2021 results. The overall increased expenditures since FY2013 are 

overwhelmingly due to the rise in the number (and associated costs) of children 

receiving private day special education placements, accounting for almost all of the 

growth in both expenditures and census. With isolated exceptions, all non-special 

education expenditure categories have remained essentially flat or declined over 

this period. In FY2021, special education expenditures rose 1.9%, while all other 

categories combined declined by 1.5%. 

 

1Section 2.2-2501 of the Code of Virginia establishes the SLAT to advise the State Executive Council, 

manage cooperative efforts at the state level, and support community efforts. 
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The Children’s Services Act 
(CSA, §2.2-2648 et seq) was 
enacted in 1993 to create a 
collaborative system of 
services and funding for at-
risk youth and families. 

The CSA establishes local 
multidisciplinary teams 
responsible to work with 
families to plan services 
according to each child’s 
unique strengths and needs 
and to administer the 
community’s CSA activities. 

The Office of Children’s 
Services (OCS) is the 
administrative entity 
responsible for ensuring 
effective and efficient 
implementation of the CSA 
across the Commonwealth.   

Guiding principles for OCS 
include: 

 Child and family directed 
care, 

 Equitable access to quality 
services, 

 Responsible and effective 
use of public funds, 

 Support for effective, 
evidence-based practices, 
and 

 Collaborative partnerships 
across state, local, public, 
and private stakeholders. 
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Also noteworthy in FY2021 is that costs (-6.4%) and census (-9.8%) in congregate care (residential placements) continued 

their steady decline of the past five years. Expenditures for youth served with community-based services were higher 

(+5.0%), maintaining their upward trend. Such utilization patterns are consistent with the system of care philosophy 

promoted by the CSA. 

 

State and Federal Funding Not Included in the CSA State Pool 

        FY2020        FY2021 

Children’s Mental Health Initiative (DBHDS) $  5,648,128 $  5,648,128 

Promoting Safe & Stable Families1 (DSS) $  7,441,580 $  7,984,350 

Virginia Juvenile Community Crime Control Act (DJJ) $10,379,921 $10,379,921 

Title IV-E (Foster Care Maintenance)2 (DSS) $56,690,268 $51,384,350 

Social Services Block Grant2 (DSS) $  9,419,998 $  9,419,998 

Medicaid (Treatment Foster Care, Residential Care)3 $79,005,067 $70,989,732 

TOTAL   $168,584,962 $155,806,479 
 

175% Federal Funds  

250% Federal Funds. On January 1, 2020, FMAP increased to 56.2% due to COVID-19.  

3The FMAP rate for Medicaid is typically 50% Federal Funds. Adjustments during the COVID-19 pandemic resulted in higher FMAP rates. 

 

The table above reflects the contributions of funding sources other than CSA pool funds to addressing the needs of 

children and families. These funds are "braided" with the "blended" CSA pool funds and are utilized for CSA and non-CSA 

eligible youth and services, in whole or in part, when available to support needed services. Medicaid funds for behavioral 

health services to children other than residential and treatment foster care are not reported here and are available from 

the Department of Medical Assistance Services.  

FY2021 CSA Expenditures and Mandate Types 
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CSA Pool Fund Expenditures by  

Primary Mandate Type – FY2021 
(Total Net Expenditures = $438,329,124) 
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As seen in the graphs on the previous page, special education services accounted for 46% of the total CSA 

expenditures in FY2021. However, children in this category accounted for only 23% of the total CSA primary mandates. 

(Note: Children may have more than one Primary Mandate Type). This disparity is because private day special education 

placements have an annual per-child cost of $48,969 compared to an average of $22,858 for all other categories of 

children (the combined overall annual average expenditures for FY2021 was $30,045). Children receiving foster care 

and foster care prevention services accounted for 69% of the CSA primary mandates but only 53% of expenditures. 
 

Average Annual per Child CSA Pool Fund Expenditures (FY2012 – FY2021) 
 

 
 

Percent of Children Served in Community-Based Settings 

 

Serving children in community-based (as opposed to residential or congregate care) settings is at the core of the CSA 

system of care philosophy. An extensive body of evidence indicates that long-term outcomes are improved when children 

are safely maintained in their families, schools, and communities. The avoidance, where possible given clinical needs and 

other concerns, of placements in restrictive, congregate residential settings has long been a goal of the CSA. Performance 

on this indicator has continued to improve over time.  
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Significant Accomplishments FY2020-2021 

The following is a synopsis of significant accomplishments related to the Goals and Objectives for the FY2020 – FY 2021 

Strategic Plan approved by the State Executive Council for Children's Services in December 2019. 

Goal 1:  Policy and Oversight 
 

Objective 1:  SEC, with input from SLAT and others, will determine which CSA policies need greater 

uniformity, flexibility, and alignment (internally and across partners) 

Two-year metric: Develop a policy revision committee with a stated purpose and work plan and begin 

implementing the work plan. 

Status: 

 Based on additional feedback, modified the objective to include reviewing and revising policies through equity and 

trauma-informed lenses. 

 Convened the workgroup with a diverse membership from state agencies involved with the CSA; members from 

the State and Local Advisory Team; representatives of the Secretary of Health and Human Resources; and local 

government representatives from the Virginia Association of Counties and the Virginia Municipal League. Members 

with specific expertise in equity and trauma-informed policy analysis are present in the workgroup. A work plan 

charter has been developed and adopted. 

 Reviewed and revised SEC policies on Family Engagement and the Family Assessment and Planning Teams. The 

revision to the latter policy included a section on alternative Multidisciplinary Teams to align with VDSS guidance 

for the prevention services under the Family First Prevention Services Act, implemented on July 1, 2021. These 

revised policies were placed in the SEC public comment and policy review process and approved in December 

2021. 

 

Objective 2:  SEC will identify and capitalize on the practice enhancements occurring throughout the CSA 

participating systems. 

Two-year metric: Engage in regular updates and discussions of the various system improvement initiative to 

identify areas requiring additional alignment. 

Status: 

 The SEC has received regular updates on the implementation of the following system improvement initiatives: the 

Family First Prevention Services Act (VDSS), Project BRAVO (DMAS); STEP-VA (DBHDS); the JLARC Report on CSA; 

the VDSS five-year plan to prevent child abuse and neglect; and various agency activities to respond to the COVID-

19 pandemic. 

 The participating state and local agencies involved in the services system for Virginia's children and families have 

engaged in intensive and substantive collaborative efforts to ensure the alignment of the various initiatives. 

Specifically: 

o All of the agencies that are or will be funders of certain evidence-based practices (e.g., Functional Family 

therapy and Multisystemic Therapy) worked (under DMAS leadership) with the Department of Health 

Professions to adopt unified licensure and clinical supervision requirements for those services.  
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o The Office of Children's Services and the Department of Social Services worked together to modify the 

Child and Adolescent Needs Assessment (CANS) instrument and the Local Expenditure Reimbursement 

System (LEDRS) to support the implementation of the VDSS In-Home Services Model. 

o OCS and DSS developed and disseminated a model service contract for local DSS and CSA programs to 

procure three evidence-based services to be funded under either the Family First Prevention Services Act 

or through CSA. 

o OCS and DSS worked in a highly coordinated manner to support the Family First implementation by 

developing congruent guidance for prevention services and congregate care through Qualified Residential 

Treatment Programs (QRTP). 

o OCS, DSS, and DMAS worked together to implement a new funding approach for psychiatric residential 

treatment facility placements for youth in foster care to meet clarified federal guidance. 

o OCS, DSS, DMAS, and DBHDS worked together to propose new licensure requirements for congregate care 

placements to meet the requirements of a QRTP. DBHDS initiated emergency regulatory changes in 

October 2021. 

o Staff from  OCS, DSS, DJJ, DMAS, and DBHDS met regularly throughout the COVID-19 pandemic to discuss 

impacts on congregate-care facilities utilized or regulated by all child-serving agencies 

 Many of these practice enhancements were launched during the most recent 12 months (2021). Progress reports, 

"lessons learned," and modifications will remain prominently in the focus of the SEC, the State and Local Advisory 

Team (SLAT), and collaborative interagency groups.  

 

GOAL 2:  Leadership and Collective Action 

 

Objective 1:  The SEC and SLAT will define and support the development of core leadership and 

operational competencies and a strategy for building local implementation of the 

competencies 

Two-year metric: Identify core leadership and operational competencies and assess current training plans  

Status: 

 A SLAT-convened workgroup, including various state and local partners, developed a comprehensive report 

detailing core leadership and operation competencies for local CSA Coordinators and members of Community 

Policy and Management (CPMT) and local Family Assessment and Planning Teams (FAPT). The competencies for 

FAPT members are both generic and specific to the entities the member represents. The report was presented for 

feedback to the SEC in June 2021 and adopted by the SLAT in August 2021.  

o The report included a set of sample interview questions for CSA Coordinators hiring managers and a 

description of the "Characteristics of a High Functioning CPMT." 

o The report included an assessment and a series of recommendations regarding training resources, both 

existing and proposed. This report provides a foundation for continued work in the next few years. 
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Objective 2:  SEC will implement and support outcome-driven practice 

Two-year metric: Catalogue current measurable outcomes across systems, including the ways they are 

captured and communicated  
 

Status: 

 OCS designed and disseminated a survey to all the state agencies represented on the SEC (OCS, VDSS, DBHDS, 

DMAS, DOE) to reflect their outcome indicators, frequency and method of collection, and method and frequency of 

reporting.  

o This information was collated into a consolidated Outcomes Catalogue and presented to the State 

Executive Council that discussed how to proceed. 

 The SEC received a presentation from the Chief Data Officer, Carlos Rivero, on the Commonwealth's data analytics 

initiative and the potential role of data trusts focusing on CSA outcomes. 

 

GOAL 3:   Empowering Families and Communities 

Objective 1:  SEC, SLAT, and additional partners will develop a guide for youth and families to build 

understanding about access to needed services 

Two-year metric: Identify and prioritize relevant categories to be included in the family and youth guide 

Status: 

 The SLAT convened a workgroup of various state and local partners, with strong representation from family 

members with lived experiences, to develop the Guide that is now complete and being prepared for publication. 

o An individual with significant lived experience and a professional family support partner working with 

youth and families chaired the workgroup.  

o The workgroup has also made recommendations for companion products to the Guide, for example, a 

brief video addressing different aspects of family involvement in the CSA process. 

 In a related activity, OCS staff have developed a self-paced distance learning course for the parent representatives 

on FAPT and CPMT, updated OCS materials on recruitment and retention of parent representatives, and updated 

the "Information for Families" section on the CSA website. 

Objective 2:  The SEC, through OCS, will build community capacity by preparing and assisting localities 

to implement and sustain evidence-based practices successfully 

Two-year metric: Create a work plan to assist localities with selecting and implementing EBPs 

Status: 

 A series of training events, "Virginia, Are You Ready?" was jointly planned, funded, and implemented by the state 

agencies represented on the SEC and local partners. These events were intended to assist local teams from the 

various child-serving agencies in learning about and enhancing their readiness to implement and support 

evidence-based practices. The events were led by faculty from the National Implementation Research Network 

(NIRN) and included presentations on agency implementations, including the Virginia Tiered Systems of Support 

(DOE), Juvenile Justice Transformation (DJJ), and High Fidelity Wraparound *OCS and DBHDS). Pre and post-event 

surveys were collected and analyzed, revealing that the most significant gains were seen in participants' cognitive 

understanding of the principles and benefits of implementation science (e.g., "I understand the stages of 
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implementation"). In contrast, the smallest gains were seen in participants' perceived confidence in their ability to 

apply these concepts and their feasibility on application to their work. Follow-up activities are being planned to 

advance local implementation. 

 The Center for Evidence-Based Partnerships in Virginia was formed through cross-agency planning, funding, and 

the development of an interagency Memorandum of Agreement. Participating agencies included DBHDS, DSS, DJJ, 

OCS, DMAS, and VDH. An interagency Governance Committee has been established and is meeting monthly to 

define, monitor, and support this work of the Center. The purpose of the Center is to facilitate partnerships 

between state agencies and institutions of higher education (initially with Virginia Commonwealth University). 

Initial projects include developing an evidence-based provider database, fidelity monitoring across agencies, and 

conducting needs assessments for further expansion of EBPs. 

Revisions to the Strategic Plan 

Based on the accomplishments listed and a review of the previously established two- and four-year metrics, 

the State Executive Council adopted revisions to the Strategic Plan for 2022 – 2023. The revised Plan was 

adopted at the December 2021 meeting of the SEC and is found on the following pages. 
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TWO – YEAR TELESCOPE 

By 2024, Virginia will be well down a path to successfully implementing more effective services 

to support its children and families. The Children’s Services Act and the State Executive 

Council for Children’s Services are vital participants in this effort. This work includes support 

for the introduction of evidence-based approaches toward preventing children’s entry into 

foster care, the redesign of the behavioral health components of the state Medicaid plan, 

equitable access to core services through community services boards, reduced recidivism, and 

improved outcomes for juveniles involved with the justice system, and necessary 

school-based supports for students. Increased attention to and reporting meaningful outcomes 

and metrics will be evident, as will efforts to ensure family voice and choice. 

 
The hallmark of these activities will be cross-partner and cross-system leadership and 

alignment to create clarity, consistency, and collective impact at the state and local levels. 

Strong partnerships are the mechanism by which improved practices and outcomes are 

realized. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

STATE EXECUTIVE COUNCIL FOR CHILDREN’S SERVICES 

 
 

STRATEGIC PLAN: 2020 – 2024 (Updated December 2021) 

EMPOWERING LOCALITIES TO SERVE YOUTH 
 

 



 

 

 

An important contribution to 

alignment is honoring the voice 

and choice of families and youth as 

well as building capacity of the 

communities that serve them. 

 

In order to promote alignment, we 

will lead by example and 

collaborate on a shared vision and 

key outcomes. 

 

Policy can either help or hinder 

alignment of shared efforts. 
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Authority 

This report has been prepared and submitted to fulfill the requirements of Item 
293(9) of Chapter 552, the 2021 Appropriation Act. This provision requires the Office of 
Children's Services (OCS) to contract for the continuation of the study on the current 

rates paid by localities to special education private day programs licensed by the 
Virginia Department of Education. 

Overview 

The Office of Children's Services conducted the initial study on this topic as required by 
the Appropriation Act in 2019 through a competitive Request for Proposals to solicit a 
contractor to conduct the study. Public Consulting Group (PCG) was selected as the 
contractor. Due to an insufficient response rate by the private school providers, OCS 
was directed to continue the study in 2021. Additional requirements, incentives, and 
conditions were adopted for the 2021 continuation. OCS again contracted with PCG to 

continue the study. The remainder of this report reflects the work of PCG and OCS to 
meet the requirements of the project. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Public Consulting Group LLC (PCG) was contracted by the Commonwealth of Virginia Office of Children's 
Services (OCS) to continue the study of the current rates paid by localities to private day special 
education programs licensed by the Virginia Department of Education (DOE) and develop findings and 
recommendations based on the analysis for these rates. This executive summary condenses the report 
into the following components: themes and recommendations. 

THEMES 

The following major themes emerged during the study: 

• Private day special education schools serve students with a mix of behavioral, emotional,
physical, developmental, and educational needs.

• The number (and salaries) of teachers and teacher aides are the primary, although not exclusive,
cost driver for program expenses.

• Services such as occupational and/or physical therapy, speech-language therapy, and
psychological testing are billed almost exclusively outside of the daily rate and should remain that
way.

• Costs are higher in northern Virginia than the rest of the State.

• The cost collection tools utilized In the previous PCG study (completed in 2019) were too
burdensome; cost collection tools utilized by the 2020 Joint Legislative Audit and Review
Commission (JLARC) study were less burdensome.

• Providers felt that a mix of actual revenue and expenses (FY19) and budgeted rates and staffing
levels (FY21 and FY22) on the cost report tool would allow a more accurate picture, particularly in
light of the COVID-19 pandemic.

With these themes in mind, PCG revised the cost collection tools, analyzed cost and program budget 
data, and developed the recommendations below. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Schools reported their FY21 rates along with the staffing levels associated with each rate. The majority 
(65%) reported having a program model with a ratio of one teacher to eight or higher students. For 
teacher aides (known by various titles in different programs), most (44%) reported having a model with 
one teacher aide to every four or more students in a classroom. The table below shows the number of 
programs reported by staffing ratio. The table does not indicate how many students are served at each 
level. 

Program Staffing Matrix 

Teacher to 
Student Ratio 

1:3 or lower 

1 :4, 1 :5, 1 :6, 1 :7 

1 :8 or higher 

CSA Private Day Special Education Rate Study 2021 

Teacher Aide to Student Ratio 

1:1 1 :2 or 1 :3 1 :4 or more 

1 (0.9%) 3 (2.5%) 3 (2.5%) 

4 (3.4%) 10 (8.5%) 19 (16.1%) 

24 (20.3%) 24 (20.3%) 30 (25.4%) 
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PCG created nine (9) base rate models using three different teacher to student ratios, each with three 
different teacher aide to student ratios. These models allow for a range of programs to meet student 
needs and mirror the programs currenUy being utilized. A 23% salary add-on is proposed for programs in 
northern Virginia to account for a higher cost of living in those areas. The Northern Vlrginia (NOVA) 
geographic area was identified using the geographic area and pay band differential guidance issued by 
the Virginia Department of Human Resource Management for Northern Vlrginia. PCG recommends the 
rates in the following table based on the methodologies and calculations described in this report. 

Model 
Teacher to Teacher Aide to 

Base Rate 
Northern Virginia 

Student Ratio Student Ratio (NOVA) Add-On* 

1 1:3 1:1 $503.12 $96.95 

2 1:3 1 :2 to 1: 3 $341.70 $62.83 

3 1:3 1: 4+ $301.34 $54.30 

4 1:4 to 1:7 1:1 $448.72 $85.39 

5 1:4 to 1:7 1:2to1:3 $287.29 $51.27 

6 1:4to1:7 1:4+ $246.95 $42.74 

7 1:8+ 1:1 $418.11 $78.88 

8 1:8+ 1:2 to 1:3 $256.70 $44.76 

9 1:8+ 1:4+ $216.34 $36.23 

*Northern Virginia (NOVA) geographic add-on (23% increase based on staff costs) was calculated
for schools in the counties of: Fairfax, Arlington, Prince William, and Loudon and the cities of:
Alexandria, Fairfax, Falls Church, Manassas, and Manassas Park
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I. PROJECT GOALS

This project was authorized to continue the study of the current rates paid by localities to private day 
special education programs licensed by the Virginia Department of Education (DOE) and funded 
through the Children's Services Act (CSA) and to" ... (i) provide definitions and clear delineation 

between all staff and positions used by private day schools and assessed in the study; (ii) define 
which staff positions can be included in the classroom staff ratio assessment; (iii) assess all costs 
associated with regulatory licensing; and (iv) require providers to report costs and distinguish 
between different locations." (2021 Virginia Appropriation Act, Chapter 552.ltem 293. B.) 

Specific goals included: 

• Standardize the rate methodology while also meeting the needs of a diverse range of
students.

• Account for geographic differences in cost.
• Create a transparent, replicable, and implementable methodology.

The project consisted of two phases: 

••••••••••••._r.,r•-.••••�•rr-� Phase I --·-------------·---·-·---···: .·········································· Phase II ·········································· 
'. 

la�!-. 2: 
Task 4: 

Task 5: 
PRELIMINARY 

REPORT 
Pr�Jtrr1t11.1, l 

Rcpon 

FINAL 

REPORT 

Task 3: 

Cost Study 
Data 

Verification 
and Analysis 

Findings and 
Recommendations 

Phase I consisted of: 

• Determining priorities for OCS and other stakeholders.
• Designing cost collection tools and data collection methodology.

Phase II consisted of: 

• Collecting and analyzing data.
• Developing the rate methodology and final report, including recommended rates for private

day special education schools.

II. SUMMARIES OF STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS

PCG and OCS identified a voluntary and representative Provider Advisory Council (the Advisory 
Council) to meet monthly for the purpose of providing guidance and input to the project team 
throughout the rate setting study process. 

Throughout the data collection process, PCG invited all private day school providers to participate in 
focus groups and held meetings with the Advisory Council, and other community partners, to discuss 
key issues to consider in the rate methodology. The table below lists all such meetings. 
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Meeting Date Engagement Type Summary 

March 23, 2021 Advisory Council Kick Off 
Introduced the project teams and collected 
initial feedback on prior rate study 

April 15,2021 Advisory Council Meeting 
Reviewed model rate structure and cost 
collection tool 

May 14, 2021 Advisory Council Meeting 
Responded to cost collection tool feedback 
and timeline review 

All providers were invited to a training on how 
June 2, 2021 Data Collection Tool Training 

to complete and submit the cost collection tool 

July 15, 2021 Advisory Council Meeting 
Discussed cost collection tool submissions and 
introduced focus group topics 

August 17, 2021 Focus Group 
Collected input on elements of a program and 
costs 

August 18, 2021 Focus Group Collected input on program staffing 

August23,2021 Focus Group Collected input on rates of service 

October 13, 2021 Advisory Council Meeting Collected input on draft rate model structure 

October 21, 2021 
VAISEF Virtual Fall Conference Reviewed draft proposed new model rate 
& Membership Meeting structure 

Below is a summary of recurring themes gathered during stakeholder sessions. 

CURRENT RATES: The current rates contain a variety of services, staffing arrangements, and 
programs offer varying numbers of student days per year. Staff is the most significant, but not the 
only cost driver. Services such as speech-language, occupational, and physical therapy are generally 
covered outside of the daily rate. 

INDIVIDUAL STUDENT NEED: Schools must meet the needs of a diverse range of students 
and the overwhelming concern was that a standardized methodology would hinder the ability of 
schools to do that. Tiered rate options were discussed, and schools noted some concerns with 
implementing a tiered model equitably and being able to move children through tiers as needed. 

COVID-19: Cost shifts in response to environmental factors, especially considering COVID-19 
infrastructure requirements, improvements in technologies, curriculum development, and staffing 
issues/shortages. 

GEOGRAPHIC ADJUSTMENTS: The cost of living is higher in northern Virginia than the rest 
of the state and this should be accounted for in the rates. 

COST COLLECTION: The cost collection tools utilized in the previous PCG study were too 
burdensome; cost collection tools utilized by the recent Joint Legislative Audit and Review 
Commission (JLARC) study were less burdensome. Also, cost collection tools were not able to 
capture unmet needs that could not be addressed due to lack of funds. 
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Ill. MODIFICATIONS TO THE COST COLLECTION TOOL 

A primary goal of this rate study process was to gather as much feedback and data from schools as 
possible. The project team prioritized the first few months of the project timeline developing a 
simplified cost collection tool to increase response rates. The PCG team incorporated feedback from 
the Advisory Council to tailor the data collection tool to the needs of this study and better align it with 
previously completed data collection reports (i.e., the JLARC report). 

A full summary of modifications made to the data collection tools from the 2019 rate setting study can 
be found in Appendix A. Below are highlights. 

• The detailed personnel roster data collection tool was eliminated entirely, instead utilizing one
cost collection tool that required less detail.

• For ease of reporting, the format of the report was aligned with the JLARC study where
possible, especially in the staffing questions.

• Schools were asked to complete a cost report for each location, to meet the legislative study
requirements and so geographic differences in costs could be evaluated.

• Expenses were collected from FY19 (last full year prior to the COVID-19 disruptions).

• Additional sheets were added to the cost report to collect staffing rates, types of staff, number
of students, and services included in the rates for each program's rates in FY21 and FY22.

• An additional comment section was added to capture issues unmet by the above
modifications and information outside of the cost report.

IV. METHODOLOGY & FINDINGS

COST COLLECTION PROCESS 

Public Consulting Group sent a letter to all DOE-licensed private day special education programs 
which included the expectations and plan for the rate setting effort. PCG provided all schools with the 
cost collection tool and instructions for how to provide their cost information on June 1, 2021. A virtual 
training session was held on June 2, 2021, to discuss how to complete the cost collection tool. 
Schools were "walked through" the instructions and the PCG team answered any questions about the 
data collection tool. The training was recorded, and the recording was provided to schools along with 
written instructions for how to complete the cost reports. Schools were able to ask questions to the 
PCG team by email anytime or by phone during designated office hours. Office hours were held twice 
each week throughout the cost collection period from Wednesday, June 2, 2021, through Friday, July 
23, 2021. 

-

Cost Collection Activities Date(s): 

Data Collection Tool Distribution and Posting June 1, 2021 
Data Collection Tool Training June 2, 2021 
Data Collection Tool Return to PCG by emall July 30, 2021 

Each report underwent a quality assurance process upon submission. Reports were reviewed to 
ensure that the data provided for each field of the cost collection tool aligned with the instructions. 
Questions about specific cost information provided were sent back to the school contact to ensure 
that the cost collection tool captured the data in a uniform manner, allowing cost data to be analyzed 
across the different programs. Once all outstanding questions were answered and numerical 
discrepancies updated, the school's cost collection report was validated for use in the rate analysis. 
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COST REPORT ANALYSIS 

PCG collected and validated cost report data from 64 (of 93 or 69%) licensed private day schools. 
Schools ranged in size from four students to 200 students (Table 1 ). Data were collected for three 
school years, FY19 (actual revenue and expenses), FY21 (budgeted costs) and FY22 (projected 
budgeted costs), However, all three years of data were not available and/or submitted for all 64 
schools that submitted cost reports. Below shows a breakdown of the information obtained. 

Table 1: Cost Report Data by Year 

Submitted Cost 
Report 

. .

FY19 
Revenue and 

Expenses 

47 (73%) 

The cost report data was analyzed using the below methods: 

FY21 
Budgets 

62 (97%) 

FY22 
Projected Budgets 

36 (56%) 

Data Quality Analysis: Individual cost reports were reviewed, then combined. After combining all cost 
report data, a second layer of analysis was completed to identify outliers from the combined data. After 
consultation with OCS, the outliers were addressed for consistency measures. 

Fiscal Years of Data: 97% of the submitted cost reports included budgeted costs and staffing for FY21 
(note that FY22 budgeted costs were optional to submit). Because of the high response rate, FY21 data 
was used to identify common staffing patterns, services included in the daily rates, and for the fiscal 
impact analysis. FY19 expenses were used as the basis for costs in the rate models (with a cost 
adjustment factor for annualized ·inflation" applied). 

Personnel 

The expenditure analysis revealed that teacher salaries accounted for 29% of school expenses and 
teacher aide salaries accounted for 23%, overall accounting for more than half of all expenses; pointing to 
teacher and teacher aide salaries being key cost drivers for the programs. Due to the impact that teacher 
and teacher aide salaries had on expenses, PCG analyzed the programmatic teacher and teacher aide 
structure of the reporting schools. Schools reported the teacher to student ratio and the teacher aide to 
student ratio for each of their existing daily rates. Each tier of daily rates reported for the FY21 school 
year was plotted in a matrix to identify the most common program structures. Programs were aggregated 
into groupings of staffing levels to increase the number of programs within each group (Table 2). One-to
one teacher aide to student ratios was retained for each teacher to student ratio to account for when an 
IEP dictates this staffing level. Most programs had a 1 :8 or more teacher to student ratio (66.0%) 
compared to 1 :3 teacher to student ratio (5.9%) and the combined 1 :4- 1 :7 teacher to student ratios 
(28.0%}. Similarly, more programs reported having a 1 :4 or more teacher aide to student staffing ratio 
(44.0%) compared to the lower ratios. 

Table 2: Program Staffing Matrix 

Teacher to 

Student Ratio 

1 :3 or Fewer 

1:4, 1:5, 1:6, 1:7 

1 :8 or more 

CSA Private Day Special Education Rate Study 2021 

1:1 

0.9% 

3.4% 

20.3% 

Teacher Aide to Student Ratio 

1 :2 or 1 :3 1 :4 or more 

2.5% 2.5% 

8.5% 16.1% 

20.3% 25.4% 
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Nine base models were developed using three different teacher to student ratios, each with three 
different teacher aide to student ratios. These models allow schools to provide intensive 1 :1 services 
at a variety of teacher to student intensities and receive a higher rate to cover the additional costs of 
more intensive staffing configurations. Base rate models include 1 :3 teacher to student, 1 :4 - 1 :7 
teacher to student, and 1 :8 or higher teacher to student ratios (Table 3). Teacher aide to student 
ratios were broken down as 1 ;1, 1 :2 or 1 :3, and 1 :4 or more. Since models covered more than one 
teacher to student and teacher aide to student ratio, staffing costs used to create the daily rates were 
calculated using 3, 5, and 8 for teachers and 1, 2.5, and 4 for teacher aides (average for the model). 

Table 3: Staffing Model Ratios 

Model Teacher Ratio 

1 1:3 

2 1:3 

3 1:3 

4 1:4 to 1:7-
·-

i...5 1:4 to 1:7

6 1:4 to 1:7

7 1:8+ 

8 1:8+ 

9 1:8+ 

Teacher Aide Ratio 

1:1 

1:2 to 1:3 

1:4+ 

1:1 

1:2'to 1:3 

1:4+ 

1:1 

1:2 to 1:3 

1:4+ 

- --

Teacher to Student 
Ratio used for Cost 

Calculations 

3 

3 

3 

5 

5 
-

5 

8 

8 

8 

Table 4: Staff to Student Ratios (Other Personnel) 
- - -

Program Personnel Salaries 
FTE to FTE per 

Student Ratio student 

Administrators 1: 50 0.020 

Other Direct Student Support Staff (Bachelors) 1: 50 0.020 

Other Direct Student Support Staff (Masters) 1:25 0.040 

Medical Staff 1: 25 0.040 

Trade Staff 1: 60 0.017 

-

Teacher Aide to 
Student Ratio used 

for Cost 
Calculations 

1 

2.5 

4 

1 

2.5 

4 

1 

2.5 

4 

- - J

Other staff included in the rate model are school administrators, other direct student support staff 
(with and without a master's degree), medical staff, and trade staff. These positions were found to be 
tied to student capacity at a school and did not need to be altered based on the intensity of the model. 
Therefore, staffing ratios and costs for these positions were the same across all models. Schools 
were allocated one FTE per 50 students for school administrators and direct student support staff with 
a bachelor's degree, additional staff was allocated for direct student support staff with a master's 
degree and medical staff one FTE per 25 students, and trade staff were calculated at one FTE per 60 
students (Table 4). To calculate the per student per day cost, the FTE per student was calculated for 
each position. 

Based on feedback from the focus groups, schools consider different numbers of annual work hours 
to be defined as full-time. To standardize staffing costs across programs, PCG calculated per hour 
pay for all staff positions using the total expense per position, the number of full-time equivalents 
reported for each position and the number of hours worked using the FY19 school year data. All 
hourly salaries that were below the 2022 Virginia minimum wage were increased to $11 an hour. 
Outlier costs were identified for each staff position by flagging any hourly wage that was two or more 
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standard deviations from the mean within each staffing type. Outliers were removed from the analysis 
and accounted for no more than three responses for any specific staff position. PCG compiled the 
hourly wage data (after the outliers were removed and salaries below minimum wage were 
increased), and calculated the average hourly pay for each reported position: school administrators, 
teachers, teacher aides, other direct student support staff wlth a bachelor's degree, other direct 
student support staff with a master's degree, medical staff, and trade staff. Since an add•on cost was 
developed for schools located in the Northern Virginia region and in the focus groups stakeholders 
voiced that this region had higher salary costs, staff salaries from those schools identified as located 
in Northern Virginia were removed from the calculation. The salary differential for Northern Virginia 
will be captured in a regional add·on cost that Northern Virginia schools can apply. 

Administrators were the highest paid positions making on average $32.48 per hour, while teacher 
aides had the lowest average wages, $16.75 per hour (Table 5). Teachers and other direct student 
support staff with a master's degree made similar amounts per hour ($25.55 and $27.69, 
respectively). Based on the cost reports, teacher salaries were built into the rate calculations at an 
average annual salary of $53,144. The Bureau of Labor Statistics reports the national mean salary for 
special education teachers ranged from $48,530 to $52,680 depending on the grade level in 2019. 
The salary proposed in the 
models is slightly higher than Table 5: Hourly Wage by Position 

this. Looking specifically at 
Virginia, the Department of 
Education reported in 2019 the 
average wage for special 
education teachers across the 
state was $57,146, which is 
slightly higher than the base 
salary proposed in the models. 
However, when computing the 
weighted average of the salaries 
for the new models using the 
additional salary increase for 
schools in Northern Virginia, the 

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

Program Personnel Salaries 

Administrators 

Teachers 

Teacher Aides 

Other Direct Student Support (Bachelors) 

Other Direct Student Support (Masters) 

Medical Staff 

Trade Staff 

Hourly Wage 

$34.48 

$25.55 

$16.75 

$21.22 

$27.69 

$21.92 

$19.16 

weighted average wage is $56,094.41, which is very close to the DOE-reported average. 

A staffing relief factor provides schools with additional funds to cover costs incurred when teachers 
and teacher aides are on vacation or sick leave. These monies can be used to pay for substitute 
teachers or aides. In consultation with OCS, a relief factor of 3.85% was calculated based on 80 
hours per year of time.off per teacher and teacher aide FTE. The relief factor was applied to the 
salary costs for these two positions. Using the nine base models that were created, the number of 
relief FTEs were calculated to determine the cost associated with the relief factor. Teacher relief 
FTEs ranged from 0.770 to 0.289, while aides ranged from 2.31 to 0.578 (Table 6). 
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Table 6: Teacher and Teacher Aide Relief FTEs for Base Rate Models 

Teacher to 
Teacher Aide Number of Number of Relief 

Model 
Student Ratio 

to Student Relief Teacher Teacher Aide 
Ratio FTE's FTE's 

1 1:3 1:1 0.770 2.31 

2 1:3 1 :2 to 1: 3 0.770 0.924 

3 1:3 1: 4+ 0.770 0.578 

4 1:4to1:7 1:1 0.462 2.31 

5 1:4to1:7 1: 2 to 1:3 0.462 0.924 

6 1:4 to 1:7 1:4+ 0.462 0.578 

7 1:8+ 1:1 0.289 2.31 

8 1:8+ 1:2 to 1:3 0.289 0.924 

9 1:8+ 1:4+ 0.289 0.578 

Information about fringe benefits was collected in two areas in the cost report. Programs were asked 
to provide their required fringe benefit costs as well as the costs of any optional benefits they provide 
to staff. These two types of benefits were added together for each program and the average was 
taken. The results showed a lower percentage of fringe benefits to salary expenses than were 
expected, 16.5% of the personnel costs. Therefore, a more robust 23% was applied for fringe benefits 
based on knowledge PCG has from similar rate studies. most tax and fringe rates used in other PCG 
methodologies range between 20-30%. 

Operating Expenses 

Operating costs were similarly analyzed for outliers. Expenses were calculated for each item (i.e •• 
travel, vehicles, occupancy/facility costs, student technology, classroom supplies, program 
equipment, insurance, translation/interpretation services, and other costs) as per student per day 
costs. The total expenditure for each item was divided by the total number of student days served. 
Teacher training was the exception, which was calculated as the cost per teacher and teacher aide 
FTE. The average cost for each item across all programs was calculated and outliers were identified 
to be those costs that were two standard deviations above or below the mean. No more than four 
outlier responses were removed from any cost category. 

Teacher training expenses averaged to be $754.36 per teacher and teacher aide FTE. Since training 
expenses are tied to staffing levels, these expenses are different across all nine models in the per 
student per day cost. The most Table 7: Training Costs per Student for each Base Model 
expensive cost is $5.59 per student per 
day, while the least expensive is only 
$1.57 per student per day and 
corresponds to the intensity of the 
program (Table 7). All other per student 
per day operating costs remain the 
same across all models. 

Among the other operating costs, the 
most expensive per student per day 
cost was associated with occupancy or 
facility payments, $24.51. The 
remaining costs were each under $5.50 
per student per day (Table 8). 
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Model 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Teacher to 
Student 

Ratio 

1:3 

1:3 

1:3 

1:4 to 1:7 

1:4 to 1:7 

1:4 to 1:7 

1:8+ 

1:8+ 

1:8+ 

Teacher Aide Cost Per 
to Student 

Student Ratio Per Day 

1:1 $5.59 

1 :2 to 1: 3 $3.07 

1: 4+ $2.44 

1:1 $5.03 

1: 2 to 1:3 $2.51 

1:4+ $1.89 

1:1 $4.71 

1:2to1:3 $2.20 

1:4+ $1.57 
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Table 8: Operating Expenses per Student per Day 

Operating Expenses 
Per Student 

I 
Per Day Cost 

Travel Expenses (i.e. mileage) $ 0.67 

Vehicle Expenses $ 1.22 

Occupancy/Facility (mortgage, rent, etc.) $24.51 

Student Technology $ 1.19 

Classroom Supplies $ 3.61 

Program Equipment $ 1.94 

Insurance $ 2.54 

Translation/Interpretation Services $ 2.25 

Other Costs $ 5.16 

Adjustment Factors 

Programmatic costs were collected from schools to reflect the expenses incurred during the FY19 
school year. Since budget models were created to reflect costs in 2022, a cost adjustment factor was 
calculated. The cost adjustment factor (CAF) was determined using the most recent Consumer Price 
Index (CPI) data published for Virginia and the surrounding area by the U.S. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. CPI data for all items was used for the CAF data. The percent difference in the costs in 
2019 compared to 2022 was calculated to be about 6.85%. Therefore, an additional 7% of all budget 
costs was added into the daily rates for the cost adjustments that occurred between 2019 - 2022. 

Focus group responses and Advisory Council members indicated that staff costs were not uniform 
across the state of Virginia. This differentiation is also recognized in the State pay band differential. 
Therefore, PCG identified the region in Northern Virginia in accordance with the State of Virginia pay 
differential. The Northern Virginia region includes the counties of Fairfax, Arlington, Prince William, 
and Loudon, and the cities of Alexandria, Fairfax, Falls Church, Manassas, and Manassas Park. The 
average staff salary for each position was calculated for the Northern Virginia schools and for the 
schools in the rest of the state. The percent difference was identified for each position. An average of 
the percent differences was taken to identify a 23% salary add-on for schools located in the Northern 
Virginia region. The calculated geographic increase was compared to the geographic pay band 
differential used by the Virginia Department of Human Resource Management for Northern Virginia 
compared to the rest of the state. The average wage differential across all pay bands between 
Northern Virginia and the rest of the state was found to be 24%, which was almost identical to the 
difference calculated using program cost data. To remain in line with the other model measures, it 
was decided to use the differential calculated from the program costs. The 23% salary add on was 
applied to each of the models to create nine different geographic add-ons each tied to a 
corresponding base rate (Table 9). Models that are more staff intensive receive a higher add on cost. 
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Table 9: Northern Virginia (NOVA) Add-On to Base Models 

Model Teacher Ratio Teacher Aide Ratio 
Northern Virginia 
(NOVA) Add On 

1 1:3 1:1 $96.95 

2 1:3 1:2to1:3 $62.83 

3 1:3 1:4+ $54.30 

4 1:4to 1:7 1:1 $85.39 

5 1:4 to 1:7 1:2to 1:3 $51.27 

6 1:4 to 1:7 1:4+ $42.74 

7 1:8+ 1:1 $78.88 

8 1:8+ 1 :2 to 1 :3 $44.76 

9 1:8+ 1:4+ $36.23 

Services Included in the Rates 

Programs were asked to indicate which services were included in each of their daily rates. Using the 
FY21 school year information, schools most often included IEP case management and 
counseling/behavioral therapy services in their daily rates (Table 10). Very few programs included 
services such as speech and occupational therapy or physical therapy in their daily rates. About a 
quarter of the schools include nurses; many included therapeutic services, and Career and Technical 
Education (CTE). 

Table 1 O: Positions Included In Program Dally Rates 
-

Position Percent of Daily Rates with the Service 
Included 

IEP Case Management 85% 

Career & Technical Education I Vocational 60% 

Counseling / Social Work I Psychotherapy 45% 

Intensive Behavior Therapy 45% 

ABATherapy 43% 

One-to-One Classroom Aide 41% 

Other 35% 

School Nursing 24% 

One-to-One (Non-classroom Aide) 6% 

Occupational and/or Physical Therapy 3% 

Speech-Language 3% 

Psychological Testing 2% 

Extended School Day (ESD) 2% 

Since speech-language services, occupational and/or physical therapy, and psychological testing 
were not generally assumed in the staffing models, it is expected that these costs are (and will 
continue to) be billed outside of the daily rate. Other services are assumed to be covered in the 
proposed rates, since their costs were reflected in the cost reports. 

CSA Private Day Special Education Rate Sludy 2021 12 



I 

RATE METHODOLOGY 

Table 12 below shows an example of the overall rate methodology utilized. The Table shows a draft 
budget for a school with 60 students with a 1 :8 teacher to student and 1 :2 or 1 :3 teacher aide to 
student classroom. 

Table 12: Example Budget 
60 Students In a 1 :8 Teacher to Student and 1 :2 Teacher AJde to Student Classroom 

. -

Program Personnel Salaries Hourly Wage FTE Full Time Expense Hours 
Administrators $34.48 1.20 2080 $86,062.08 
Teachers $25.55 7.50 2080 $398,580.00 
Teacher Aids $16.75 24.00 2080 $836,160.00 
Other Direct Student Report Staff $21.22 1.20 2080 $52,965.12 (Bachelors) 
Other Direct Student Report Staff (Masters) $27.69 2.40 2080 $138,228.48 

Medical Staff $21.92 2.40 2080 $109,424.64 
Trade Staff $19.16 1.00 2080 $39,852.80 
Teacher Relief $25.55 0.29 2080 $15,345.33 
Teacher Aide Relief $16.75 0.92 2080 $32,192.16 

-

Per Student Teacher and Per 
Other Operating Expenses Per Day Aide FTEs Teacher Expense 

Cost 
Training Expenses for Teachers and Aides $2.20 31.50 $754.36 $23,762.34 
Travel Expenses (i.e., mileage) $0.67 NIA N/A $7,236.00 
Vehicle Expenses $1.22 NIA N/A $13,176.00 
Occupancy I Facility (mortgage, rent, etc.) $24.51 NIA NIA $264,708.00 
Student Technology $1.19 NIA N/A $12,852.00 
Classroom Supplies $3.61 NIA N/A $38,988.00 
Program Equipment $1.94 NIA NIA $20,952.00 
Insurance $2.54 NIA NIA $27,432.00 
Translation/Interpretation Services $2.25 NIA NIA $24,300.00 
Other Costs $5.16 NIA NIA $55,728.00 

-

: Cost Adjustment Factor (CAF) 

Budget Section Expense Total 
Program Salaries $1,708,810.61 
Tax and Fringe Benefits $393,026.44 
Total Program Operating Expenses $489,134.34 
Cost Adjustment Factor $181,367.83 

Grand Total -

Total Daily R;te per Student 
--

IIIIIIEm!Zillll 
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Using the same methodology as above, the remaining daily rates were calculated to capture varying 
levels of instructional staffing. Across all rates, the variable costs were associated with the number of 
teacher and teacher aides. This variance impacted the number of FTEs for those positions resulting 
in differences in costs associated with teacher and teacher aide salary, relief, and training expenses. 
While the CAF was applied universally at 7%, the dollar amount that it added to each daily rate varied 
based on the staffing costs (salary, fringe benefits, and training) and was driven by the teacher and 
teacher aide FTEs. This resulted in nine base rates that range from $503.12 to $216.34, prior to 
application of a Northern Virginia (NOVA) geographic add-on (Table 13). 

Table 13: Model Base Rates and Geography Add On Rates 
- -

Model 
Teacher 

Teacher Aide Ratio Base Rate 
Northern Virginia 

Ratio (NOVA) Add On* 

1 1:3 1:1 $503.12 $96.95 

2 1:3 1 :2 to 1: 3 $341.70 $62.83 

3 1:3 1: 4+ $301.34 $54.30 

4 1:4 to 1:7 1:1 $448.72 $85.39 

5 1:4 to 1:7 1: 2 ta 1:3 $287.29 $51.27 

6 1:4 to 1:7 1:4+ $246.95 $42.74 

7 1:8+ 1:1 $418.11 $78.88 

8 1:8+ 1:2 to 1:3 $256.70 $44.76 

9 1:8+ 1:4+ $216.34 $36.23 

*Northern Virginia (NOVA) add on (23% increase based an staff costs) was calculated for schools
in the counties of Fairfax, Arlington, Prince William and Loudon and the cities of Alexandria,
Fairfax, Falls Church, Manassas, and Manassas Park
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS

RATE RECOMMENDATIONS 

PCG recommends the following daily rates for private day special education schools in VA. 

Model 
Teacher to Teacher Aide to 

Base Rate 
Northern Virginia 

Student Ratio Student Ratio (NOVA) Add On* 

1 1:3 1:1 
I, $503.12 $96.95 

2 1:3 1 :2 to 1: 3 $341.70 $62.83 

3 1:3 1: 4+ $301.34 $54.30 

4 1:4 to 1:7 1:1 $448.72 $85.39 

5 1:4 to 1:7 1: 2 to 1:3 $287.29 $51.27 

6 1:4to 1:7 1:4+ $246.95 $42.74 

7 1:8+ 1:1 $418.11 $78.88 

8 1:8+ 1:2 to 1:3 $256.70 $44.76 

9 1:8+ 1:4+ $216.34 $36.23 

*Northern Virginia (NOVA) add on (23% increase based on staff costs) was calculated for schools
in the counties of Fairfax, Arlington, Prince William and Loudon and the cities of Alexandria,
Fairfax, Falls Church, Manassas, and Manassas Park

PCG makes these recommendations based on the preceding sections and reasons detailed below. 

• Rate Study Results: The models are based on a consistent, objective, and reasonable
methodology that uses school data to determine the actual cost of services and are driven by
staffing ratios.

• Stakeholder Feedback: While it was not always possible for stakeholders to agree on every
element of the model budgets or the rates themselves, these rates were developed with
significant stakeholder feedback both from this cost study process and the previous VA OCS
rate study engagement.

• Alignment with Program Goals: The recommended rates align with program goals,
realistically reflect actual provider staffing levels and expenses, are more transparent. and
allow for program changes and future updates to the rates as the programs evolve.

ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Annual Cost Adjustment:

Rates should be updated to account for inflation on an annual basis. The rates should also be
updated to account for any new statutory mandates, such as minimum wage increases.

2. lmplementatlon Standards and Monitoring

PCG recommends that VA OCS work with schools and local CSA offices to develop an
implementation plan and approach. The application of the rate payments will need to be
consistent with student's needs and growth. The bullets below describe important factors for VA
OCS to consider during the implementation of the new rates.
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• Application of the new Rates: Guidance needs to be developed for schools and CSA
programs regarding how to select the appropriate rate to bill, how and when rates should be
adjusted, and how extraordinary circumstances will be addressed.

• Periodic Cost Collection: Periodic cost collection, approximately every three to five years,
would allow VA OCS to better understand and monitor the adequacy of the rates. This would
allow OCS, local CSA programs, and other interested parties (e.g., legislative budget
Committee members and staff, the Department of Planning and Budget) to monitor provider
expenditures and staffing levels relative to contractual and staffing ratio requirements.

3. Stakeholder Engagement

PCG recommends VA OCS continue to engage with the Advisory Committee assembled during
this process through the implementation and monitoring of the established rates. The group of
private school stakeholders provided critical feedback which directly impacted the final
recommended rates.

4. Extended School Year: The recommended daily rates are calculated based on a 180-day
calendar. If a school plans to operate an extended school year, VA OCS will need to determine if
the daily rate may remain the same or change during the extended school year period. This
determination should be based on whether the same services or a lower level of services are
being provided. If a lower level of service offerings are provided, then a reduced rate should be
determined.
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VI. FISCAL IMPACT

The overall average impact of implementing the rates proposed in this study would result in an 
approximate 4% increase from the reported FY21 rates using a weighted average assumption. It is 
important to note, since it is not possible to determine how many students would fall into each model 
under the proposed rate structure, that a specific overall fiscal impact is undetermined at this time. 

PCG estimated the fiscal impact of the proposed rate structure by looking at the reported FY21 daily rates 
for each program and comparing those to the average proposed new rate, using a weighted average 
based on the number of student days served in FY19. In addition to comparing the budget rates for FY21, 
PCG also mapped the teacher and teacher aide ratios for each tier to the new model rates. Below are 
four examples of schools that had varying daily rates in FY21. Note: All FY21 daily rates are examples 

and do not represent any actual school. In applying this method, if schools had two different daily rates in 
FY21 that mapped to the same new daily rate (School Example 2 and 3), PCG kept the tiers separate 
when calculating the school average daily rate to account for the likelihood there would be more students 
within those rates. 

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

School 1 Example 
New FY21 Example 

Rates Daily Rate 
1 :3 Teacher/ 1 :2 Teacher Aide $341.70 $328.17 

1 :8 Teacher/ 1 :4 Teacher Aide $216.34 $197.25 

1 :4 Teacher/ 1 :1 Teacher Aide $448.72 $427.48 

School Average Rate $335.59 $317.63 

-

School 2 Example 
New FY21 Example 

Rates Daily Rate 
1 :3 Teacher/ 1 :2 Teacher Aide $341.70 $320.54 

1 :7 Teacher/ 1 :4 Teacher Aide $246.95 $225.19 

1 :4 Teacher/ 1 :5 Teacher Aide $246.95 $246.46 

School Average Rate $278.53 $264.06 

1 :4 Teacher/ 1 :5 Teacher Aide 

School Average Rate 

School Average Rate 

Percentage of Program 
Allocated 

33.3% 

33.3% 

33.3% 

- -

Percentage of Program 
Allocated 

33.3% 

33.3% 

33.3% 

50.0% 

PCG used the average school daily rates from FY21 and the average new rates to calculate a weighted 
average daily rate for the year. Using this method, it is important to note that the average daily rate 
accounted for larger schools serving more students and ultimately representing a larger percentage of the 
annual costs. 

PCG used the number of FY19 student days served from the cost reports to calculate a percentage of 
annual school days that each school contributed (Note: This information was not available for FY21). For 
example, School 1 has 16,075 school days served accounting for 43% of all school days served in FY19. 
School 1 drives more of the annual costs than School 4 which only contributes 6% of the daily rate 
payments each year. PCG multiplied the weighted percent of student days by the average school daily 
rate to find the school cost it contributes to the average annual daily rate. The contribution costs were 
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added across all four example schools ta find the average annual daily rate. PCG applied the same 
methodology to compare with the new daily rates. 

School Examples 

Schaal 1 Example 

School 2 Example 

School 3 Example 

School 4 Example 

Total for All Programs 

Total 
Annual 
Student 

Days 
Served by 
Program 

16,075 

8,657 

10,338 

2,115 

37,185 

Weighted Percent 
of Total Student 
Days Served by 

Program (Annual 
Student Days 
Served/Total 

Annual Student 
Days Served for All 
Program Schools) 

43% 

23% 

28% 

6% 

100% 

Contribution to the 
Average Annual 

Average Daily Rate 
(Average Program New 

Rate x Weighted 
Percentage of Student 

Days Served by 
Program) 

$145.07 

$64.85 

$68.66 

$19.44 

$298.01 

Averages of FY21 
Example School 

Rates 
(Average Program 

FY21 School 
Example Rate x 

Weighted 
Percentage of 
Student Days 

Served by Program) 

$137.31 

$61.48 

$61.17 

$18.04 

$278.00 

PCG found that the estimated weighted average annual daily rate for FY21 was $278.00 across au 
programs, and for the new model average, which included the Northern Virginia (NOVA) geographic 23% 
rate differential, was $298.01, an increase of 3.96% overall. These calculations assume that schools have 
equal numbers of students in each daily rate and therefore are only estimates of the impact of the new 
rates. 
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VIII. APPENDIX A. MODIFICATIONS TO THE COST

COLLECTION TOOL

An overview of the modifications to the cost collection tool from the 2019 study are listed below. 

• PCG simplified the cost collection tool from two surveys to one. The level of detail requested was
also decreased to allow schools to provide their information in a less granular level.

• The format of the report was aligned with the JLARC study, especially in the staffing questions,
so schools could utilize their previous reporting materials.

• Schools were asked to report separately on individual locations and/or programs. For example, if
a school operates four different program locations, they were asked to submit four individual cost
reports.

• The cost report asked for more information about factors associated with school and cost
differentiators:

• Staffing, including which kind of staff.

• How many students.

• Program model assumptions built into budget.

• The staffing questions were streamlined into an array of staff categories, instead of asking
schools to list each program staff. The following staffing categories below were combined into
one line-item:

• Counseling / Social Work I Psychotherapy

• Occupational Therapy (OT} I Physical Therapy (PT}

• All expenses, school and indirect data was collected from FY19 (full year prior to COVID - not
including virtual ratesf.

• A line for student technology was added to school expenses.

• Additional category questions about school's Daily Rates were added:

• Based on current year's budget expenditures.

• Asked for a percentage of students receiving level or service.

• Provided option for 7/1/21 - 6/30/22 but still requiring 7/1/20 - 6/30/21.

• Added question to the FY22 tab: "Are you budgeting for anything in FY22 related to the COVID-
19 pandemicr which included an open textbox.

• Added question: "Are there any expenses anticipated that are above and beyond
what they've included in this cost report? For example, capital improvement costs."
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IX. APPENDIX B. BASE RATE MODEL BUDGETS

PCG used 60 students as the basis for calculation of the nine base model example budgets. The daily 
rate at the end of each model is the per student per day cost and will be the same regardless of the 
number of students in the models. 

1:3 TEACHER, 1:1 TEACHER AIDE BUDGET 
-- -

Program Personnel Salaries Hourly Wage 

Administrators $34.48 
Teachers $25.55 
Teacher Aides $16.75 
Other Direct Student Report Staff (Bachelors) $21.22 
Other Direct Student Report Staff (Masters) $27.69 
Medical Staff $21.92 
Trade Staff $19.16 
Teacher Relief $25.55 
Teacher Aide Relief $16.75 

23% 

Per Student Per Other Operating Expenses Day 

Training Expenses for Teachers and Aides $5.59 
Travel Expenses (i.e. mileage) $0.67 
Vehicle Expenses $1.22 
Occupancy/Facility (mortgage, rent, etc.) $24.51 

': Student Technology $1.19 
Classroom Supplies $3.61 
Program Equipment $1.94 
Insurance $2.54 
Translation/Interpretation Services $2.25 
Other Costs $5.16 

Co_:-t Adjustment Factor (CAF) 
--

---
- -

Budget Section Expense Total 

Program Salaries $3,701,214.40 
Tax and Fringe Benefits $851,279.31 
Total Program Operating Expenses $525,744.00 
Cost Adjustment Factor $355,476.64 

-Grand Total -

Total Daily Rate per Student � 

CSA Private Day Special Education Rate Study 2021 

-

FTE Full Time Expense Hours 
1.20 2080 $86,062.08 

20.00 2080 $1,062,880.00 
60.00 2080 $2,090.400.00 
1.20 2080 $52,965.12 
2.40 2080 $138,228.48 
2.40 2080 $109,424.64 
1.00 2080 $39,852.80 
0.77 2080 $40,920.88 
2.31 2080 $80,480.40 

$851,279.31 

Teacher Per 
and Aide Teacher Expense 

FTEs Cost 
80.00 $754.36 $60,348.80 
NIA NIA $7,236.00 
NIA NIA $13,176.00 
NIA NIA $264,708.00 
N/A N/A $12,852.00 
NIA NIA $38,988.00 

NIA NIA $20,952.00 
NIA N/A $27,432.00 
NIA N/A $24,300.00 
N/A N/A $55,728.00 
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1 :3 TEACHER, 1 :2 OR 1 :3 TEACHER AIDE BUDGET 
--

Program Personnel Salaries Hourly Wage 

Administrators $34.48 

Teachers $25.55 

Teacher Aides $16.75 

Other Direct Student Report Staff (Bachelors) $21.22 

Other Direct Student Report Staff (Masters) $27.69 

Medical Staff $21.92 

Trade Staff $19.16 

Teacher Relief $25.55 

Teacher Aide Relief $16.75 

- -

Per Student Other Operating Expenses Per Day 

Training Expenses for Teachers and Aides $3.07 

Travel Expenses (i.e. mileage) $0.67 

Vehicle Expenses $1.22 

Occupancy/Facility (mortgage, rent, etc.) $24.51 

Student Technology $1.19 

Classroom Supplies $3.61 

Program Equipment $1.94 

Insurance $2.54 

Translation/Interpretation Services $2.25 

Other Costs $5.16 

Co-st Adjustment Factor (CAF) � 

Budget Section Expense Total 
Program Salaries $2,398,686.16 

Tax and Fringe Benefits $551,697.82 

Total Program Operating Expenses $498,528.00 

Cost Adjustment Factor $241,423.84 

! Grand Total � 
Total Daily Rate per Student � 

CSA Private Day Special Education Rate Study 2021 
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FTE 

1.20 

20.00 

24.00 

1.20 

2.40 

2.40 

1.00 

0.77 

0.924 

Teacher 
and Aide 

FTEs 
44.00 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
NIA 

Full Time Expense Hours 
2080 $86,062.08 

2080 $1,062,880.00 

2080 $836,160.00 

2080 $52,965.12 

2080 $138,228.48 

2080 $109,424.64 

2080 $39,852.80 

2080 $40,920.88 

2080 $32,192.16 

Per 
Teacher Expense 

Cost 
$754.36 $33,191.84 

NIA $7,236.00 

NIA $13,176.00 

NIA $264,708.00 

NIA $12,852.00 

NIA $38,988.00 

NIA $20,952.00 

NIA $27,432.00 

NIA $24,300.00 

NIA $55,728.00 
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1 :3 TEACHER, 1 :4 OR MORE TEACHER AIDE BUDGET 
- -

Program Personnel Salaries Hourly Wage 

Admlnistrators $34.48 

Teachers $25.55 

Teacher Aides $16.75 

Other Direct Student Report Staff (Bachelors) $21.22 

Other Direct Student Report Staff (Masters) $27.69 

Medical Staff $21.92 

Trade Staff $19.16 

Teacher Relief $25.55 

Teacher Aide Relief $16.75 

23% 

Per Student Other Operating Expenses Per Day 

Training Expenses for Teachers and Aides $2.44 

Travel Expenses (i.e. mileage) $0.67 

Vehicle Expenses $1.22 

Occupancy/Facility (mortgage, rent, etc.) $24.51 

Student Technology $1.19 

Classroom Supplies $3.61 

Program Equipment $1.94 

Insurance $2.54 

Translation/Interpretation Services $2.25 

Other Costs $5.16 

' Cost Adjustment Factor (CAF) �' 
I Budget Section Expense Total 

Program Salaries $2,073,054.10 

Tax and Fringe Benefits $476,802.44 

Total Program Operating Expenses $491,724.00 

Cost Adjustment Factor $212,910.64 

_Grand Total -�
- -- --- -

T_otal Daily Rate per Student ___ _ 
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FTE 

1.20 

20.00 

15.00 

1.20 

2.40 

2.40 

1.00 

0.77 

0.5775 

$476,802.44 

Teacher and 
Aide FTEs 

35.00 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

Full Time 
Hours 
2080 

2080 

2080 

2080 

2080 

2080 

2080 

2080 

2080 

- ---- -

Per 
Teacher 

Cost 
$754.36 

N/A 

NIA 

N/A 

NIA 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

NIA 

NIA 

Expense 

$86,062.08 

$1,062,880.00 

$522,600.00 

$52,965.12 

$138,228.48 

$109,424.64 

$39,852.80 

$40,920.88 

$20,120.10 

- ---

Expense 

$26,402.60 

$7,236.00 

$13,176.00 

$264,708.00 

$12,852.00 

$38,988.00 

$20,952.00 

$27,432.00 

$24,300.00 

$55,728.00 



1 :4 TO 1 :7 TEACHER, 1 :1 TEACHER AIDE BUDGET 

Program Personnel Salaries Hourly Wage 

Administrators $34.48 

Teachers $25.55 

Teacher Aides $16.75 

Other Direct Student Report Staff (Bachelors) $21.22 

Other Direct Student Report Staff (Masters) $27.69 

Medical Staff $21.92 

Trade Staff $19.16 

Teacher Relief $25.55 

Teacher Aide Relief $16.75 

23% 

Per Student Other Operating Expenses Per Day 

Training Expenses for Teachers and Aides $5.03 

Travel Expenses (i.e. mileage) $0.67 

Vehicle Expenses $1.22 

Occupancy/Facility (mortgage, rent, etc.) $24.51 

Student Technology $1.19 

Classroom Supplies $3.61 

Program Equipment $1.94 

Insurance $2.54 

T ranslation/1 nterpretation Services $2.25 

Other Costs $5.16 

1 Cost Adjustment Factor (CAF) -
I Budget Section Expense Total 

Program Salaries $3259694.05 

Tax and Fringe Benefits $749,729.63 

Total Program Operating Expenses $519,696.00 

Cost Adjustment Factor $317,038.38 

Total Daily Rate per Student -- - -- - - IIIIIIIIIID!D 
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FTE 

1.20 

12.00 

60.00 

1.20 

2.40 

2.40 

1.00 

0.462 

2.31 

$749,729.63 

Teacher 
and Aide 

FTEs 
72.00 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Full Time Expense Hours 
2080 $86,062.08 

2080 $637,728.00 

2080 $2,090.400.00 

2080 $52,965.12 

2080 $138,228.48 

2080 $109.424.64 

2080 $39,852.80 

2080 $24,552.53 

2080 $80,480.40 

Per 
Teacher Expense 

Cost 
$754.36 $54,313.92 

NIA $7,236.00 

NIA $13,176.00 

NIA $264,708.00 

NIA $12,852.00 

N/A $38,988.00 

N/A $20,952.00 

N/A $27.432.00 

NIA $24,300.00 

N/A $55,728.00 

23 



1 :4 TO 1 :7 TEACHER, 1 :2 OR 1 :3 TEACHER AIDE BUDGET 

Program Personnel Salaries Hourly Wage 

Administrators $34.48 

Teachers $25.55 

Teacher Aides $16.75 

Other Direct Student Report Staff (Bachelors) $21.22 

Other Direct Student Report Staff (Masters) $27.69 

Medical Staff $21.92 

Trade Staff $19.16 

Teacher Relief $25.55 

Teacher Aide Relief $16.75 

23% 

Per Student Other Operating Expenses Per Day 

Training Expenses for Teachers and Aides $2.51 

Travel Expenses (i.e. mileage) $0.67 

Vehicle Expenses $1.22 

Occupancy/Facility (mortgage, rent, etc.) $24.51 

Student Technology $1.19 

Classroom Supplies $3.61 

Program Equipment $1.94 

Insurance $2.54 

Translation/Interpretation Services $2.25 

Other Costs $5.16 

C�s! Adjustment Factor (CAF) �I 
-

Budget Section Expense Total 
Program Salaries $1,957,165.81 

Tax and Fringe Benefits $450,148.14 

Total Program Operating Expenses $492,480.00 

Cost Adjustment Factor $202,985.58 

I Grand Total �, 
Total Daily Rate per Student 111111111EE11 
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FTE 

1.20 

12.00 

24.00 

1.20 

2.40 

2.40 

1.00 

0.462 

0.924 

$450,148.14 

Teacher 
and Aide 

FTEs 
36.00 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Full Time 
Hours 
2080 

2080 

2080 

2080 

2080 

2080 

2080 

2080 

2080 

Per 
Teacher 

Cost 
$754.36 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

- --- -

Expense 

$86,062.08 

$637,728.00 

$836, 160.00 

$52,965.12 

$138,228.48 

$109,424.64 

$39,852.80 

$24,552.53 

$32,192.16 

Expense 

$27,156.96 

$7,236.00 

$13,176.00 

$264,708.00 

$12,852.00 

$38,988.00 

$20,952.00 

$27,432.00 

$24,300.00 

$55,728.00 
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1 :4 TO 1 :7 TEACHER, 1 :4 OR MORE TEACHER AIDE BUDGET 
-

Program Personnel Salaries Hourly Wage 

Administrators $34.48 

Teachers $25.55 
Teacher Aides $16.75 
Other Direct Student Report Staff (Bachelors) $21.22 
Other Direct Student Report Staff (Masters) $27.69 

Medical Staff $21.92 
Trade Staff $19. 16 
Teacher Relief $25.55 
Teacher Aide Relief $16.75 

-

Per Student Per Other Operating Expenses Day 

Training Expenses for Teachers and Aides $1.89 
Travel Expenses (i.e. mileage) $0.67 
Vehicle Expenses $1.22 
Occupancy/Facility (mortgage, rent, etc.) $24.51 
Student Technology $1.19 
Classroom Supplies $3.61 
Program Equipment $1.94 
Insurance $2.54 
Translation/Interpretation Services $2.25 
Other Costs $5.16 

I Cost Adjustment Factor (CAF) �1 

Budget Section Expense Total 
Program Salaries $1,631,533.75 
Tax and Fringe Benefits $375,252.76 
Total Program Operating Expenses $485,784.00 

· Cost Adjustment Factor $174,479.94 

Grand Total
-

� 
Total Daily Rate per Student � 

CSA Private Day Special Education Rate Study 2021 

FTE 

1.20 
12.00 
15.00 
1.20 
2.40 
2.40 
1.00 

0.4620 
0.5775 

Teacher 
and Aide 

FTEs 
27.00 
N/A 

NIA 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

Full Time ExpenseHours 
2080 $86,062.08 

2080 $637,728.00 
2080 $522,600.00 
2080 $52,965.12 
2080 $138,228.48 

2080 $109,424.64 
2080 $39,852.80 
2080 $24,552.53 
2080 $20,120.10 

Per 
Teacher Expense 

Cost 
$754.36 $20,367.72 

N/A $7,236.00 
NIA $13,176.00 
N/A $264,708.00 
N/A $12,852.00 
N/A $38,988.00 
N/A $20,952.00 
N/A $27,432.00 
N/A $24,300.00 
N/A $55,728.00 
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1 :8 OR MORE TEACHER, 1 :1 TEACHER AIDE BUDGET 

Program Personnel Salaries Hourly Wage 

Administrators $34.48 

Teachers $25.55 

Teacher Aides $16.75 

Other Direct Student Report Staff (Bachelors) $21.22 

Other Direct Student Report Staff (Masters) $27.69 

Medical Staff $21.92 

Trade Staff $19.16 

Teacher Relief $25.55 

Teacher Aide Relief $16.75 

Per Student Other Operating Expenses Per Day 

Training Expenses for Teachers and Aides $4.71 

Travel Expenses (i.e. mileage) $0.67 

Vehicle Expenses $1.22 

Occupancy/Facility (mortgage, rent, etc.) $24.51 

Student Technology $1.19 

Classroom Supplies $3.61 

Program Equipment $1.94 

Insurance $2.54 

Translation/Interpretation Services $2.25 

Other Costs $5.16 

Cost Adjustment Factor (CAF) � 

Budget Section Expense Total 
Program Salaries $3,011,338.85 

Tax and Fringe Benefits $692,607.94 

Total Program Operating Expenses $516,240.00 

Cost Adjustment Factor $295,413.08 

Grand Total _ __ _  _ _ _ __ __ _  lllmlmlml
T�al Daily Ra�e per St�de_nt IIIIIIIIIDEIIII 

CSA Private Day Special Education Rate Study 2021 

FTE 

1.20 

7.50 

60.00 

1.20 

2.40 

2.40 

1.00 

0.28875 

2.310 

$692,607.94 

Teacher 
and Aide 

FTEs 
67.50 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Full Time Expense Hours 
2080 $86,062.08 

2080 $398,580.00 

2080 $2,090,400.00 

2080 $52,965.12 

2080 $138,228.48 

2080 $109,424.64 

2080 $39,852.80 

2080 $15,345.33 

2080 $80,480.40 

Per 
Teacher Expense 

Cost I 

$754.36 $50,919.30 

N/A $7,236.00 

N/A $13,176.00 

N/A $264,708.00 

N/A $12,852.00 

N/A $38,988.00 

N/A $20,952.00 

N/A $27,432.00 

N/A $24,300.00 

N/A $55,728.00 
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1 :8 OR MORE TEACHER, 1 :2 OR 1 :3 TEACHER AIDE BUDGET 
- -

I Program Personnel Salaries Hourly Wage 

Administrators $34.48 
Teachers $25.55 
Teacher Aides $16.75 
Other Direct Student Report Staff (Bachelors) $21.22 
Other Direct Student Report Staff (Masters) $27.69 
Medical Staff $21.92 
Trade Staff $19.16 
Teacher Relief $25.55 
Teacher Aide Relief $16.75 

23% 

Per Student Other Operating Expenses Per Day 

Training Expenses for Teachers and Aides $2.20 
Travel Expenses (i.e. mileage) $0.67 
Vehicle Expenses $1.22 
Occupancy/Facility (mortgage, rent, etc.) $24.51 
Student Technology $1.19 
Classroom Supplies $3.61 
Program Equipment $1.94 
Insurance $2.54 
Translation/Interpretation Services $2.25 
Other Costs $5.16 

' Cost Adjustment Factor (CAF) lllmlEiilD 
Budget Section Expense Total 
Program Salaries $1,708,810.61 
Tax and Fringe Benefits $393,026.44 
Total Program Operating Expenses $489,132.00 
Cost Adjustment Factor $181,367.83 

Grand Total _ -
Total Daily Rat:__Per Student 

-
111111111m1ii1 

CSA Private Day Special Education Rate Study 2021 

FTE 

1.20 
7.50 
24.00 
1.20 
2.40 
2.40 
1.00 

- -

0.28875 
0.924 

$393,026.44 

Teacher 
and Aide 

FTEs 
31.50 
N/A 
NIA 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 

NIA 

Full Time 
Hours 
2080 
2080 
2080 
2080 
2080 
2080 
2080 
2080 
2080 

Per 
Teacher 

Cost 
$754.36 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 
NIA 
N/A 

Expense 

$86,062.08 
$398,580.00 
$836,160.00 
$52,965.12 

$138,228.48 
$109,424.64 

$39,852.80 
$15,345.33 
$32,192.16 

Expense 

$23,762.34 
$7,236.00 

$13,176.00 
$264,708.00 

$12,852.00 
$38,988.00 
$20,952.00 
$27.432.00 
$24,300.00 
$55,728.00 
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1 :8 OR MORE TEACHER, 1 :4 OR MORE TEACHER AIDE BUDGET 

I 

Program Personnel Salaries 

Administrators 

Teachers 

Teacher Aides 

Other Direct Student Report Staff (Bachelors) 

Other Direct Student Report Staff (Masters) 

Medical Staff 

Trade Staff 

Teacher Relief 

Teacher Aide Relief 

- - - - -

Other Operating Expenses 

-

Training Expenses for Teachers and Aides 

Travel Expenses (i.e. mileage) 

Vehicle Expenses 

Occupancy/Facility (mortgage, rent, etc.) 

Student Technology 

Classroom Supplies 

Program Equipment 

Insurance 

Translation/Interpretation Services 

Other Costs 

, Cost Adjustment Factor (CAF) 

1 Budget Section 

Program Salaries 

Tax and Fringe Benefits 

Total Program Operating Expenses 

Cast Adjustment Factor 

Hourly Wage 

$34.48 

$25.55 

$16.75 

$21.22 

$27.69 

$21.92 

$19.16 

$25.55 

$16.75 

Per Student 
Per Day 

$1.57 

$0.67 

$1.22 

$24.51 

$1.19 

$3.61 

$1.94 

$2.54 

$2.25 

$5.16 

$152,854.63 

Expense Total 

$1,383,178.55 

$318,131.07 

$482,328.00 

$152,854.63 

Total Daily Rate _per Student llllllllll!D'ID 

CSA Private Day Special Education Rate Study 2021 

FTE 
Full Time 

Hours 

1.20 2080 

7.50 2080 

15.00 2080 

1.20 2080 

2.40 2080 

2.40 2080 

1.00 2080 

0.28875 2080 

0.5775 2080 

Teacher Per 
and Aide Teacher 

FTEs Cost 
- -

22.50 $754.36 

NIA N/A 

N/A N/A 

N/A N/A 

N/A N/A 

N/A N/A 

N/A N/A 

N/A N/A 

NIA N/A 

N/A N/A 

Expense 

$86,062.08 

$398,580.00 

$522,600.00 

$52,965.12 

$138,228.48 

$109,424.64 

$39,852.80 

$15,345.33 

$20,120.10 

Expense 

- - -

$16,973.10 

$7,236.00 

$13,176.00 

$264,708.00 

$12,852.00 

$38,988.00 

$20,952.00 

$27,432.00 

$24,300.00 

$55,728.00 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE  
Date:  December 1, 2021  
 
Virginia Medicaid Contact: Christina Nuckols  
Christina.nuckols@dmas.virginia.gov 
 
Department of Behavioral Health and Developmental Services Contact:  Lauren Cunningham 
Lauren.cunningham@dbhds.virginia.gov 
 
 

Virginia Offers New Behavioral Health Services 
for Adults and Youth 

Six new services provide more community support for members in crisis 

Richmond – Virginia Medicaid members have access, starting December 1, 2021, to six new 
behavioral health services that strengthen crisis response, address a national emergency in 
children’s mental health care and provide new supports for individuals with developmental 
disabilities. 
 
"These critical services will transform the way Virginians get care when they're in crisis," 
Governor Ralph Northam said. "When people can get the treatment they need, especially in 
their own communities, they are less likely to reach a crisis point, and less likely to need 
hospital care. Behavioral health, and how we can best provide treatment, has long been a 
challenge, in Virginia and around the nation-- and the COVID-19 pandemic has intensified the 
struggle for everyday Virginians and for our hardworking behavioral health workforce. As a 
pediatrician, I've been particularly concerned that we address the rise in behavioral health 
needs among children. I'm proud of these steps that provide more options for our fellow 
Virginians and their families when they need help the most." 
 
The new services include two in-home therapy options for children in crisis. The services 
represent key steps in Virginia’s response to a national call to action following rising rates of 
mental health concerns and suicide among young people. The American Academy of Pediatrics 
last month declared a national emergency in children’s mental health.  
 

mailto:Christina.nuckols@dmas.virginia.gov
mailto:Lauren.cunningham@dbhds.virginia.gov
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“The need for enhanced crisis services has never been more prevalent than now, and Virginia is 
taking proactive measures that serve as a lasting legacy for Governor Northam and this 
administration,” said Secretary of Health and Human Resources Vanessa Walker Harris, MD. 
“These new behavioral health programs, along with the launch of new Marcus Alert teams, 
demonstrate our commitment to offering cost-effective innovations with proven measures of 
success.”    
 
The Department of Behavioral Health and Developmental Services (DBHDS) and the 
Department of Medical Assistance Services (DMAS) are collaborating on a continuum of 
behavioral health enhancements through a multi-phase initiative known as Project BRAVO 
(Behavioral Health Redesign for Access, Value and Outcomes). The initiative has included 
support from hundreds of providers, advocates and other stakeholders. Medicaid began 
covering an initial set of three new services for its members on July 1, 2021. The six additional 
services qualify for Medicaid funding effective December 1, 2021. 
 
“Research shows that 96% of individuals who receive a direct referral to crisis services do not 
require an emergency room visit,” said Karen Kimsey, DMAS Director. “We are committed to 
providing our Medicaid members with high quality, evidence-based care in their communities 
and in their homes, giving them the choices they deserve for stabilization and healing.” 
 
December 1 will also see the establishment of Marcus Alert programs in five regions across 
Virginia:  Orange, Madison, Culpeper, Fauquier, and Rappahannock counties; Prince William 
County; City of Bristol and Washington County; City of Richmond; and the City of Virginia 
Beach.  Named for Marcus-Davis Peters, the Marcus Alert aims to provide evidence-based 
responses to behavioral health emergencies and reduce negative outcomes involving the use of 
force in law enforcement interactions when an individual is experiencing a crisis related to 
mental health, substance use, or developmental disability challenges.  
 
The initiative focuses on effective diversions from 911 and law enforcement into community 
crisis care.  DBHDS worked together with the Department of Criminal Justice Services to create 
a statewide implementation plan to provide the framework that each locality must use to write 
a more specific local plan. By July 1, 2026, all community services boards (CSBs) in Virginia will 
have established Marcus Alert systems.  Additionally, in July 2022, the new hotline for mental 
health emergencies, 9-8-8, will be available nationwide, allowing individuals in crisis to connect 
with suicide prevention and mental health crisis counselors.   
 
“The Marcus Alert program helps us put into practice something we know to be true: A 
behavioral health emergency requires a behavioral health response,” said Alison Land, DBHDS 
Commissioner. “It is so important for people in crisis to get help as close to home as possible, 
and with as little intervention as possible, and through much hard work, we are building a 
system that offers that.”  
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The new services covered by Medicaid are:  
 
Multisystemic Therapy: Intensive family and community-based treatment for youth ages 11-18 
with significant disruptive behaviors and substance use disorders.  
Functional Family Therapy:  Short-term treatment for youth ages 11-18 with significant 
disruptive behaviors who have received referrals from juvenile justice, behavioral health, 
school or child welfare systems.  
Mobile Crisis Response: 24/7 rapid response, assessment and early intervention for individuals 
experiencing a behavioral health crisis.  
Community Stabilization: Short-term support for individuals who recently required crisis 
services or who need assistance to avoid escalation to more intensive treatment models.  
23-Hour Crisis Stabilization: Up to 23 hours of crisis stabilization services in a community-based 
setting for individuals experiencing an acute behavioral health emergency. 
Residential Crisis Stabilization Unit: Short-term, 24/7 residential evaluation and intervention 
for psychiatric and substance use crises. This new service enables some individuals to avoid 
inpatient admission and offers stepdown support for others who require hospitalization. 
 
“The Virginia Association of Community-Based Providers (VACBP) and our members are grateful 
for the opportunity to participate in the development of Project BRAVO services,” said Mindy 
Carlin, VACBP Executive Director. “Our members provide more than 80% of all community-
based Medicaid behavioral health services, and we appreciate the ability to share our expertise 
and insights.  Implementation of these services represents an important step toward ensuring 
that Virginia’s behavioral health system can better meet the increasing needs of Medicaid 
members throughout Virginia.”  
  
Virginia Medicaid members interested in learning more about these services should contact 
their managed care organization, behavioral health specialist or primary care provider.  
 
The Virginia Department of Medical Assistance Services (DMAS) strives to improve the health 
and well-being of Virginians through access to high-quality health care coverage.  With more 
than 1.9 million members, DMAS plays an essential role in the Commonwealth’s health care 
system by providing lifesaving medical coverage to one in five Virginians, including more than 
500,000 newly eligible adults who gained access to care through Medicaid expansion. For more 
information, visit www.dmas.virginia.gov.  

 
### 

 
 
 

http://www.dmas.virginia.gov/
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Summary: Virginia’s Juvenile Justice System 

WHAT WE FOUND 

Far fewer youth are in Virginia’s system because of several factors 

There are 70 percent fewer youth in Virginia’s juvenile justice system than a decade 

ago (9,551 in 2011 to 2,980 in 2021). This decline of  youth in Virginia’s system is at 

least partially attributable to several factors, including a decline in youth arrests and 

complaints and DJJ’s transformation efforts. The 

decline in Virginia is consistent with national trends. 

Recidivism has improved for lower risk 

youth but remains about the same for 

higher risk youth 

There is a promising reduction in recidivism among 

lower risk youth, which may be partially attributable 

to DJJ’s transformation efforts. For example, two-

year rearrest rates declined  

 from 23 percent to 19 percent between 

FY15 and FY19 among youth who success-

fully completed diversion plans and 

 from 49 percent to 44 percent between 

FY15 and FY19 for youth who were released 

from probation. 

However, the COVID-19 pandemic makes it difficult to reach definitive conclusions 

about the sustainability of  the decline in any reconviction or rearrest rates. Referrals 

from law enforcement dropped by 41 percent between FY20 and FY21, which was by 

far the steepest decline in referrals from law enforcement over the past decade.  

Recidivism among high-risk youth released from DJJ custody has remained about the 

same. Two-year rearrest and reconviction rates for youth released from secure residen-

tial facilities (i.e., juvenile detention centers or juvenile correctional centers) have re-

mained stable or have shown no clear pattern over the last five years. 

Not all youth receive quality legal representation, particularly those 

represented by court-appointed attorneys 

All youth have access to an attorney as required by law, but stakeholders, including 

judges and attorneys, expressed serious concern about the quality of  representation 

some youth receive. Stakeholders noted that many attorneys do not adequately under-

stand juvenile law or spend enough time with their clients. As one judge lamented, 

“We have plenty of  attorneys—we have enough attorneys to get us by. What we don’t 

have are quality attorneys.” 

WHY WE DID THIS STUDY 

In November 2020, the Joint Legislative Audit and Re-

view Commission (JLARC) directed its staff to review Vir-

ginia’s juvenile justice system.  

ABOUT JUVENILE JUSTICE IN VIRGINIA  

Virginia’s juvenile justice system exists to respond to al-

legations of illegal acts committed by youth. The Depart-

ment of Juvenile Justice (DJJ) is primarily responsible for 

administering and overseeing juvenile justice services. 

DJJ operates 30 of 32 court service units (CSUs) and the 

Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center. Localities also op-

erate 24 juvenile detention centers (JDCs). About 3,000 

youth are involved in the juvenile justice system, most of 

whom are in the community on a diversion plan, proba-

tion, or parole. About $250 million state and federal 

funds were spent on juvenile justice services in FY20. 
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Inadequate representation appears to be most prevalent among court-appointed coun-

sel and is at least partially due to low compensation and insufficient training. Virginia’s 

compensation for court-appointed attorneys is lower than other states. Required train-

ing is minimal and does not sufficiently address key topics, such as the intake process 

and detention hearings. 

Black youth are more likely than white youth to be referred to 

Virginia’s juvenile justice system  

During the last decade, Black youth were about 2.5 times more likely than white youth 

to be referred to the juvenile justice system. This trend holds true for all types of  

offenses (e.g., felonies, misdemeanors, status offenses, etc.). Law enforcement refers 

the majority of  complaints to the system, and the racial disproportionality is greatest 

for these referrals (figure). Racial disproportionality in referrals was found in each of  

the state’s 34 court service unit (CSU) districts, but the rate of  disproportionality in 

referrals varied across the state. 

Most youth referred to juvenile justice system by law enforcement or schools, 

with law enforcement as greatest contributor to disproportionality  

 

SOURCE: JLARC staff analysis of DJJ intake complaint data, FY11–20.  

NOTE: a Other category includes juvenile detention centers, group homes, courts, commonwealth’s attorneys, and 

social services agencies.  

Juvenile detention centers meet safety and security standards but 

appear ill equipped to provide fully effective rehabilitative programs 

Youth in juvenile detention centers (JDCs) appear to be in a relatively safe and secure 

environment. Through its oversight, DJJ uses a standardized approach, as required, to 

ensure JDCs meet statutory and regulatory requirements for security, health, and 

safety. DJJ conducts on-site certification audits during a two- to five-day period, at 

least once every three years. 

Disproportionality in referrals

to juvenile justice system
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However, high recidivism rates among youth released from JDC rehabilitative pro-

grams indicate that these programs are not particularly effective at reducing the likeli-

hood that youth reoffend. The majority (68 percent) of  youth released from a JDC 

rehabilitative program between FY16 and FY18 were reconvicted within two years. 

The majority of  these reconvictions occurred within the first year of  a youth’s release.  

Many JDCs do not appear to provide rehabilitative programming that research indi-

cates is effective, which could contribute to high recidivism rates. Only five JDCs re-

ported using programs that have been assessed and found to be effective for youth in 

residential settings. Eleven JDCs reported not using evidence-based programming to 

reduce recidivism and not evaluating the effectiveness of  their programming on re-

ducing recidivism.  

Educational programming in JDCs misses opportunity to provide 

instruction during the summer, and gaps exist in vocational programs 

The adherence to a traditional school year precludes JDCs from providing educational 

programming to youth during the summer. Youth in JDCs, many who are already ac-

ademically behind their peers not in the juvenile justice system, would benefit from 

remedial or other educational programming during the summer. According to the Na-

tional Institute of  Corrections, “educational services should occupy the maximum 

amount of  time allowed” and that “a detention education program should operate on 

a 52-week schedule.”  

According to a recent Virginia Detention Association of  Post-Dispositional Programs 

survey of  18 JDCs, 14 facilities reported offering vocational training services—with 

eight offering career education services and 10 offering specific trade and/or certifi-

cation trainings. Nearly all JDCs (22 of  24) reported that increasing the availability of  

vocational training services for youth in their facilities would help reduce recidivism. 

DJJ’s rehabilitative programming is less than fully effective and 

unlikely to reduce reoffending 

The rehabilitative programming provided at Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center in-

cludes some effective elements. For example, DJJ currently conducts risk and needs 

assessments for youth using the Youth Assessment and Screening Instrument (YASI), 

which research indicates accurately identifies risk factors that are predictive of  

reoffending. DJJ has also designed its own sex offender treatment program, which 

uses a comprehensive approach to addressing youths’ identified risk factors. 

However, DJJ’s current approach to rehabilitative programming at Bon Air JCC does 

not appear to maximize its ability to reduce recidivism. The two primary rehabilitative 

programs used for most youth (85 percent) appear unlikely to reduce reoffending 

based on existing data and research. Additionally, DJJ’s current approach to determin-

ing length of  stay for indeterminately committed youth may be undermining its reha-

bilitative goals. DJJ could also better leverage its strong data capabilities to evaluate 
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and improve the effectiveness of  its rehabilitative programming for youth committed 

to its custody.  

Rehabilitative programming for DJJ-committed youth includes some, but not 

all, key elements for effectiveness 

 

Key element for effectiveness 

Status of DJJ  

programming 

Youth assessment  

& process 

 1. Comprehensively assess individual youth risk and needs 4 

 2. Use individual youth’s risk level and treatment needs to inform 

     length of stay in facility 
2 

Treatment 

program design 

 3. Provide rehabilitative treatment programming likely to reduce  

     reoffending 
1 

Program evaluation 
 4. Collect data to monitor and evaluate programming on an  

     ongoing basis 
2 

SOURCE: JLARC comparison of DJJ programming to program elements cited as best or recommended practice. 

Additionally, training for front-line Bon Air staff  known as residential specialists has 

yet to reflect the full scope of  their new responsibilities, and DJJ is having increasing 

difficulty recruiting and retaining staff  for the job. For example, residential specialists 

have had therapeutic responsibilities since 2017, but training standards for these staff  

still did not reflect these new skills as of  December 2021. In addition, nearly 35 percent 

of  the 248 residential specialist positions were vacant as of  October 2021, and turno-

ver in the position was 27 percent in FY21. 

DJJ’s re-entry efforts have improved, but youth released from 

custody still face barriers to successful re-entry 

DJJ takes some important and appropriate steps to plan for and facilitate youths’ re-

entry into the community after they are released from DJJ custody. For example, each 

youth has a treatment team that develops the youth’s re-entry plan upon admission to 

DJJ custody. Preliminary data suggests educational outcomes are improving for youth 

at Bon Air JCC. In addition, family engagement, a key factor in successful re-entry, has 

improved recently at Bon Air JCC, and this is likely attributable to DJJ’s recent reforms, 

including its free transportation program to help families to visit youth. 

Despite progress in re-entry efforts, there are not enough step-down opportunities for 

youth in DJJ custody. Step-down opportunities can include both housing and other 

programming, such as short-term furloughs or work release programs. Because step-

down housing opportunities are not widely available, they are offered only to youth 

who do not have other options for living arrangements upon release. 

Virginia does not expunge or seal the felony equivalent records of  juveniles adjudi-

cated in juvenile and domestic relations district court, which can be a barrier to youth 

seeking educational and employment opportunities after release. Retaining felony 
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equivalent records grants prospective employers and educational institutions potential 

access to these records. Requiring these records to be made available for all felony 

adjudications appears inconsistent with the juvenile justice system’s goals of  rehabili-

tation. It is also inconsistent with how other states treat juvenile records and Virginia’s 

recently amended law for adult records. 

JDCs have far too much capacity, and majority of JDCs are not 

implementing educational efficiency strategies 

Though JDCs are local or regional facilities (not state facilities), the state pays about 

one-third of  JDC operation and maintenance costs and 100 percent of  JDC education 

costs. State spending on JDCs totaled about $74 million in FY20 and was the largest 

state juvenile justice expenditure that year. The state spent $25 million on education at 

JDCs, resulting in spending per student ranging from $23,000 to $88,000. 

JDCs have not reduced their capacity as the number of  youth in the system has de-

clined, and most have not implemented strategies to provide education more effi-

ciently. Only about 30 percent of  Virginia’s JDCs’ capacity is currently being used, and 

Virginia JDCs have more beds than any other state in the region (figure). Additionally, 

Virginia JDCs appear to employ substantially more teachers per student than sur-

rounding states and the majority of  JDCs report not implementing strategies that 

could improve efficiency, such as sharing teachers or using part-time staff. 

Compared with other states, Virginia’s juvenile detention centers appear to 

have a higher capacity and a lower average student-to-teacher ratio 

 

SOURCE: JLARC staff review of other states’ websites, annual reports, Prison Rape Elimination Act audit reports, and 

news articles regarding recent closures or openings; analysis of data from The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention’s Easy Access to Juvenile Populations Dataset (2019); and analysis of collected by the U.S. De-

partment of Education’s Civil Rights Data Collection for the 2017–18 school year.  

 

Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center should be replaced with smaller 

facilities, but full needs are currently unclear 
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Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center (Bon Air JCC) is not ideal for effective rehabili-

tative programming for several reasons: its size, its distance from youths’ home com-

munities, and its lack of  appropriately designed treatment space. The Bon Air JCC 

appears to be among the largest secure juvenile facilities in the region and nationally, 

and was not designed to support effective rehabilitative programming. Although DJJ’s 

free transportation program mitigates the costs incurred by families to visit youth at 

Bon Air JCC and appears to have resulted in greater levels of  family engagement, it 

can take families considerable time and effort to travel to and from the facility. 

Stakeholders generally agree that the Bon Air facility is not adequately meeting the 

needs of  committed youth and should be replaced. However, there is disagreement on 

the size, number, and locations of  future secure treatment facilities. Replacing the 

oversized and aging Bon Air facility and building several other small facilities around 

the state would more closely align with national best practices, but the construction 

and operation of  multiple smaller facilities would require considerable additional re-

sources. 

DJJ should transition to a new, smaller treatment-oriented facility on the Bon Air JCC 

campus and not wait for the size, number, and location of  other facilities to be deter-

mined.  

WHAT WE RECOMMEND 

Legislative action  

 Increase the maximum compensation for court-appointed attorneys in ju-

venile delinquency cases.  

 Direct the Virginia Indigent Defense Commission to strengthen training 

requirements for court-appointed counsel in juvenile delinquency cases. 

 Require the Department of  Criminal Justice Services to expand training 

standards for law enforcement to address implicit bias, cultural diversity, 

and protective responses when interacting with juveniles. 

 Require juvenile detention centers providing post-dispositional rehabilita-

tive programming to youth to provide evidence-based programs and ser-

vices to the maximum extent practicable. 

 Direct VDOE to develop a plan for an extended school year model that 

provides structured summer programming in juvenile detention centers. 

 Direct VDOE to convene a workgroup to assess and improve the ade-

quacy of  current training, certification, and placement assistance services 

available in juvenile detention centers. 

 Direct DJJ to provide rehabilitative treatment programs based on the best 

available evidence of  effectiveness at reducing the likelihood of  reoffend-

ing for youth committed to secure residential settings. 
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 Establish a process to allow records for certain less serious, non-violent 

felony equivalent offenses for youth adjudicated delinquent in juvenile and 

domestic relations district court to be automatically sealed after a period of  

years specified by the General Assembly up to age 29, and then subse-

quently expunged.  

 Direct VDOE to work with the Virginia Department of  Planning and 

Budget to implement cost-effective education staffing methods at juvenile 

detention centers to reduce educational spending per youth. 

Executive action  

 Ensure indeterminately committed youths’ treatment needs and progress 

in treatment are adequately and fully considered before youth are released. 

 Implement an ongoing process to evaluate and improve the effectiveness 

of  rehabilitative programming for DJJ-committed youth. 

 Develop and implement a plan to improve re-entry programming, includ-

ing expansion of  step-down opportunities, consistent with the recommen-

dations of  the DJJ Successful Transitions workgroup.  

 Construct a smaller juvenile treatment facility on the Bon Air Juvenile Cor-

rectional Center property while locations for other facilities are being de-

termined. 

The complete list of  recommendations is available on page ix. 
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Recommendations and Options: Virginia’s Juvenile 

Justice System 

JLARC staff  typically make recommendations to address findings during reviews. 

Staff  also sometimes propose policy options rather than recommendations. The three 

most common reasons staff  propose policy options rather than recommendations are: 

(1) the action proposed is a policy judgment best made by the General Assembly or 

other elected officials, (2) the evidence indicates that addressing a report finding is not 

necessarily required, but doing so could be beneficial, or (3) there are multiple ways in 

which a report finding could be addressed and there is insufficient evidence of  a single 

best way to address the finding. 

Recommendations 

RECOMMENDATION 1 

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending § 19.2-163 of  the Code of  
Virginia to increase the maximum compensation for court-appointed attorneys in ju-
venile delinquency cases. (Chapter 3) 

RECOMMENDATION 2 

The General Assembly may wish to consider including language in the Appropriation 
Act directing the Virginia Indigent Defense Commission (VIDC) to develop a plan to 
strengthen training requirements for court-appointed counsel in juvenile delinquency 
cases that also identifies additional staff  resources needed to implement the strength-
ened requirements. VIDC should submit the plan to the House Appropriations and 
Senate Finance and Appropriations committees no later than November 1, 2022. 
(Chapter 3) 

RECOMMENDATION 3 

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending § 19.2-163.03 of  the Code of  
Virginia to strengthen training requirements for certification of  court-appointed attor-
neys in juvenile delinquency cases, based on the requirements proposed by the Virginia 
Indigent Defense Commission. (Chapter 3) 

RECOMMENDATION 4 

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending § 16.1-269.6 of  the Code of  
Virginia to specify a timeframe, such as 45 calendar days, in which juvenile delinquency 
cases must be adjudicated in circuit court, provided that the time limitation may be 
extended for good cause or when a jury trial is requested. (Chapter 3) 
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RECOMMENDATION 5 

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending the Code of  Virginia to allow 
juveniles who are not sentenced to an adult correctional facility to receive credit for 
time spent in juvenile detention while awaiting trial in circuit court. (Chapter 3) 

RECOMMENDATION 6 

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending § 9.1-102 of  the Code of  Vir-
ginia to require the Department of  Criminal Justice Services to amend its training 
standards for law enforcement to address implicit bias, cultural diversity, and protective 
responses specifically when interacting with juveniles. (Chapter 4) 

RECOMMENDATION 7 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) should develop a report detailing (i) its find-
ings from the work conducted pursuant to its grant award from the federal Office of  
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and (ii) changes in the number and dis-
proportionality of  school referrals to the juvenile justice system following the imple-
mentation of  SB 3 and SB 729 (2020). Based on its findings, the report should identify 
any changes that could be made, including statutory changes, to further mitigate racial 
disproportionality in juvenile justice system referrals. DJJ should ensure this report is 
made available on its website no later than December 1, 2024. (Chapter 4) 

RECOMMENDATION 8 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) should assess the effectiveness of  its Stand-
ardized Disposition Matrix (SDM) statewide and refine the tool, as appropriate. When 
evaluating the SDM, DJJ should incorporate data measuring the extent to which dis-
position recommendations and decisions align with the tool, as well as solicit feedback 
on the tool from attorneys and judges. (Chapter 4) 

RECOMMENDATION 9 

The Department of  Criminal Justice Services should regularly report information on 
racial disparities in Virginia’s juvenile justice system by collecting and reporting data 
on (i) disparities by offense type; (ii) disparities by region, CSU, or locality, as appro-
priate; and (iii) the extent of  disparities at each decision point in the system. This in-
formation should be incorporated into its three-year plan submitted to the federal Of-
fice of  Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and reported publicly each year 
on its website. (Chapter 4) 

RECOMMENDATION 10 

The General Assembly may wish to consider including language in the Appropriation 
Act directing the Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) to (i) conduct a needs assess-
ment of  community-based services across the state; (ii) develop a plan for expanding 
such services to improve the consistency in treatment of  youth across the state for 
similar offenses; and (iii) estimate the staffing and additional appropriations necessary. 
DJJ should submit the plan and estimate to the House Appropriations and Senate 
Finance and Appropriations committees no later than November 1, 2022. (Chapter 4) 
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RECOMMENDATION 11 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should develop and implement statewide policies 
for court service units to use in making diversion and probation and parole violation 
decisions. Diversion policies should clearly specify the types of  offenses for which 
youth may be diverted and the number of  times a youth is eligible for diversion. Pro-
bation and parole policies should include graduated sanctions for violations based on 
national best practices and clearly specify conditions in which a youth should be peti-
tioned for a violation. (Chapter 4) 

RECOMMENDATION 12 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) should require court service units to develop 
and maintain comprehensive inventories of  available services within their jurisdictions. 
Inventories should be updated regularly and made available to judges at least semi-
annually, as well as made available on DJJ’s website. DJJ should also require court ser-
vice units to include recommendations for specific programming that aligns with dis-
position recommendations provided to judges as part of  the Standardized Disposition 
Matrix. (Chapter 4) 

RECOMMENDATION 13  

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should ensure all probation officers receive ade-
quate guidance and coaching on how to use the full range of  tools included in the 
EPICS case management model. (Chapter 5) 

RECOMMENDATION 14  

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should require all court service unit (CSU) staff  
to participate in implicit bias and cultural competency training that includes research-
based material and is designed to improve staff ’s ability to work with youth from all 
backgrounds. (Chapter 5) 

RECOMMENDATION 15  

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should develop and implement a pilot program in 
select court service units to evaluate the impact of  providing more comprehensive 
motivational interviewing training to probation officers, including impacts on youth 
responsivity and outcomes. The department should assess the results of  the pilot and 
determine the feasibility of  providing motivational interviewing training to all proba-
tion officers. (Chapter 5) 

RECOMMENDATION 16 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should consolidate all of  its quality assurance ac-
tivities and staff  resources into its quality assurance unit. (Chapter 5) 
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RECOMMENDATION 17  

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending §16.1-284.1 of  the Code of  
Virginia to specify that if  a juvenile detention center provides post-dispositional reha-
bilitative programming to youth, the center shall use evidence-based programs and 
practices to the maximum extent practicable. (Chapter 6) 

RECOMMENDATION 18 

The General Assembly may wish to consider including language in the Appropriation 
Act directing the Board of  Juvenile Justice to promulgate regulations that establish 
specific training requirements for front line staff  of  juvenile detention centers needed 
to effectively support youth in rehabilitative programs, including post-dispositional 
programs and community placement programs. (Chapter 6) 

RECOMMENDATION 19  

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending §66-3.2 of  the Code of  Vir-
ginia to authorize the Department of  Juvenile Justice to regularly conduct quality as-
surance reviews of  juvenile detention centers’ post-dispositional rehabilitative pro-
grams and provide technical assistance as needed to ensure the centers meet statutory 
and regulatory requirements. (Chapter 6) 

RECOMMENDATION 20 

The General Assembly may wish to consider including language in the Appropriation 
Act (i) directing the Virginia Department of  Education (VDOE) to reinstate its on-
site monitoring reviews of  the educational programs at juvenile detention centers; im-
prove its collection of  student outcomes data; and report annually on the effectiveness 
and quality of  programs for youth in detention centers to the Senate Education and 
Health and the House Education committees; and (ii) establishing and funding an ad-
ditional staff  position at VDOE to assist with these oversight responsibilities. (Chapter 
6) 

RECOMMENDATION 21  

The General Assembly may wish to consider including language in the Appropriation 
Act directing the Virginia Department of  Education to develop a plan to implement 
an extended school year model that provides structured summer programming in ju-
venile detention centers and estimate any additional appropriations required. The plan 
should be submitted to the House Appropriations and Senate Finance and Appropri-
ations committees no later than November 1, 2022. (Chapter 6) 

RECOMMENDATION 22 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should update and improve training for residential 
specialists to address the therapeutic responsibilities of  the role during the initial five-
week training, including training on the specific rehabilitative treatment programs pro-
vided to youth at Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center. (Chapter 7) 
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RECOMMENDATION 23 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should work with the Department of  Human 
Resource Management to identify and address the root causes of  recruitment and re-
tention challenges for its residential specialist position. (Chapter 7) 

RECOMMENDATION 24 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should establish a process to ensure indetermi-
nately committed youths’ treatment needs and progress are adequately and fully con-
sidered before youth are released. (Chapter 7) 

RECOMMENDATION 25 

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending Chapter 2 of  Title 66 of  the 
Code of  Virginia to require the Department of  Juvenile Justice to provide rehabilita-
tive treatment programs for youth in its custody based on the best available evidence 
of  effectiveness at reducing the likelihood of  reoffending for youth committed to se-
cure residential settings. (Chapter 7) 

RECOMMENDATION 26 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) should implement a process to evaluate and 
improve the effectiveness of  its rehabilitative programming for DJJ-committed youth 
on an ongoing basis. At a minimum, this process should determine (i) the extent to 
which current rehabilitative programming is addressing the criminogenic risk factors 
of  youth, (ii) the extent to which rehabilitative programming adheres to prevailing na-
tional best practices and evidence-based research, and (iii) any aspects of  programming 
that may be negatively affecting youth outcomes. DJJ should make the results of  the 
evaluations publicly available on its website. (Chapter 7) 

RECOMMENDATION 27 

The General Assembly may wish to consider including language in the Appropriation 
Act to (i) create and fund a position at the Department of  Juvenile Justice to manage 
and oversee use of  community placement programs, and (ii) require management and 
oversight to include ongoing review of  community placement programs and recidi-
vism rates and a process to hold programs accountable for low performance. The 
Department of  Juvenile Justice should be required to report annually to the Senate 
Rehabilitation and Social Services and House Health, Welfare, and Institutions com-
mittees on the performance of  the community placement programs. (Chapter 7) 

RECOMMENDATION 28 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should develop and implement a plan to improve 
its re-entry programming, including expansion of  step-down opportunities, consistent 
with the recommendations of  its Successful Transitions workgroup. (Chapter 8) 



Recommendations: Virginia’s Juvenile Justice System 

Commission draft 

xiv 

RECOMMENDATION 29 

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending § 16.1-306 of  the Code of  
Virginia to (i) establish a process to allow records for certain less serious, non-violent  
felony equivalent offenses of  youth adjudicated delinquent in juvenile and domestic 
relations district court to be automatically sealed after a period of  years specified by 
the General Assembly up to age 29, and then subsequently expunged; (ii) determine 
the types of  offenses eligible for sealing; and (iii) establish other necessary eligibility 
criteria. (Chapter 8) 

RECOMMENDATION 30 

The General Assembly may wish to consider including language in the Appropriation 
Act directing the Virginia Department of  Education (VDOE) to determine the extent 
to which each juvenile detention center currently implements or could further imple-
ment cost-effective staffing methods. VDOE should be directed to work with the Vir-
ginia Department of  Planning and Budget to determine the potential cost savings and 
feasibility of  implementing each method and propose specific actions along with the 
estimated cost savings to the secretary of  finance no later than June 30, 2023. (Chapter 
9) 

RECOMMENDATION 31 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should proceed with constructing a smaller juve-
nile treatment facility on the Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center property while lo-
cations for other facilities are being determined. (Chapter 9) 

Policy Options to Consider 

POLICY OPTION 1 

The General Assembly could amend § 19.2-163.01 of  the Code of  Virginia to require 
the Virginia Indigent Defense Commission to evaluate the legal services provided to 
juveniles by public defenders on a biennial basis, to ensure youth are receiving quality 
representation. Along with conducting the evaluation, VIDC could be required to de-
velop and implement a plan to address any identified gaps in the quality of  legal rep-
resentation provided by juvenile public defenders. (Chapter 3) 

POLICY OPTION 2 

The General Assembly could include language in the Appropriation Act directing the 
Office of  the Executive Secretary of  the Virginia Supreme Court (OES) to ensure 
juvenile and domestic relations and circuit court clerks consistently record attorney 
type for juvenile delinquency cases in their case management systems. OES could be 
required to report this information annually to the Virginia Indigent Defense Com-
mission. (Chapter 3) 
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POLICY OPTION 3 

The General Assembly could include language in the Appropriation Act directing the 
Virginia Indigent Defense Commission to develop a plan to establish a state-operated 
system of  regional juvenile public defender offices, including the additional staffing 
and resources that would be required, and to submit this plan to the House Appropri-
ations and Senate Finance and Appropriations committees. (Chapter 3) 

POLICY OPTION 4 

The General Assembly could amend § 16.1-278.8 of  the Code of  Virginia to require 
juvenile and domestic relations district court judges to consider any time youth have 
spent in detention prior to their adjudication when making disposition decisions. 
(Chapter 3) 

POLICY OPTION 5 

The General Assembly could include language in the Appropriation Act directing the 
secretary of  public safety and homeland security to convene a workgroup, including 
representatives from the Office of  the Executive Secretary of  the Virginia Supreme 
Court, the Virginia Indigent Defense Commission, the Department of  Juvenile Justice, 
and the Department of  Criminal Justice Services, to develop and make available an 
implicit bias and cultural competency training specifically tailored to the roles and re-
sponsibilities of  attorneys and judges within the juvenile justice system. (Chapter 4) 

POLICY OPTION 6 

The General Assembly could include language in the Appropriation Act directing the 
Virginia Department of  Education to convene a workgroup that includes personnel 
from Virginia’s juvenile detention centers, the Department of  Juvenile Justice, the De-
partment for Aging and Rehabilitative Services, the Virginia Community College Sys-
tem, and local workforce investment boards to assess the adequacy of  current training, 
certification, and placement assistance services available in juvenile detention centers 
and identify opportunities to expand service offerings. VDOE would report the find-
ings from the workgroup to the Senate Education and Health and the House Educa-
tion committees no later than December 1, 2022. (Chapter 6) 

POLICY OPTION 7 

If  the General Assembly authorizes salary increases for corrections officers at the Vir-
ginia Department of  Corrections, it could similarly increase salaries for residential spe-
cialists at the Department of  Juvenile Justice. (Chapter 7) 

POLICY OPTION 8 

The General Assembly could amend Chapter 23.2 of  the Code of  Virginia to reduce 
the waiting period to seal juvenile criminal records maintained by circuit courts for 
eligible offenses under current law. (Chapter 8) 
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POLICY OPTION 9 

The General Assembly could amend Chapter 23.2 of  the Code of  Virginia to auto-
matically seal juvenile records maintained by circuit courts for eligible offenses under 
current law, rather than require a petition to be filed requesting the records be sealed. 
(Chapter 8) 

POLICY OPTION 10  

The General Assembly could consider establishing a two-tiered reimbursement rate in 
the Appropriation Act for the construction and operation of  juvenile detention cen-
ters. Juvenile detention centers that are operated regionally could receive higher reim-
bursement rates than those operated by a single jurisdiction. (Chapter 9) 

POLICY OPTION 11 

The General Assembly could consider including language in the Appropriation Act 
directing the Department of  Juvenile Justice and the Virginia Department of  Educa-
tion to provide lower funding for juvenile detention centers that are consistently op-
erating under a certain capacity, such as 50 percent, and are located within a certain 
distance, such as a 45-minute drive, of  other facilities that are also operating under 
capacity. (Chapter 9) 

POLICY OPTION 12  

The General Assembly could consider including language in the Appropriation Act 
directing the Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) to implement a process to identify 
specific juvenile detention centers that should be closed or consolidated to better align 
facility capacities with regional needs. DJJ could be directed to report to the General 
Assembly on the results of  the process and specific facilities identified for closure or 
consolidation. (Chapter 9) 

POLICY OPTION 13  

The General Assembly could consider including language in the Appropriation Act 
directing the Department of  Juvenile Justice to evaluate the costs, benefits, and feasi-
bility of  transitioning juvenile detention centers to either specialize in (i) short-term 
detention or (ii) longer-term rehabilitative programing. The Virginia Department of  
Education could be required to develop a plan to align the educational programming 
to meet the different needs of  youth in the two types of  facilities. (Chapter 9) 
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1 Virginia’s Juvenile Justice System 

 

In November 2020, the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission (JLARC) di-

rected its staff  to review Virginia’s juvenile justice system. Staff  were directed to review 

various aspects of  the juvenile justice system, including intake, petition, adjudication, 

and disposition processes; regional and racial disparities in the treatment of  youth; the 

Department of  Juvenile Justice’s (DJJ’s) recent reforms; educational services; the ade-

quacy of  DJJ oversight; funding for juvenile detention centers; and future facility 

needs. 

To address the mandate, JLARC staff  conducted several research activities. Staff  ana-

lyzed data, including: data on youth needs, risks, services, and recidivism; data on fed-

eral and state spending on juvenile justice services; and data on utilization of  juvenile 

correctional and detention centers. JLARC staff  interviewed staff  at DJJ, the Virginia 

Department of  Education (VDOE), and other state agencies; juvenile detention cen-

ter leadership and staff; leadership of  court service units; probation officers; repre-

sentatives of  youth and family advocacy groups; juvenile and domestic relations court 

judges; commonwealth’s attorneys, defense attorneys, and other stakeholders, includ-

ing juvenile justice experts in Virginia and other states.  

JLARC staff  also surveyed (1) youth at Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center; (2) lead-

ership and probation officers of  court service units; (3) leadership and staff  of  juvenile 

detention centers; and (4) youth and families with direct knowledge of  Virginia’s juve-

nile justice system. Staff  also reviewed national research and information on juvenile 

justice topics and programs. (See Appendix B for a detailed description of  research 

methods.) 

Juvenile justice system should protect public safety, 

reduce unlawful behavior, and ensure fairness 

As in all other states, Virginia’s juvenile justice system exists to respond to allegations 

of  illegal acts committed by youth. The juvenile justice system is separate from, and 

substantially different in purpose than, the system for adults accused of  committing 

illegal acts. Adult criminal law is punitive and includes certain punishments for specific 

offenses. In contrast, juvenile law is intended to be remedial and affords juvenile and 

domestic relations judges much more discretion in handling delinquent behavior than 

in adult criminal law.  

Juvenile law and proceedings as outlined in the Code of  Virginia should:  

 divert as many youth as possible from the juvenile justice system, con-

sistent with public safety, to be cared for through alternative programs; 

“Juvenile proceedings are 

corrective in nature 

rather than penal, and 

the primary function of 

the juvenile courts is not 

conviction or punishment 

for crime, but crime 

prevention and juvenile 

rehabilitation. 

” 
– Virginia Court of 

Appeals (2005) 
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 provide judicial procedures that are fair and that respect youth’s constitu-

tional and other rights; 

 separate children from their parents only if  they cannot safely remain in 

their homes and only after considering alternatives to out-of-home place-

ments; and 

 protect the community against harmful acts by juveniles, reduce the inci-

dence of  delinquent behavior, and hold youth accountable for behavior. 

States are not required by federal law to maintain a juvenile justice system, but all states 

do. Relatively few federal laws govern juvenile justice systems, especially compared 

with functions such as foster care or education (sidebar). 

DJJ is the state agency primarily responsible for administering and overseeing juvenile 

justice services in Virginia. DJJ operates 30 of  32 court service units (CSUs) through-

out Virginia and Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center (sidebar). DJJ investigates com-

plaints against youth and decides whether to charge (“petition”) youth and temporarily 

detain youth. DJJ also provides judges with information about the youth’s case and 

circumstances, supervises youth on probation and parole, and connects youth with 

services. While the state’s juvenile detention centers are locally and regionally owned 

and operated, DJJ is responsible for overseeing their compliance with applicable laws 

and regulations. DJJ also contracts for services and alternative placement options for 

youth, including services in the community and at juvenile detention centers. 

As of  July 2021, DJJ employed more than 1,300 staff  throughout the state, and most 

staff  work in court service units or at the Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center. About 

55 percent of  DJJ staff  work at one of  DJJ’s 30 court service units, and most of  these 

staff  are “probation officers” (sidebar). An additional 36 percent of  DJJ staff  work at 

Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center, and the largest proportion are “residential spe-

cialists” who work directly with youth daily.  

The State Board of  Juvenile Justice is a regulatory and advisory board. The board, 

which is appointed by the governor and subject to confirmation by the General As-

sembly, has several powers and duties, including establishing regulations necessary to 

carry out Virginia juvenile justice laws. 

Although DJJ is the primary state agency in Virginia’s juvenile justice system, several 

other state agencies play important roles in the system. VDOE is responsible for 

providing, supervising, and evaluating educational and training programs in local and 

regional juvenile detention centers. The Department of  Criminal Justice Services 

(DCJS) is responsible for ensuring state compliance with certain federal requirements. 

The Office of  the Executive Secretary of  the Supreme Court (OES) provides admin-

istrative support for all courts in the state, including juvenile and domestic relations 

courts.   

The U.S. Supreme Court 

has held that juveniles 

should be considered to 

be different from adults 

because of their (1) lack 

of maturity, (2) vulnera-

bility to influences, and 

(3) ability to change 

their character. Consid-

ering these traits, youth 

should generally be 

viewed as having lesser 

culpability for their illegal 

acts than adults (Miller v. 

Alabama, 2012). 

 

Two of Virginia’s 32 

court service units are 

locally operated. These 

court service units are op-

erated by Fairfax County 

and Arlington County, but 

are overseen by DJJ. 

 

Probation officers may 

have responsibilities be-

yond probation, includ-

ing juvenile intake, diver-

sion, and parole 

responsibilities. In larger 

localities, some probation 

officers may not have a 

probation caseload. In-

stead, for example, they 

may focus only on intake 

responsibilities. 
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Other organizations or individuals involved in juvenile justice include juvenile and do-

mestic relations judges, local and regional detention centers, providers of  rehabilitative 

services, attorneys, law enforcement officers, school staff, and the youth’s family.  

Juvenile justice system uses a range of interventions 

to respond to delinquent behavior 

Statute specifies that the juvenile justice system should use graduated sanctions and 

services that correspond to the severity of  the youth’s offense and treatment needs. 

Specific responses to delinquency will depend in part on the severity of  the youth’s 

offense but also on the programs and services available in the community. Interven-

tions may include, but are not limited to, issuing a warning, requiring that the youth 

participate in community service or pay restitution as part of  a diversion plan, placing 

the youth on probation, or incarcerating the youth (Table 1-1).  

TABLE 1-1 

Key juvenile justice terms  

General terms 

“Offense” 

A violation of federal or state law or local ordinance by a youth.  

“Delinquent offenses” are acts that would be misdemeanors or felonies if committed by adults. 

“Status offenses” are acts prohibited by law that would not be a crime if committed by an adult, 

such as skipping school or running away. 

“Complaint” 
A formal allegation made to a court service unit that a youth committed a specific offense. Com-

plaints are typically made by law enforcement, schools, or other community members. 

Court service unit terms 

“Intake officers” Court service unit staff responsible for receiving complaints and investigating them. 

“Probable cause” 
Determination by intake officer after investigation that there are reasonable grounds to believe 

the youth committed the alleged offense. 

“Divert”  

Decision by intake officer to handle the complaint without court involvement. Diversion decision 

may require youth to participate in community service, counseling, restitution, or participation in 

other programs.   

“Petition” Decision by intake officer to charge the youth with a crime and initiate court action. 

“Detain” 
Decision by intake officer to hold a youth at a detention center prior to the youth’s adjudicatory 

hearing.  

Court hearings and related terms 

“Detention hearing” 
Court hearing to determine whether detention continues to be necessary while youth awaits ad-

judicatory hearing. 

“Adjudicatory hearing” Court hearing to determine whether youth is guilty of alleged offense. 

“Dispositional hearing” 
Court hearing to determine what juvenile justice intervention will be used to address delinquent 

act.  

“Adjudicated delinquent” Determination by judge that youth is guilty of the alleged offense. 

“Disposition” 
Intervention imposed by a judge in response to delinquent act. Interventions can vary from a 

warning to commitment to DJJ. 

SOURCE: JLARC staff review of the Code of Virginia and DJJ documents. 
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DJJ is required to develop and maintain a statewide plan for juvenile services. The goal 

of  the plan is to help ensure “the establishment and maintenance of  a range of  insti-

tutional and community-based, diversion, pre-disposition and post-dispositional ser-

vices to be reasonably accessible to each court.” 

Complaints are filed against youth, and system responses range from 

diversion to incarceration 

Before youth interact with Virginia’s juvenile justice system, a law enforcement officer, 

school employee, or other community member generally must file a formal complaint 

against them. The complaint is sent to (“referred to”) a juvenile intake officer working 

for one of  32 court service units. The complaint alleges that a youth has committed 

an offense, which can range from non-violent offenses or technical offenses (e.g. tru-

ancy, vandalism, or petit larceny) to violent felonies (e.g. armed robbery, aggravated 

assault, or murder).  

In FY20, more than 41,000 juvenile complaints were made to intake officers. About 

two-thirds of  these complaints were for “delinquent offenses” that would be consid-

ered crimes if  the youth were an adult, such as assault, larceny, narcotics, and vandalism 

(sidebar). The remaining third of  complaints included technical offenses, such as con-

tempt of  court (5 percent of  all complaints) and probation violations (3 percent of  all 

complaints), traffic offenses (9 percent of  all complaints), and other offenses, includ-

ing Child in Need of  Supervision offenses (6 percent of  all complaints) (sidebar).  

After receiving the complaint, the juvenile justice system involvement begins when an 

intake officer investigates the complaint to determine whether there is probable cause 

to believe the juvenile committed the alleged act (Figure 1-1). Generally, if  intake of-

ficers determine probable cause exists, they may decide to either (1) charge (“petition”) 

the youth with an offense and proceed with a formal court hearing or (2) divert the 

youth by developing a diversion plan that youth and parents must agree to (sidebar). 

In FY20, the majority of  complaints (60 percent) resulted in a petition against the 

youth. 

Youth may be detained temporarily at a local or regional juvenile detention center while 

they await a court hearing if  the officer determines probable cause exists and believes 

the youths are a threat to themselves or public safety. If  an intake officer decides to 

detain the youth, the youth must be provided an attorney and a detention hearing must 

be held within 72 hours.  

At the detention hearing, a juvenile and domestic relations judge decides (1) whether 

probable cause exists to believe the youth committed the delinquent act and, if  so, (2) 

whether detention is necessary while the youth awaits the next court hearing (called an 

“adjudicatory hearing”). If  probable cause does not exist, or if  detention is not neces-

sary, the youth must be released from the detention center. 

 

Multiple complaints can 

be made in an individual 

case against a youth. In 

FY20, the median number 

of complaints per youth 

was 1, however there 

were a total of more than 

41,000 complaints for 

more than 29,000 individ-

ual cases. 

 

A diversion plan can in-

clude several alterna-

tives to court involve-

ment, including 

participation in counsel-

ling programs, complet-

ing community service, or 

paying restitution to the 

victim.  

  

Child in Need of Super-

vision status offense 

cases include cases in 

which youth are accused 

of habitually skipping 

school without justifica-

tion or running away 

from family members or 

court-ordered placement 

at a residential facility. 
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FIGURE 1-1 

Process to resolve allegations against youth includes multiple steps 

 

 
 

SOURCE: JLARC staff review of the Code of Virginia and DJJ documents. 

NOTE: Process simplified for clarity. For example, figure does not show the process for transferring the case to circuit court. 

If an adjudicatory hearing is necessary, a juvenile and domestic relations judge hears 

the case and decides whether the preponderance of evidence indicates the youth com-

mitted the delinquent act. If the judge finds the youth to be delinquent, a separate 

hearing is held to determine the specific intervention that will be used to respond to 

the delinquent act (“disposition”). Interventions may range from a warning to incar-

ceration at a juvenile correctional center through a commitment to DJJ.  

Under certain circumstances, a case can be transferred from a juvenile and domestic 

relations court to a circuit court so the youth will be tried as an adult. Certain criteria 

must be met to transfer a juvenile to circuit court, including that probable cause exists 

to believe the youth committed the delinquent act, the youth is at least 14 years old at 

the time of  offense, and the alleged offense would be a felony if  committed by an 

adult. The juvenile and domestic relations judge must also consider several relevant 

circumstances, including the seriousness and number of  alleged offenses, a youth’s 

prior offenses, and whether the youth would be in the juvenile justice system for 

enough time to receive effective rehabilitation programming. 

Programming intended to reduce likelihood of re-offending is 

provided to youth in the community and in secure facilities 

A key goal of  the juvenile justice system is to reduce the likelihood that youth who 

committed a delinquent act will re-offend in the future. Consistent with this goal, youth 

who are adjudicated delinquent may be required to participate in programming in-

tended to reduce the incidence of  delinquent behavior, and this programming may be 

offered in the community or in a secure facility. Research demonstrates that programs 
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that are designed, staffed, and implemented well can reduce the likelihood that youth 

re-offend (sidebar). 

Rehabilitative programs in the community and secure facility vary based on location, 

but services should be individualized to the extent possible to meet the youth’s needs. 

Examples of  rehabilitative programs include family- or community-based therapy (e.g., 

Functional Family Therapy and Multisystemic Therapy), cognitive behavioral therapy 

(e.g., Dialectical Behavior Therapy), sexual offender treatment programs, and sub-

stance abuse programs. 

Judges may order a youth be placed at one of  24 locally or regionally operated juvenile 

detention centers as a disposition for a delinquent act. Youth who stay longer than 30 

days (“post-dispositional programs”) must receive rehabilitative programming appro-

priate to meet their needs (sidebar). 

Judges can also decide to send youth to DJJ custody, and all youth in DJJ custody 

receive rehabilitative programming. Youth in DJJ custody either stay at the Bon Air 

Juvenile Correctional Center or are placed in community placement programs (CPPs) 

at certain juvenile detention centers (sidebar). Before 2015, virtually all youth in DJJ 

custody were held at one of  the state’s juvenile correctional centers for rehabilitative 

programming. To allow more youth in the juvenile justice system to stay closer to 

home, DJJ began placing some youth in its custody at CPPs to receive rehabilitative 

programming. Currently, nine JDCs offer CPPs. Youth in DJJ custody may also be 

placed in alternative secure placements, such as private residential facilities, but youth 

in these facilities comprise only a small proportion of  youth in DJJ custody. 

DJJ began a transformation effort in 2016 

The 2016 General Assembly directed DJJ to develop and implement a plan to improve 

the effectiveness and efficiency of  the juvenile justice system. The main goals of  the 

“transformation” were to (1) increase the availability of  local placement options and 

community-based programs; (2) ensure youth receive rehabilitative services that meet 

their needs and reduce the risk they reoffend; and (3) reduce the number of  youth in 

state correctional centers, consistent with public safety. 

In pursuit of  these goals, DJJ began a number of  substantial reforms, including  

 closing the state’s Beaumont correctional center (as part of  a longer-term ef-

fort to close state juvenile correctional centers, sidebar); 

 contracting with local and regional juvenile detention centers to place a greater 

portion of  youth committed to DJJ custody closer to home; 

 implementing a new rehabilitative model for working with youth in juvenile 

correctional centers and shifting away from the correctional model used for 

adults;  

 revising length-of-stay guidelines for youth committed to DJJ custody; 

Examples of national re-

sources on community-

and facility-based pro-

grams for delinquent 

youth, include Blueprints 

for Health Youth Devel-

opment (of the University 

of Colorado Boulder), the 

Washington State Insti-

tute for Public Policy’s 

Cost-Benefit Analyses, 

and the U.S. Office of Ju-

venile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention’s 

Model Programs Guide. 

 

Youth CPPs are not 

placed back in the com-

munity. Instead, youth 

are confined at one of 

nine participating juvenile 

detention centers rather 

than Bon Air Juvenile Cor-

rectional Center. 

 

The primary purpose of 

juvenile detention cen-

ters is to detain youth 

temporarily prior to 

court hearings. However, 

almost all JDCs in Virginia 

also offer longer-term re-

habilitative programming 

for youth who have been 

adjudicated delinquent. 

Chapter 6 provides more 

information about JDCs. 

 

DJJ closed six of its 

seven juvenile correc-

tional centers between 

2005 and 2017. Only one 

correctional center, Bon 

Air Juvenile Correctional 

Center, remains open.  
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 standardizing its approach to working with youth on probation statewide; and 

 contracting with two private regional service coordinators to expand access to 

community-based programs for youth in the juvenile justice system across Vir-

ginia. 

The legislature also authorized DJJ to retain funds from closing facilities and use them 

to implement the plan. 

About 3,000 youth are in Virginia’s juvenile justice 

system 

In May 2021, 2,980 youth were in the juvenile justice system statewide. Most of  these 

(82 percent) youth were in the community, whether on a diversion plan, on probation, 

or on parole. Following national patterns, the most common disposition among youth 

adjudicated delinquent is probation; about 1,440 youth (48 percent) were on probation 

(Figure 1-2). 

The remaining 18 percent of  youth were confined. Fourteen percent were being held 

in a local or regional juvenile detention center, and 4 percent were being held in Bon 

Air Juvenile Correctional Center. Nearly half  of  youth in local or regional detention 

centers were awaiting an adjudicatory or dispositional hearing. Nearly all youth at Bon 

Air had committed a felony, and more than two-thirds had been adjudicated delinquent 

for multiple offenses.  

FIGURE 1-2 

Most youth in the juvenile justice system were in the community rather than 

secure facilities 

 

 
 
SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DJJ data as of May 1, 2021 

NOTE: Bon Air JCC = Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center. Figure includes five youth (less than a half of 1 percent of 

all youth) who were in DJJ’s custody and who were in alternative secure placements on May 1, 2021.  
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Most youth in Virginia’s system are male and over 16 years old. Males comprised most 

of the youth in the system (80 percent) and youth in juvenile detention centers (88 

percent), and nearly all youth at Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center (99 percent). 

Youth may remain in the juvenile justice system until they turn age 21, and most youth 

(67 percent) who were in the juvenile justice system in May 2021 were 16 years or older 

(Figure 1-3). Fewer than 10 percent were younger than 14 years old. Racial composi-

tion of youth in Virginia’s system is analyzed in Chapter 4. 

Consistent with national trends, the number of  youth in Virginia’s juvenile justice sys-

tem has dropped substantially over the past decade. For example, there were 70 percent 

fewer youth in the system in May 2021 (2,980) than in May 2011 (9,551), and the num-

ber of  youth has declined each year since 2011. The largest one-year decline (a reduc-

tion of  28 percent from the prior year) occurred between May 2020 and May 2021— 

reflecting changes in law enforcement and court operations during the COVID-19 

pandemic. Additional information on trends in Virginia’s juvenile justice system, in-

cluding the role of  specific DJJ transformation reforms that affected the trends, can 

be found in Chapter 2. 

FIGURE 1-3 

Most youth in Virginia’s juvenile justice system are 16 years old or older 

 
 
SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DJJ data as of May 1, 2021. 

NOTE: Excludes one youth who was 21 on snapshot date. 
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Virginia spent over $240 million in state funds on 

juvenile justice facilities, staffing, and services 

In FY20, $248 million in state and federal funds were spent on juvenile justice services, 

according to DJJ and VDOE data (Figure 1-4). Almost all (98 percent) were state gen-

eral funds. Only an estimated $4.4 million (1.6 percent) was from federal sources. 

Juvenile justice spending includes facility, staffing, and operational costs and the pur-

chase of  community-based services. About half  of  state spending on juvenile justice 

services was for the Bon Air correctional center and the 34 court service units (side-

bar). Another 30 percent of  spending ($74 million) was for regional and local juvenile 

detention centers, including funding through both DJJ and VDOE. Funding for com-

munity-based services totaled about $24 million. The remaining $20 million was for 

DJJ central office operations. 

The decline in the number of  youth in secure facilities has increased the state’s spend-

ing per youth. In FY15, the state spent, on average, $123,000 per youth in its two 

juvenile correctional centers. Though the state now operates only the Bon Air facility, 

the quick decline in the number of  youth by FY20 has resulted in the state spending 

about $243,000 per youth (sidebar). This doubling of  spending per youth in five years 

is part of  the basis for the study resolution directing JLARC to review facility costs.  

FIGURE 1-4 

Estimated state and federal spending on juvenile justice services was $248 mil-

lion in FY20 

 
SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DJJ data. 

NOTE: Spending on local and regional detention centers includes DJJ Block Grant and Community Placement Pro-

gram expenditures, as well as VDOE education expenditures. Juvenile correctional center expenditures include ex-

penditures for facilities, operations, and education, and correctional facilities not currently occupied by youth (e.g., 

Beaumont Juvenile Correctional Center). Community-based programs expenditures includes spending on Virginia 

Juvenile Community Crime Control Act and DJJ continuum funding. Spending data includes $4.4M in federal funds. 

Average per-inmate 

spending for the five 

smallest adult correc-

tional centers in Virginia 

was about $40,800 in 

FY19 (the most recent 

data available). Across 24 

correctional centers for 

which spending and pop-

ulation data is available, 

the average per-inmate 

spending was about 

$31,800. 

 

In 2021, DJJ closed two 

CSUs, decreasing the to-

tal number of CSUs 

statewide from 34 to 32. 
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2 Juvenile Justice Trends and Recidivism 

 
 

As a backdrop to the subsequent chapters of  this report, this chapter provides histor-

ical trends on the number and risk levels of  youth in Virginia’s juvenile justice system. 

This chapter also provides historical trends about the key outcome for system effec-

tiveness—recidivism. Subsequent report chapters will address programs, services, and 

facilities. 

Research has shown that time spent in secure facilities should be reserved for the rel-

atively small number of  youth who have the highest risk of  reoffending. These youth 

have better outcomes if  their time in secure facilities is focused on rehabilitative treat-

ment and services, rather than punishment. Lower-risk youth who commit less serious 

offenses should be diverted or placed on probation to receive rehabilitative services, 

tailored to their individualized needs, in the community. 

Aligning juvenile justice policies and practices with this growing body of  research on 

effective juvenile interventions should result in fewer youth in secure facilities and less 

recidivism over time. Aligning policies with this research underpinned much of  the 

General Assembly’s direction to transform Virginia’s juvenile justice system. 

Fewer youth are in Virginia’s system, most are at 

moderate or high risk of reoffending 

Substantial changes have occurred over the past decade in the number and risk of  

youth involved in Virginia’s juvenile justice system, and the changes were accelerated 

by the COVID-19 pandemic. Fewer youth are involved in the juvenile justice system 

today than a decade ago, and the vast majority now appear to be at a moderate or high 

risk of  reoffending. These trends follow national trends and are likely partially due to 

declining referrals to the system. However, certain reforms by the Department of  Ju-

venile Justice (DJJ) have also likely contributed to the decline. 

Following national trends, fewer youth are in Virginia’s juvenile 

justice system than a decade ago 

Compared with a decade ago, far fewer youth are in Virginia’s juvenile justice system 

(Figure 2-1). The number of  youth in Virginia’s system has decreased 70 percent dur-

ing the last decade (9,551 youth in May 2011 to 2,980 youth in May 2021). Fewer youth 

are participating in all juvenile justice interventions, including diversion plans, proba-

tion, juvenile detention center (JDC) post-dispositional programs, commitment to the 

Department of  Juvenile Justice, and parole (sidebar). Virginia trends follow national 

Post-dispositional pro-

grams are secure resi-

dential interventions for 

youth who have been ad-

judicated delinquent and 

required by a judge to 

complete a rehabilitative 

program in a juvenile de-

tention center. (See 

Chapter 6 for more dis-

cussion). 

A diversion plan can in-

clude several alterna-

tives to court involve-

ment, including 

participation in counsel-

ling programs, complet-

ing community service, or 

paying restitution to the 

victim.   
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trends as youth in juvenile justice systems nationwide decreased by 46 percent between 

2010 and 2019. 

As would be expected, the number of  youth in Virginia’s system declined quickly dur-

ing the COVID-19 pandemic (May 2019 and May 2020). During the pandemic there 

have been fewer complaints, detainments, and placements in residential programs for 

delinquent youth. The number of  youth in Virginia’s system will likely increase to some 

extent after the pandemic. However, available projections of  youth placements in ju-

venile detention centers and in DJJ custody indicate that the number of  youth in the 

juvenile justice system may remain below pre-pandemic levels through FY27.  

FIGURE 2-1 

The number of youth in Virginia’s juvenile justice system has steadily declined  

  
SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DJJ May 1st snapshot data. 

NOTE: Data shown includes youth who are placed in pre-dispositional detention in a JDC; youth required by a court 

to complete probation, a post-dispositional program at a JDC, a commitment to DJJ or parole upon release from DJJ 

commitment; and youth who were formally diverted.  

Reductions in number of youth in Virginia’s system partially 

attributable to declines in referrals to the system and arrests  

Reasons for declines in the number of  youth in the juvenile justice system in Virginia 

and nationally are not fully understood, but are at least partly a result of  declines in 

referrals and juvenile arrest rates. Fewer complaints are being referred to Virginia’s 

juvenile justice system than a decade ago. Between FY11 and FY20, the number of  

intake complaints filed against youth decreased 42 percent from about 71,000 to 

42,000 complaints (sidebar). The decline in complaints occurred across all offense 

types (e.g., felony, Class 1 Misdemeanor, and status offenses). Virginia’s complaint 

An average of 1.4 com-

plaints are filed per 

youth intake case.  Be-

tween FY11 and FY20 the 

total number of intake 

cases decreased by 45 

percent.  
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trends are similar to those nationally as the number of  delinquency cases filed across 

the country declined by 45 percent between 2010 and 2019.    

Juvenile arrest rates have declined substantially in Virginia and nationally. Since their 

peak in 1996, youth arrest rates in Virginia declined by 77 percent (8,326 to 1,903 

arrests per 100,000). This trend mirrors the 75 percent decline in juvenile arrests na-

tionally over the same time period, particularly arrests for violent crimes (Figure 2-2) 

(sidebar).  

Subject matter experts cite other potential reasons for declining system involvement. 

One key reason cited is an improved understanding of  the negative implications of  

unnecessary system involvement on adolescent development. Shifting patterns in how 

youth interact (i.e., remotely, through cell phones and online video games, rather than 

outside of  their homes in the community) may have also contributed to reductions in 

involvement, as this would have led to fewer opportunities for interactions between 

youth and law enforcement.  

FIGURE 2-2 

Juvenile arrests have declined both in Virginia and nationally 

 

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of FBI arrest data. 

NOTE: Arrest rates includes arrests for all crimes for persons age 17 and under.  

DJJ reforms also contributed to decline in the number of youth in 

Virginia’s juvenile justice system 

DJJ’s policy reforms from its 2016 transformation plan have also likely contributed to 

declines in the number of  youth in Virginia’s juvenile justice system and shifts in the 

use of  certain juvenile justice interventions. The reforms include:  

 training intake staff  to prioritize diversion when appropriate;  

Most complaints to the 

juvenile justice system 

are made by law en-

forcement. Between 

FY11 and FY20, 64 per-

cent of complaints were 

referred by law enforce-

ment.  

National juvenile arrest 

rates increased in the 

late 1980s and 1990s in 

response to a “wave of 

juvenile violence” experi-

enced during that period 

(National Academies 

2013). Since the mid-

1990s, juvenile violent 

crime arrest rates have 

declined substantially.  
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 implementing new procedures and trainings to guide the use of  the Deten-

tion Assessment Instrument;  

 training and coaching court service unit (CSU) staff  on the Youth Assess-

ment and Screening Instrument to assess the risks and needs of  youth; and 

 developing the Standardized Disposition Matrix and training CSU staff  to 

use this tool for making disposition recommendations for youth (sidebar).  

Perhaps the best indication of  the effects of  these reforms is the shift in the type of  

juvenile justice interventions used between 2011 and 2021 (Figure 2-3). For example, 

DJJ’s efforts to prioritize diversion when possible has contributed to a higher propor-

tion of  youth receiving community-based interventions through formal diversion 

plans. Similarly, DJJ’s efforts to develop alternative placements for youth in state cus-

tody and keep youth closer to home has also contributed to the decline in the use of  

secure confinement at juvenile correctional centers and an increase in the use of  juve-

nile detention centers for youth who require secure residential placements.  

FIGURE 2-3  

The use of juvenile justice interventions has shifted over the past decade  

 
SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DJJ May 1st snapshot data.  

NOTE: “Juvenile Detention Center” includes Post-D detention, Post-D programs and Community Placement Programs. Examples of alternative 

placements include group homes and residential treatment centers.  

  

The Detention Assess-

ment Instrument (DAI) is 

a screening tool that 

court service unit staff 

use to determine whether 

detention is necessary.  

The Youth Assessment 

and Screening Instru-

ment (YASI) is used to 

classify an individual’s risk 

of reoffending.  
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Vast majority of youth in system are now high or moderate risk of 

reoffending, and greatest shift occurred during COVID-19 pandemic 

As the number of  youth in the system has declined, a higher proportion of  youth in 

the juvenile justice system are at a high risk of  reoffending, while fewer are at a low 

risk (Figure 2-4) (sidebar). The system is essentially prioritizing its focus more on high 

and moderate-risk youth than on low-risk youth. As of  May 2021, 85 percent of  as-

sessed youth were considered to have a high or moderate risk of  reoffending. The 

greatest shift in youth risk occurred in 2020 and 2021, during the COVID-19 pan-

demic. This trend holds for all types of  juvenile justice interventions.  

FIGURE 2-4 

An increasing proportion of youth in the juvenile justice system are assessed to 

have a higher risk of reoffending  

 

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DJJ May 1st snapshot data. 

In conjunction with the increasing proportion of  high-risk youth in the system, the 

proportion of  youth in the system who committed severe offenses also increased be-

tween May 2011 and May 2021. In May 2021, 46 percent of  all delinquent youth had 

committed a felony as their most serious offense, an 11 percentage point increase since 

2011.  

Youth at a high risk of  reoffending are more likely to be placed in secure confinement 

residential programs, while youth at a lower risk of  reoffending are more likely to be 

diverted or placed on probation (Figure 2-5). In May 2021, most youth who received 

a formal risk assessment and were placed in residential programs were assessed to be 

at a high risk of  reoffending, while the majority of  youth that were placed on probation 

were at a moderate risk of  reoffending. 

Youths’ risk of reoffend-

ing is assessed by CSU 

staff using the YASI. 

Prior to 2015, available 

information on youth as-

sessments were limited, 

but have since substan-

tially improved. 
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FIGURE 2-5 

Youth on probation are more commonly assessed with a moderate to low risk 

of reoffending than youth placed in juvenile detention centers or committed to 

DJJ  

 

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DJJ May 1st snapshot data (2021).  

NOTE: DJJ commitment includes youth in residential programs at both Bon Air JCC and those placed in community 

placement programs at JDCs. JDC placements include youth awaiting trial, generally in pre-D detention, or whose 

dispositions put them in post-D programs at JDCs.  

Recidivism is declining for youth on diversion and 

probation, but pandemic prevents definitive 

conclusions 

An effective juvenile justice system should rehabilitate youth so they are no longer a 

threat to public safety and do not reoffend. The best single measure of  this is the rate 

at which delinquent youth reoffend after their involvement in the system. Measuring 

recidivism is complex, and no national standard exists to measure states’ recidivism 

rates (sidebar). Measuring recidivism in Virginia requires using DJJ data, but also data 

from the Virginia State Police, Virginia Criminal Sentencing Commission, Virginia De-

partment of  Corrections, and State Compensation Board. 

DJJ tracks youth for three years after their completion of  a juvenile justice intervention 

(such as their release from probation or a juvenile correctional center) to determine if  

they have been rearrested, reconvicted, or recommitted for an offense. Nearly all youth 

(97 percent) released from (or completing) one of  the system’s interventions are in-

cluded in the state’s recidivism rates. Importantly, DJJ excludes technical violations 

such as probation and parole violations or contempt of  court. 

There is no national defi-

nition of recidivism or 

centralized repository of 

recidivism data. The lack 

of a standard definition 

or methodology for com-

puting recidivism con-

founds simple compari-

sons of recidivism across 

states. Even though some 

states may similarly de-

fine and measure recidi-

vism, differences among 

juvenile justice interven-

tions, and whom those 

interventions may apply 

to, vary, making compari-

sons difficult.  
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While recidivism rates are a key measure of  the system’s effectiveness, they only par-

tially indicate whether Virginia’s juvenile justice system meets its two primary objec-

tives of  public safety and rehabilitation. Recidivism is a measure of  the system’s long-

term effectiveness but does not account for the short-term impact of  juvenile justice 

interventions. For example, youth placed in juvenile detention centers and juvenile 

correctional centers have been convicted of  serious offenses, and these placements 

prevent youth, at least temporarily, from committing further crimes in the community 

(sidebar).  

Long-term overall recidivism trend has remained fairly stable 

An indicator of Virginia’s system becoming more effective would be fewer youth 

reoffending over time after they have been in the system. However, since 2011, two-

year reconviction rates have remained relatively stable, fluctuating between 43 percent 

and 47 percent (Figure 2-6). Forty-three percent of youth who completed a juvenile 

justice intervention in FY18 (~1,726 youth) had been reconvicted within two years of 

their release (sidebar). 

FIGURE 2-6 

Two-year reconviction rates remained about the same over the last decade 

 

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DJJ recidivism data.  

NOTE: COVID-19 pandemic effects on two-year reconviction rates began with FY18 cohort. Includes youth who were 

released from probation, post-D program, DJJ custody, and parole.  Does not include youth who completed diversion 

plans. 

Recidivism rates have recently declined for some interventions, but 

pandemic prevents reaching definitive conclusions about trend 

Within the overall recidivism rates shown above there are substantial differences by 

type of  intervention. DJJ indicates that the positive impact of  some of  its reforms are 
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Limited information is 

available on the types of 

offenses youth are recon-

victed of, but existing 

data suggests that most 

youth are reconvicted 

for serious offenses. Be-

tween FY11 and FY20, of 

youth with available re-

offense information:  56 

percent were reconvicted 

for felony offenses; 40 

percent were reconvicted 

for a class 1 misde-

meanor; and only 4 per-

cent were reconvicted for 

a violation (e.g., vandal-

ism, narcotics). 

 

Lengths of stay in juve-

nile detention and cor-

rectional centers vary. 

Over the last decade, in-

carcerated youth spent 

an average of 5 months 

in a post-D program, 9 

months in a CPP, and 17 

months in a juvenile cor-

rectional center. 
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evident beginning with youth released from the system in FY18. The data does show 

some recent reduction in recidivism for certain types of  interventions. For example, 

two-year rearrest rates declined 

 from 23 percent to 19 percent between FY15 and FY19 among youth who 

successfully completed diversion plans; and 

 from 49 percent to 44 percent between FY15 and FY19 for youth who 

were released from probation. 

However, the COVID-19 pandemic makes it difficult to reach definitive conclusions 

about the sustainability of  the decline in any reconviction or rearrest rates over the last 

few years (Figure 2-7). Complaints referred to the juvenile justice system by law en-

forcement dropped 41 percent between FY20 and FY21, from 28,228 to 16,619. This 

was by far the steepest year-to-year decline in referrals from law enforcement over the 

past decade. This reduction in law enforcement activity has likely contributed to the 

reduced number of  youth who are re-arrested and then reconvicted. It is not possible 

to quantify how much of  these reductions in rearrests can be attributed to DJJ reforms 

and how much are the result of  reduced law enforcement activity. 

FIGURE 2-7 

Two-year rearrest rates over the last five years vary by type of intervention  

 

 

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DJJ recidivism data.  

NOTE: Rearrest rates, rather than reconviction rates, used to allow additional full year of data to be available. COVID-19 pandemic effects on 

two-year rearrest rates began with FY18 cohort. Recidivism data for youth who successfully completed a diversion plan started being collected 

in FY12. Community placement programs (CPPs) were developed in FY14, and, therefore, recidivism data started being collected in FY15.  
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Recidivism among youth placed in secure residential facilities remains 

largely unchanged in recent years or shows no clear trend  

In contrast with other types of  interventions, two-year rearrest rates for youth released 

from secure residential facilities (i.e., juvenile detention centers or juvenile correctional 

centers) have remained stable or have shown no clear pattern over the last five years 

(Figure 2-7). This is also consistent with two-year reconviction rates for youth released 

from these facilities. (Additional information on recidivism rates by type of  interven-

tion is available in Appendix C.) 

Notably, DJJ’s increased reliance on juvenile detention centers for rehabilitative pro-

gramming, a key initiative during the transformation, has not yet materially reduced 

recidivism. Seventy-two percent of  youth committed to DJJ who were released from 

a CPP and 65 percent of  youth released from a post-dispositional program between 

FY16 and FY18 were reconvicted within two years (Figure 2-8) (sidebar). These recid-

ivism rates exceed those of  juvenile correctional centers. This is surprising because 

youth in juvenile correctional centers are more likely to be at a higher risk of  reoffend-

ing than youth placed in either a CPP or post-dispositional program at JDCs. (More 

discussion about factors that may contribute to relatively high recidivism from juvenile 

detention centers is provided in Chapters 6 and 7.) 

FIGURE 2-8 

Two-year reconviction rates are highest for youth who participate in 

rehabilitative programs in juvenile detention centers (youth released in FY16, 

FY17, and FY18) 

 

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DJJ recidivism data.  

NOTE: Youth in state custody are generally either placed in a Community Placement Program or a juvenile correc-

tional center.   

Despite the program’s 

name, youth in commu-

nity placement pro-

grams (CPPs) are not 

placed back in the com-

munity. Instead, youth 

are confined at one of 

nine participating juvenile 

detention centers rather 

than Bon Air Juvenile Cor-

rectional Center. 
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3 Due Process Issues in Juvenile Justice 

 

When youth are alleged to have committed a delinquent act, they have many of  the 

same due process rights and constitutional protections as adults in criminal court. 

These include the right to an attorney, the right to call and cross-examine witnesses, 

and the right to refrain from self-incrimination. Many of  these due process rights for 

youth were affirmed in the U.S. Supreme Court decision In re Gault (1967). Addition-

ally, the Code of  Virginia expressly requires the courts to provide judicial procedures 

in which youth are assured a fair hearing and their constitutional and other rights are 

recognized and enforced. 

Due process rights are particularly important for youth, as they are less likely than 

adults to understand legal proceedings and advocate for their own best interests. For 

example, according to research from the National Academies of  Sciences, Engineer-

ing, and Medicine, youth are more likely than adults to overestimate their own under-

standing of  a situation and make judgments based on incomplete or inaccurate infor-

mation. Youth also have a heightened sensitivity to immediate incentives and less 

ability to consider long-term consequences. Because their brains are not yet fully de-

veloped, it can be difficult for youth to determine and advocate for their own best 

interests during legal proceedings (e.g., deciding whether it is in their best interest to 

accept a plea deal on their case). This underscores the importance of  qualified and 

competent legal representation for youth in delinquency cases. 

Youth do not consistently receive adequate legal 

representation  

Youth in Virginia are entitled to attorney representation in delinquency proceedings, 

although when attorneys become involved in a case varies based on whether the youth 

is detained prior to adjudication. For youth who are detained prior to adjudication, 

statute requires the court to appoint a “qualified and competent attorney-at-law” to 

represent them before the detention hearing if  they have not retained their own private 

attorney (sidebar). For youth who are not detained, an attorney is appointed before 

the adjudicatory hearing if  the youth is determined to be indigent (sidebar). 

Youth who cannot afford to hire their own attorney may be represented by a public 

defender or by a court-appointed attorney, depending primarily on where they live in 

the state. Localities served by public defenders are enumerated in statute (sidebar), and 

youth in these localities are typically appointed a public defender. Youth in other lo-

calities are represented by a court-appointed attorney, chosen from a list of  certified 

attorneys maintained by the Virginia Indigent Defense Commission (VIDC). How-

ever, youth in localities served by public defender offices may still be represented by 

Youth may waive the 

right to an attorney, 

however, if they are al-

leged to have committed 

an offense that would be 

a felony if committed by 

an adult, youth are re-

quired to consult with an 

attorney before waiving 

this right. 

 
There are currently 56 

localities served by 28 

public defender offices 

and two satellite offices 

across the state. Adding 

public defender offices 

requires a change to 

state law.  

 

Pursuant to the Code of 

Virginia, a youth’s indi-

gence is presumed for 

the purposes of a deten-

tion hearing. 
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court-appointed attorneys under certain circumstances, such as cases that have multi-

ple codefendants, where public defenders cannot represent multiple youth involved in 

the same case.  

All youth in Virginia likely have access to legal representation, as required by law, but 

this cannot be quantitatively verified because of  data limitations. During interviews 

with staff  from the Office of  the Executive Secretary of  the Virginia Supreme Court 

(OES), as well as more than 15 commonwealth’s attorneys, defense attorneys, and ju-

venile and domestic relations (J&DR) district court judges, all indicated that youth 

nearly always have attorney representation in delinquency cases. However, the full ex-

tent of  attorney representation cannot be quantitatively measured, as neither the De-

partment of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) nor OES maintain comprehensive data on juvenile 

attorney representation.  

Not all youth receive quality legal representation, particularly those 

represented by court-appointed attorneys 

Youth in delinquency cases need representation from attorneys who have specialized 

knowledge. Attorneys must have knowledge of  both juvenile and adult criminal laws 

and court rules and procedures, as cases may be adjudicated in either J&DR court or 

transferred to circuit court. Attorneys must also be knowledgeable about the child 

welfare system, the educational system and school disciplinary policies, adolescent 

brain development, and childhood mental health issues. If  attorneys do not have the 

specialized knowledge needed to adequately represent youth in these cases, they may 

be unprepared or not adequately present their client’s case in court.  

A common and consistent concern raised by stakeholders during interviews with 

JLARC staff  was the adequacy of  representation some youth receive. Individuals from 

a variety of  perspectives—including J&DR judges, commonwealth’s attorneys, public 

defenders, VIDC staff, DJJ leadership and staff, and representatives from advocacy 

groups—expressed concerns that some youth are receiving very poor quality repre-

sentation. For example: 

We have plenty of  attorneys—we have enough attorneys to get us by. What we 
don’t have are quality attorneys. (J&DR judge) 

They consistently misadvise [youth and parents] on the law. I have spent my 
entire career telling youth and parents that felony convictions will stick with 
youth their entire life. That’s not what they’re hearing from court-appointed at-
torneys. It is bad. (public defender) 

I spent time as a public defender and know the demands generally to defend 
cases. It is disheartening coming to a smaller county where those taking cases 
are not prepared to meet the demands of  the case or the youth’s needs. (com-
monwealth’s attorney)  

Stakeholders indicated that many attorneys do not have the knowledge needed or 

spend the time necessary to provide youth with quality legal representation.  They also 



Chapter 3: Due Process Issues in Juvenile Justice 

Commission draft 

23 

indicated many attorneys do not spend adequate time with their clients prior to hear-

ings, with some meeting the youth only minutes before their hearing. Others reported 

concerns regarding attorneys lacking sufficient knowledge of  juvenile law, with some 

advocating for plea deals that were not in the youth’s best interest.  

Inadequate representation appears to be most prevalent among court-appointed coun-

sel. Court-appointed attorneys are less likely to have the specialized knowledge neces-

sary, especially in less populous parts of  the state. Stakeholders indicated that public 

defenders tend to provide higher quality representation than court-appointed counsel, 

as public defender offices generally have more resources and better-trained attorneys 

for juvenile delinquency cases. Larger public defender offices may also have one or 

more attorneys who work solely on juvenile delinquency cases, which allows them to 

specialize in this area of  law.  

The quality of  attorney representation in juvenile delinquency cases appears to be a 

longstanding issue in Virginia. A 1979 report from the Virginia State Crime Commis-

sion examining Virginia’s juvenile justice system found that many attorneys (1) came 

to court unprepared, (2) saw their clients only minutes before a hearing, (3) did not 

take time to subpoena witnesses, and (4) were not sufficiently aware of  community 

resources or dispositional alternatives that may be appropriate for their clients. Simi-

larly, in 2002, the American Bar Association reviewed the quality of  attorney represen-

tation in Virginia’s juvenile delinquency proceedings and concluded that “vigorous 

representation is not widespread.” The review cited (1) a flawed appointment process, 

(2) inadequately prepared attorneys, and (3) a tendency to accept plea offers rather 

than aggressively protect the rights of  youth. 

Inadequate representation in juvenile delinquency cases can result in negative out-

comes for youth. Although it is not possible to quantify the consequences of  inade-

quate representation, stakeholders indicated that poor quality representation can and 

does negatively affect youth. Some examples of  poor outcomes that reportedly result 

from inadequate representation include inappropriate (1) use of  detention prior to 

adjudication; (2) use of  plea deals; (3) transfer of  cases to circuit court; or (4) commit-

ment to DJJ from a lack of  awareness of  alternative dispositions or services available 

within the community.  

Current system does not compensate court-appointed attorneys for 

the amount of time needed to adequately represent juveniles 

Inadequate compensation, especially given the amount of  work required for each case 

(sidebar), likely contributes to the poor quality of  attorney representation for youth. 

According to workload analyses conducted by the American Bar Association, “to pro-

vide competent representation and deliver reasonably effective assistance of  counsel 

under prevailing professional norms,” attorneys should spend at least five hours on a 

status offense case, 10 hours on a misdemeanor case, and 23 hours on a felony case 

(not including murder cases or cases transferred to circuit court). The complexity of  

juvenile cases is demonstrated by VIDC’s Standards of  Practice for Juvenile Defense 

In this section, the term 

“case” refers to a single 

charge. Although youth 

may have multiple 

charges filed against 

them, most cases involve 

only one charge. For ex-

ample, 73 percent of 

cases in FY20 had one 

charge. 
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Counsel, which outline the obligations of  attorneys at various points in a case (Figure 

3-1). 

FIGURE 3-1 

Defense attorneys have numerous responsibilities when representing youth in 

delinquency cases 

 
SOURCE: Virginia Indigent Defense Commission’s Standards of Practice for Juvenile Defense Counsel. 

Despite the time required to handle these cases, court-appointed attorneys generally 

receive a maximum of  $120 per case in J&DR court (sidebar). The Virginia Supreme 

Court has established a rate of  $90 per hour for court-appointed counsel for time 

spent both in and out of  court, including staff  time and office overhead. At this cur-

rent maximum amount and rate of  hourly compensation, court-appointed attorneys 
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Court-appointed attor-

neys may request a 

waiver of the $120 maxi-

mum fee “when the ef-

fort expended, the time 

reasonably necessary for 

the particular represen-

tation, the novelty and 

difficulty of the issues, or 

other circumstances war-

rant such a waiver.” (§ 

19.2-163). Courts ap-

proved 730 waivers in 

FY21, which accounted 

for approximately 7 per-

cent of juvenile charges. 

The maximum rate of 

compensation for court-

appointed attorneys is 

higher for cases that are 

transferred to circuit 

court. For example attor-

neys receive $1,235 for 

an offense that would be 

a felony if committed by 

an adult that is punisha-

ble by more than 20 

years.   
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are paid for less than two hours of  time per case. However, the amount of  work ex-

pected for a typical case suggests that this compensation is inadequate.  

Virginia’s compensation for court-appointed attorneys is also lower than many other 

states. Twenty-seven states, including Virginia, have a statewide maximum fee for 

court-appointed counsel in juvenile delinquency cases. Virginia’s $120 maximum is the 

lowest of  all other states, according to a 2019 report from the Mid-Atlantic Juvenile 

Defender Center and the Georgetown Juvenile Justice Initiative. VIDC’s FY21 annual 

report also indicates that Virginia’s $120 cap on court-appointed compensation is the 

lowest in the nation. Of  the 26 other states that have statewide maximum fees for 

court-appointed counsel in juvenile court, the median maximum fee amount is $1,850.  

To align Virginia with other states and more closely compensate court-appointed at-

torneys for the amount of  work required, the General Assembly should increase the 

statutory maximum fee for court-appointed counsel in juvenile delinquency cases. The 

state has several options to increase compensation (Figure 3-2). Virginia’s current costs 

for court-appointed counsel in juvenile delinquency cases totaled $1.6 million in FY21. 

Increasing the maximum fee using one of  these options could cost an additional $3.5 

million to $11.2 million per year, depending on the option chosen.  

FIGURE 3-2 

Cost examples for increasing court-appointed compensation based on $500, 

$1,000, and uncapped reimbursement 

 

SOURCE: OES Quarterly Report on Court-Appointed Counsel, July 2021; JLARC staff analysis. 

NOTE: Cost estimates calculated based on the number of hours expected for each case type, as determined by the 

American Bar Association. Cost estimates assume no expansion of juvenile public defenders, which would reduce the 

demand for court-appointed counsel in delinquency cases.  
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When deciding on a maximum fee, the state should consider the amount of  time at-

torneys are required to spend on more serious and complex cases. A $1,000 cap, for 

example, would fully compensate an attorney for the 10 hours that are, on average, 

recommended by the American Bar Association for a misdemeanor case. The same 

cap, though, would only compensate an attorney for less than half  of  the 23 hours 

recommended for a felony case. A cap of  more than $1,000 would better compensate 

attorneys for the time spent on more complex misdemeanor cases or felony cases. 

Additional parameters could be set to limit costs incurred by the state, such as an an-

nual cap on billable hours per attorney (sidebar). 

RECOMMENDATION 1 

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending § 19.2-163 of  the Code of  
Virginia to increase the maximum compensation for court-appointed attorneys in ju-
venile delinquency cases.  

Minimal training requirements for court-appointed attorneys do not 

reflect the complexity of juvenile cases 

Another factor likely contributing to poor quality representation is insufficient training 

requirements for court-appointed attorneys. Currently in Virginia, attorneys must 

complete 12 hours of  continuing legal education to qualify for the court-appointed list 

maintained by VIDC, and only four hours are specific to representing juveniles (side-

bar).  

VIDC staff, who provide training to court-appointed attorneys in Virginia, indicated 

that the current number of  training hours does not allow enough time to sufficiently 

cover important topics. For example, training materials indicate less than one hour of  

time is spent covering both the intake process and detention hearings—which deter-

mine whether youth continue to be held in secure detention until their adjudication—

and VIDC staff  report this is not enough time to adequately cover this material.  

Virginia should increase training requirements for certification to better ensure attor-

neys have the knowledge required to represent youth in delinquency cases. More ro-

bust training requirements would also align with the practices of  some other states, 

which require more training to represent youth in complex and serious cases. North 

Carolina, for example, has a three-tier system that requires attorneys to receive addi-

tional training if  they wish to represent youth accused of  more serious offenses. Vir-

ginia could increase training requirements for all court-appointed attorneys represent-

ing youth in delinquency cases or develop additional training requirements for 

attorneys who intend to represent youth in more complex and serious cases.  

The General Assembly should direct VIDC to develop a plan outlining enhanced train-

ing required for attorneys who can be appointed to represent youth referred to the 

juvenile justice system. The plan should (1) describe the minimum number of  hours 

of  training that should be required and (2) the curriculum to be covered. The VIDC 

Court-appointed attor-

neys must complete 

statutorily required con-

tinuing legal education, 

both for initial certifica-

tion and for recertifica-

tion every two years.  

 

Massachusetts does not 

set a cap on the maxi-

mum fee per case but 

caps total billable hours 

at 1,650 per year. 
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should also consider whether differentiated requirements should apply depending on 

whether an attorney plans to take only misdemeanor and status offense cases or plans 

to accept felony cases. In developing this plan, VIDC should consider national best 

practices in juvenile attorney representation, as well as training requirements for court-

appointed counsel in other states. VIDC staff  report that one additional staff  position 

would likely be needed to improve and implement the enhanced training requirements 

for court-appointed attorneys.  

RECOMMENDATION 2 

The General Assembly may wish to consider including language in the Appropriation 
Act directing the Virginia Indigent Defense Commission (VIDC) to develop a plan to 
strengthen training requirements for court-appointed counsel in juvenile delinquency 
cases that also identifies additional staff  resources needed to implement the strength-
ened requirements. VIDC should submit the plan to the House Appropriations and 
Senate Finance and Appropriations committees no later than November 1, 2022.  

RECOMMENDATION 3 

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending § 19.2-163.03 of  the Code of  
Virginia to strengthen training requirements for certification of  court-appointed attor-
neys in juvenile delinquency cases, based on the requirements proposed by the Virginia 
Indigent Defense Commission.  

Additional information about youths’ attorney representation could 

facilitate consideration of expanding access to public defenders  

Even if  Virginia increases compensation and training requirements for court-ap-

pointed attorneys, youth in rural areas may still have limited access to quality represen-

tation. The relatively low number of  juvenile delinquency cases in these areas may 

make it less feasible for court-appointed attorneys to acquire the specialized 

knowledge needed to provide quality representation in these cases. From FY17–19, 

approximately 31 percent of  petitioned (i.e., “charged”) cases (~6,700 cases per year) 

were in localities not covered by existing public defender offices. Many of  the localities 

that are not currently covered by existing public defender offices—and therefore rely 

more heavily on court-appointed attorneys—are in rural areas of  the state (Figure 3-

3). 

A more direct way to improve the quality of  juvenile representation in rural areas 

would be to increase the number of  public defenders in the state. This would, though, 

be a more substantial change to Virginia’s approach to providing representation for 

juveniles. As part of  its 2002 assessment of  the quality of  representation in juvenile 

delinquency proceedings, the American Bar Association recommended that Virginia 

create a statewide juvenile public defender system, “staffed by full-time public defend-

ers with specialized training and expertise to provide comprehensive representation to 

children.” Expanding access to juvenile public defenders could allow Virginia to ensure 
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more consistent access to representation across the state, as well as better monitor the 

quality of  representation that youth receive. However, even if  the state chooses to 

expand access to public defenders, it should still increase compensation and training 

for court-appointed attorneys because court-appointed representation will still be 

needed in certain cases (such as those with multiple codefendants). 

FIGURE 3-3 

Many localities not currently covered by existing public defender offices are in 

rural areas of the state 

 

SOURCE: Code of Virginia.  

Adding more public defenders to cover rural areas would also align Virginia with how 

attorney representation is provided to youth in other nearby states. Several nearby 

states provide legal representation to all juveniles through public defender systems, 

including Kentucky, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, South Carolina, and West Virginia. Alt-

hough these public defender systems are not juvenile-specific, some states also have 

legal services that are specific to juveniles, allowing attorneys to specialize in this area. 

For example, Kentucky has a specific juvenile branch in its post-trial division, which 

specializes in providing representation to youth in appeals and resentencing hearings, 

as well as assistance in securing any services youth may need after being released from 

confinement.  

To adequately consider the feasibility of  expanding access to public defenders, Virginia 

could start by collecting some additional information about attorney representation 

for juveniles. Although stakeholders have indicated that public defenders typically pro-

vide better representation to youth than their court-appointed counterparts, VIDC is 

not required to monitor or assess the quality of  public defenders. VIDC could assess 

the extent to which attorneys are adhering to its Standards of  Practice for Juvenile 

Defense Counsel, as well as other national defense standards as appropriate, such as 
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the American Bar Association’s Criminal Justice Standards for Defense. Better under-

standing the quality of  public defender representation would help to validate stake-

holder opinions of  the quality of  juvenile defenders. 

POLICY OPTION 1 

The General Assembly could amend § 19.2-163.01 of  the Code of  Virginia to require 
the Virginia Indigent Defense Commission to evaluate the legal services provided to 
juveniles by public defenders on a biennial basis, to ensure youth are receiving quality 
representation. Along with conducting the evaluation, VIDC could be required to de-
velop and implement a plan to address any identified gaps in the quality of  legal rep-
resentation provided by juvenile public defenders.  

The General Assembly could also require that additional data be collected to better 

understand the proportion of  total youth represented by public defenders. This is not 

currently possible because attorney representation information is not consistently rec-

orded in the case management systems maintained by OES (sidebar). Although OES 

reports that court clerks are required to enter attorney type into their case management 

system upon conclusion of  a case, over 95,000 records that JLARC received from OES 

for this study did not include attorney representation information. OES could be di-

rected to ensure that court clerks are consistently entering this information into their 

case management systems, as required. Complete and reliable data on the proportion 

of  representation by court-appointed attorneys or public defenders would allow more 

precise consideration of  the magnitude and proportion of  all juveniles represented by 

each type of  attorney. 

POLICY OPTION 2 

The General Assembly could include language in the Appropriation Act directing the 
Office of  the Executive Secretary of  the Virginia Supreme Court (OES) to ensure 
juvenile and domestic relations and circuit court clerks consistently record attorney 
type for juvenile delinquency cases in their case management systems. OES could be 
required to report this information annually to the Virginia Indigent Defense Com-
mission.  

To fully consider the feasibility of  expanding juvenile public defenders in areas of  the 

state not served by existing public defender offices, Virginia would need to better un-

derstand how many public defenders may be needed. Using several assumptions, 30 to 

40 new public defenders could be needed statewide (sidebar). Based on this range of  

additional public defenders, this expansion could cost $4 million to $5 million annually 

(excluding support staff) (sidebar). However, the exact number of  attorneys needed 

would depend on the number and location of  juvenile public defender offices estab-

lished, determined based on the caseloads in each region. Additional staff  positions 

would also likely be needed in each office, including investigators, administrative staff, 

and social workers (sidebar). 

Alexandria and Fairfax 

circuit courts do not use 

the case management 

system maintained by 

OES, and would there-

fore need to record at-

torney representation in-

formation in their own 

case management sys-

tems and make this data 

available to OES.  

 

In setting up a juvenile 

public defender system 

in Virginia, the 2002 

American Bar Association 

report recommended 

that “each office should 

provide access to sup-

port staff, investigators, 

social workers and other 

necessary resources.” 

 

Applying caseload 

standards to estimated 

number of cases yields 

30 to 40 new public de-

fenders. In localities not 

covered by existing public 

defender offices, there 

have recently been about 

6,500 total cases per year. 

The American Bar Associ-

ation indicates attorneys 

should take on no more 

than 200 juvenile delin-

quency cases per year.  

Costs to expand access 

to juvenile public de-

fenders would be par-

tially offset by funds cur-

rently spent on court-

appointed counsel, alt-

hough court-appointed 

counsel would still be 

needed in some cases. 
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VIDC could be tasked with developing a plan for a state-operated, regional juvenile 

public defender system. The plan would need to address the (1) adequacy of  current 

public defender staffing for juvenile cases, (2) number and location of  new regional 

public defender offices, including whether existing public defender offices could be 

leveraged to accommodate additional juvenile public defenders; (3) number of  new 

attorneys needed in each office to ensure caseloads are manageable to provide quality 

representation; (4) additional support staff  needed for each office; and (5) estimated 

one-time and ongoing funding necessary. VIDC could be directed to oversee this new 

system, as well as assist with planning and implementation. VIDC staff  report that 

additional staff  would likely be needed to develop a plan to expand access to juvenile 

public defenders and evaluate the quality of  legal services provided.  

POLICY OPTION 3 

The General Assembly could include language in the Appropriation Act directing the 
Virginia Indigent Defense Commission to develop a plan to establish a state-operated 
system of  regional juvenile public defender offices, including the additional staffing 
and resources that would be required, and to submit this plan to the House Appropri-
ations and Senate Finance and Appropriations committees. 

Small proportion of youth experience long waits in 

detention centers before guilt has been determined 

When youth are alleged to have committed offenses, they may be held in detention 

prior to adjudication. The specific conditions are enumerated in statute, but youth 

generally may be held in secure detention before adjudication only if  they present a 

risk to themselves or public safety. The initial decision to hold youth in detention is 

made by the intake officer at the local court service unit. If  the intake officer deter-

mines the youth should be detained, a judge will then hold a formal detention hearing 

within 72 hours of  detainment to determine whether the youth should continue to be 

detained until the adjudicatory hearing. 

Youth whose cases are adjudicated in J&DR court generally do not appear to spend a 

long time in detention before their adjudicatory hearing. From 2012–2021, youth spent 

a median of  18 days in detention awaiting an adjudicatory hearing in J&DR court. 

These wait times are in line with the Code of  Virginia, which specifies youth held 

continuously in secure detention must have an adjudicatory hearing within 21 days of  

the date they were first detained.  

However, some youth whose cases are transferred to circuit court spend a long time 

in detention centers awaiting their adjudicatory hearing (sidebar). For example, on May 

1, 2021, 15 youth had spent at least 150 days in juvenile detention centers awaiting trial 

in circuit court (Figure 3-4) (sidebar). Youth who spend a long time in detention await-

ing their adjudicatory hearings are generally those charged with more serious felony 

Cases may generally 

only be transferred to 

circuit court if (1) the ju-

venile is at least 14 years 

of age and (2) is alleged 

to have committed an 

offense that would be a 

felony if committed by 

an adult.  

Because wait times were 

measured at the time 

the data was pulled, the 

number of days youth 

spend in detention prior 

to their adjudication in 

circuit court may be un-

derstated to some ex-

tent.  
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offenses, including murder, robbery, and assault. Long wait times appear to be a prob-

lem primarily in the Eastern region, as the jurisdictions with the longest wait times 

include Norfolk, Newport News, Chesapeake, Virginia Beach, and Richmond.  

This problem also disproportionately affects Black youth. Of  the 15 youth who were 

awaiting trial in circuit court for more than 150 days as of  May 1, 2021, 14 were Black. 

(For additional discussion of  disproportionate representation of  Black youth within 

the juvenile justice system, see Chapter 4.) 

Long waits in detention centers pending circuit court adjudication are not a result of  

the COVID-19 pandemic, as similar patterns in delays have persisted for at least the 

past 10 years. From 2012–2021, an average of  18 youth per year waited in detention 

at least 150 days pending their adjudication in circuit court.  

FIGURE 3-4 

As of May 1, 2021, 15 youth had spent at least 150 days in detention awaiting 

circuit court trial  

 

SOURCE: DJJ juvenile detention center snapshot data, May 1, 2021.  

Although this problem affects only a small number of  youth at any given time, this 

situation presents several concerns. Most importantly, these youth are spending a long 

time in detention before they are found guilty of  any offenses. Additionally, any time 

spent in detention pre-adjudication generally cannot be counted towards the youth’s 

final sentence in juvenile correctional or juvenile detention centers. This differs from 

how adult cases are handled, in which time spent in jail awaiting trial is typically 

counted toward any time that must be served as part of  a final sentence. Currently in 

Virginia, youth can only have time spent in a juvenile detention center deducted from 

their final sentence if  they are sentenced to an adult correctional facility upon convic-

tion. Youth also generally do not receive any rehabilitative programming when they 

are detained while awaiting their circuit court hearing.  
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Delays appear to be a result of  busy circuit court dockets, in addition to a lack of  a 

statutorily specified timeframe for adjudicating juvenile cases that are transferred to 

circuit court. During interviews, attorneys indicated that jurisdictions with busier cir-

cuit court dockets and/or fewer circuit court judges may be more likely to experience 

long wait times. Additionally, while state law requires a hearing to be held within 21 

days to decide whether to transfer the case to circuit court, once the case is transferred, 

there are no timelines specified in which the case must be adjudicated. 

Because relatively few youth wait these lengths of  time, Virginia should prioritize these 

cases on circuit court dockets by requiring these cases to be adjudicated within a certain 

timeframe. State law already prioritizes youths’ appeals of  circuit court transfer deci-

sions and appeals for cases in which the juvenile is found to be delinquent. In both of  

these instances, the circuit court must hold a hearing within 45 days. Juveniles must be 

released from confinement if  they are continuously held in secure detention and a 

hearing has not been held on the merits of  the case within this timeframe. However, 

the court may extend the time for good cause. 

The exact number of  days in which these cases should be adjudicated is ultimately a 

policy decision, but the state could use the existing 45-day timeframe for appeals as a 

benchmark for adjudicating delinquency cases in circuit court. However, time limita-

tions should be allowed to be extended for good cause or when a jury trial is requested. 

According to OES, jury trials cannot be scheduled as quickly by circuit courts, which 

could make it difficult to meet any statutorily specified timeframes in these cases.  

RECOMMENDATION 4 

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending § 16.1-269.6 of  the Code of  
Virginia to specify a timeframe, such as 45 calendar days, in which juvenile delinquency 
cases must be adjudicated in circuit court, provided that the time limitation may be 
extended for good cause or when a jury trial is requested. 

For youth whose cases are transferred to circuit court, Virginia should also amend the 

Code to allow any time spent in secure confinement prior to adjudication to be sub-

tracted from the youth’s final sentence. In making the decision to transfer a case to 

circuit court, the judge has determined that the youth should be tried as an adult. Al-

lowing these youth to receive credit for time spent in detention while awaiting trial 

would be consistent with how adults in similar circumstances are treated. 

RECOMMENDATION 5 

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending the Code of  Virginia to allow 
juveniles who are not sentenced to an adult correctional facility to receive credit for 
time spent in juvenile detention while awaiting trial in circuit court.  

Several surrounding states explicitly require youth to receive credit for time spent in 

detention while awaiting their adjudication (sidebar). Doing so in Virginia would be a 

Georgia, South Carolina, 

and West Virginia re-

quire youth who are ad-

judicated delinquent to 

receive credit for time 

spent in detention prior 

to their adjudication. 
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substantial policy change, but Virginia could expressly require judges to consider the 

amount of time a youth has already spent in detention when making their disposition 

decisions. Because there is currently no expectation that youth receive credit for time 

spent in detention prior to adjudication, the system may be overly punitive in some 

cases by requiring youth to spend a longer time in secure confinement than necessary 

for accountability and rehabilitative purposes. 

POLICY OPTION 4 

The General Assembly could amend § 16.1-278.8 of  the Code of  Virginia to require 
juvenile and domestic relations district court judges to consider any time youth have 
spent in detention prior to their adjudication when making disposition decisions.  
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4 
Racial and Regional Disparities in Juvenile 

Justice 
 

The study resolution directed JLARC to determine whether there are racial or regional 

disparities in the treatment of  youth within the juvenile justice system. In general, 

youth who commit similar offenses should be treated similarly within the juvenile jus-

tice system. In establishing the purpose and intent of  the juvenile justice system, the 

Code of  Virginia requires the fair and appropriate treatment of  youth. Some variation 

will be inevitable because of  differences across the state in available services or less 

access to detention alternatives, such as home electronic monitoring or shelter care. 

However, general consistency in the treatment of  youth who commit similar offenses 

should be expected, regardless of  race or where they are in the state.  

Any potential disparities in the treatment of  youth could occur at several key decision 

points. (Figure 4-1). Disparities could potentially first occur at the point at which youth 

are referred to a court service unit (CSU) by law enforcement, schools, or other com-

munity members. After reviewing the allegations (“complaints”) against the youth, the 

intake officer generally has the discretion to divert the case or file charges (“petition”), 

and to determine whether the youth should be detained prior to the youth’s hearing 

(sidebar).  

After a case has been petitioned, a judge determines whether youth should continue 

to be held in secure detention until their adjudication, and, if  applicable, whether the 

case should be transferred to circuit court for the youth to be tried as an adult. The 

judge then makes a determination as to whether the youth is guilty of  the alleged of-

fense. If  the youth is found guilty, or “adjudicated delinquent,” the judge determines 

the youth’s sentence, including whether the youth should be committed to custody of  

the Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) (sidebar).  

This chapter analyzes available data to better understand whether disparities within the 

juvenile justice system exist between Black and white youth and across each region of  

the state. Reaching definitive conclusions, though, about the actual extent of  disparity 

and the full reasons why any disparities occur is not possible. However, several analyt-

ical techniques can be used to highlight when in the process disparities are more likely 

occurring by race and by region. The analyses presented in this chapter use these tech-

niques, but these analyses are shown with the understanding that many factors in ad-

dition to race and region of  the state may explain apparent disparities, such as differ-

ences in: 

 law enforcement presence and practices;  

 history of  parental incarceration; 

 family incomes and structures; and 

Alleged offenses in the 

juvenile justice system 

are referred to as juve-

nile complaints. Youth 

may have more than one 

complaint per case.  

 

Racial disparities in  

juvenile justice is a 

longstanding problem in 

Virginia and nationally. 

The pervasiveness of the 

disparities has prompted 

the federal government 

to incentivize states to re-

duce disparities as a con-

dition to receive funding 

through the Juvenile Jus-

tice and Delinquency Pre-

vention Act. Thus far 

though, these efforts 

have been largely unsuc-

cessful in meaningfully 

reducing disparities.  

 

Some youth whose 

cases are transferred to 

circuit court may be 

tried by a jury. However, 

sentencing decisions are 

made by a judge, pursu-

ant to § 16.1-272 of the 

Code of Virginia. 
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 availability of  alternatives to detention in a secure facility. 

FIGURE 4-1 

Variation in the treatment of youth within the juvenile justice system could potentially occur 

at several key decision points 

 
SOURCE: DJJ intake complaint data, FY19. JLARC staff interviews with DJJ staff and review of DJJ documents.  

NOTE: a Different statutory criteria are used to determine whether youth should be detained prior to adjudication (§ 16.1-248.1) or whether 

they should be transferred to circuit court (§ 16.1-269.1). Youth whose cases are transferred to circuit court represent a small proportion 

of youth involved in the juvenile justice system (~1 percent of petitioned cases in FY19).  b Some youth whose cases are transferred to 

circuit court may be tried by a jury rather than a judge. 

Highlighting the points in the process at which disparities are more likely occurring by 

race or region is necessary to develop targeted solutions to mitigate disparities in the 

future. Because disparities can occur at various stages, involve different decision-mak-

ers, and have different causes, pinpointing areas of  the system that are the greatest 

contributors to disparities can be helpful in developing and targeting solutions to min-

imize disparities in the future.  

Black youth are more likely than white youth to be 

referred to Virginia’s juvenile justice system  

From FY11–20, Black youth were about 2.5 times more likely than white youth to be 

referred to the juvenile justice system. During this time period, Black youth were re-

ferred at a rate of, on average, 139 complaints per 1,000 Black youth. White youth were 

referred at a much lower rate relative to the population, at an average rate of  56 com-

plaints per 1,000 white youth (sidebar). This higher likelihood of  Black youth being 

referred holds true for all types of  offenses (e.g., felonies, misdemeanors, status of-

fenses, etc.) (Figure 4-2). 

Throughout this analy-

sis, complaints are used 

rather than cases to 

control for offense se-

verity. Disparities are not 

attributable to differ-

ences in number of com-

plaints, as white and 

Black youth have a com-

parable number of com-

plaints per case. From 

FY11–20, both white and 

Black youth had a me-

dian of one complaint 

per case. There were 

36,123 white youth and 

39,340 Black youth with 

more than one complaint 

per case during this time 

period.  

 



Chapter 4: Racial and Regional Disparities in Juvenile Justice 

Commission draft 

37 

FIGURE 4-2 

Black youth are far more likely than white youth to be referred to the system across all types 

of offenses  

 

SOURCE: DJJ intake complaint data, FY11–20.  

NOTE: Referrals shown are per 1,000 youth, by race. Differences in referrals by offense type were calculated by dividing the Black referral 

rate per 1,000 by the white referral rate per 1,000 for each type of offense. a Violations include probation/parole violations, court order 

violations, and other violations.  

The majority of  complaints are referred by law enforcement, and complaints by law 

enforcement are more likely to be about Black youth than white youth. Of  all com-

plaints referred to the juvenile justice system from FY11–20, 64 percent were referred 

by law enforcement, 11 percent were referred by schools, and 10 percent were by the 

public. From FY11–20 for all types of  offenses, Black youth were an average of  2.6 

times more likely than white youth to be referred to the juvenile justice system by law 

enforcement and 1.7 times more likely to be referred from schools (Figure 4-3). Na-

tional data indicates Virginia’s juvenile arrest rates are higher than about half  of  other 

states (sidebar).  

Black youth have been more likely to be referred to the juvenile justice system in all of  

the state’s CSU districts, but the likelihood varied by CSU (Figure 4-4). For example, 

in Alexandria, Black youth were 1.3 times more likely to be referred to the CSU, 

whereas in Richmond they were 4.7 times more likely (sidebar). Additional information 

on the rate of  disproportionality in referrals by CSU can be found in Appendix D.  

 

 

Juvenile arrest data 

from the Federal Bureau 

of Investigation indi-

cates that Virginia’s juve-

nile arrest rate was 8.6 

per 1,000 youth in FY19.  

 

The rate of dispropor-

tionality was calculated 

by dividing the CSU re-

ferral rate of Black youth 

per 1,000 by the CSU re-

ferral rate of white youth 

per 1,000. Additional de-

tails in Appendix D. 
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FIGURE 4-3 

Most youth referred to juvenile justice system by law enforcement or schools, 

with law enforcement as greatest contributor to disproportionality  

 

SOURCE: JLARC staff analysis of DJJ intake complaint data, FY11-20.  

NOTE: a Other category includes juvenile detention centers, group homes, courts, commonwealth’s attorneys, and 

social services agencies.  

FIGURE 4-4 

Rate of disproportionality in referrals of Black youth to court service units 

varied 

 

SOURCE: DJJ intake complaint data, FY11-20. 

NOTE: The rate of disproportionality was calculated by dividing the CSU referral rate of Black youth per 1,000 by the 

CSU referral rate of white youth per 1,000. Additional details in Appendix D. 

The reasons for disproportionate law enforcement referrals of  Black youth to the ju-

venile justice system are complex and beyond the scope of  this study of  the juvenile 

justice system. However, one potential contributing factor may be that law enforce-

ment historically has not received training that sufficiently covers several topics that 

Disproportionality in referrals

to juvenile justice system
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may relate to disproportionate enforcement: cultural competency, implicit bias, and 

different protective responses Black youth may have than white youth when interacting 

with law enforcement.  

Recent changes in law enforcement training standards will help address some of  the 

topics that may relate to disproportionate enforcement, including cultural competency 

and implicit bias. Cultural competency training teaches behaviors, attitudes, and poli-

cies that enable individuals to effectively interact with people across different groups 

or cultures. Implicit bias training makes participants more aware of  actions that are 

unconsciously and unintentionally biased toward others. Law enforcement training 

standards—developed by the Department of  Criminal Justice Services (DCJS)—have 

previously covered cultural diversity and the potential for biased policing to some ex-

tent, however the General Assembly passed legislation during the 2020 Special Session 

to expand these training requirements. The legislation requires DCJS to establish com-

pulsory training standards for law enforcement officers on systemic and individual 

racism and cultural diversity, including recognizing implicit biases in interacting with 

persons who have a mental illness, substance use disorder, or a developmental or cog-

nitive disability. 

Although the adoption of  these new training standards is an important step to improve 

law enforcement training, none of  the new standards specifically relate to youth. The 

systemic and individual racism and cultural diversity standards apply to adults, rather 

than specifically to youth. In addition, the standards do not expressly require training 

to educate officers about research on the different protective responses Black youth 

may have compared with white youth. Research from the National Academies of  Sci-

ences, Engineering, and Medicine indicates that part of  adolescent brain development 

involves internalizing legal rules and norms and that negative contacts and interactions 

with law enforcement may produce cynicism and undermine “legal socialization.” As 

a result, youth may employ several protective responses to reduce or manage their 

interactions with law enforcement, such as systematic evasion, overt resistance with 

verbal or physical challenges, or disregard for police commands. This research suggests 

that Black youth in particular, who tend to experience more interactions with law en-

forcement, may be more likely to adopt these protective responses than other groups.  

At least three other states (Nevada, New Jersey, and Utah) have passed legislation in 

recent years that requires law enforcement officers to receive implicit bias and cultural 

competency training specific to working with youth, covering aspects such as sensitiv-

ity to the needs of  children, historical inequities in the juvenile justice system, and the 

impact of  trauma and adverse child experiences on the decision making and behaviors 

of  children.  

It is unclear how much, if  at all, the lack of  training on the above topics may be con-

tributing to the disproportionate referrals by law enforcement. However, to mitigate 

any potential disproportionality, it appears reasonable to modify recent legislative 

changes to ensure law enforcement officers are equipped to effectively interact with 

youth—especially Black youth—in their communities. To do so, the General Assembly 

“Implicit bias… is 

influenced by attitudes 

and stereotypes that we 

all hold based on our 

experiences. Implicit bias 

influences how we act in 

a subconscious way, 

even if we renounce 

prejudices or stereotypes 

in our daily lives. 

” 
– American Bar 

Association (2017) 
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should require law enforcement training on implicit bias and cultural competency to 

expressly cover working with juveniles, and how to interact with Black youth given 

their protective responses.  

RECOMMENDATION 6 

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending § 9.1-102 of  the Code of  Vir-
ginia to require the Department of  Criminal Justice Services to amend its training 
standards for law enforcement to address implicit bias, cultural diversity, and protective 
responses specifically when interacting with juveniles. 

Schools make up a much smaller proportion of  referrals statewide, but Virginia 

schools appear to refer a larger proportion of  youth to law enforcement than other 

states. Virginia schools refer a higher proportion of  youth to law enforcement than 

surrounding states, according to available federal data (sidebar). In 2017, Virginia 

schools referred 1.4 percent of  all students to law enforcement, in comparison to 0.5 

percent in Kentucky and Maryland, 0.4 percent in North Carolina and South Carolina, 

and 0.2 percent in West Virginia (sidebar). When looking at disproportionality in the 

referral rates by race, however, Virginia’s rate of  disproportionality is similar to that of  

other states. 

Recent legislative changes may decrease the number of  referrals from schools but not 

necessarily the higher rates at which Black youth are referred by schools. The General 

Assembly passed two laws in 2020 aimed at reducing juvenile justice system referrals 

from schools (sidebar). One prevents students from being charged with disorderly 

conduct during school, on buses, or at school-sponsored events, but this could conse-

quently increase referrals for other types of  offenses, such as assault. The other law 

removes the requirement that school principals report certain student offenses that 

constitute a misdemeanor to law enforcement. However, schools still have discretion 

to report these acts to law enforcement, which may affect disproportionality in who is 

referred to the juvenile justice system.  

DJJ has recently received a federal grant that may help to reduce disproportionality in 

referrals to the juvenile justice system. In November 2021, DJJ was awarded a $1 mil-

lion grant from the federal Office of  Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

(OJJDP) to conduct a three-year project focusing on improving equity and outcomes 

of  referrals to Virginia’s juvenile justice system. Focusing on both referrals from law 

enforcement and schools, the project will include data collection from law enforce-

ment and analyses of  youths’ initial interactions with the system to identify opportu-

nities to (1) expand options for youths’ participation in diversion programming; (2) 

reduce and eliminate entry of  low-risk youth into the juvenile justice system; and (3) 

reduce racial disproportionality throughout Virginia’s juvenile justice system and im-

prove outcomes for all youth (sidebar). 

The General Assembly 

also passed legislation 

in 2020 that requires 

school resource officers 

and school security offic-

ers to receive training on 

awareness of cultural di-

versity and implicit bias.   

 

A 2017 study by Virginia 

Tech found that the 

measure used by the 

federal government to 

identify law enforcement 

referrals from schools 

across states is not suffi-

ciently precise to under-

stand what proportion of 

youth are ultimately re-

ferred to the juvenile jus-

tice system. However, the 

study did conclude that 

Black youth are dispro-

portionately referred to 

Virginia’s juvenile justice 

system from schools.  

The referral rate was cal-

culated as the number of 

students referred to law 

enforcement in propor-

tion to the total student 

enrollment count. 

 

The federal grant from 

OJJDP also includes 

funding for restorative 

justice training for DJJ 

staff and community-

based providers. 
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After DJJ has completed this project, it should develop a report outlining its findings 

and make this report available on its website. In addition to the work conducted pur-

suant to the grant project, DJJ should also include in its report any changes in the 

number and disproportionality of  school referrals as a result of  recent legislative 

changes. Based on its findings, the report should identify any changes that could be 

made, including statutory changes, to further mitigate racial disproportionality in juve-

nile justice system referrals. 

RECOMMENDATION 7 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) should develop a report detailing (i) its find-
ings from the work conducted pursuant to its grant award from the federal Office of  
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and (ii) changes in the number and dis-
proportionality of  school referrals to the juvenile justice system following the imple-
mentation of  SB 3 and SB 729 (2020). Based on its findings, the report should identify 
any changes that could be made, including statutory changes, to further mitigate racial 
disproportionality in juvenile justice system referrals. DJJ should ensure this report is 
made available on its website no later than December 1, 2024.  

Black youth are somewhat more likely than white 

youth to move forward once in the system 

Within the juvenile justice system, differences in treatment of  Black and white youth 

are far less pronounced than in the referral process. Differences in outcomes between 

Black and white youth are substantially smaller at various decision points in the juvenile 

justice system process but do exist. Black youth are still more likely than white youth 

to move forward in the process at all key decision points, though to varying degrees. 

For example, Black and white youth are about equally likely to be petitioned (charged), 

but Black youth are more likely to be adjudicated delinquent than white youth. 

Figure 4-5 illustrates the differences in treatment of  Black and white youth within the 

juvenile justice system for non-person felonies (sidebar), although similar trends per-

sist for other types of  offenses. Additional information on disparities within the juve-

nile justice system for felonies against persons, misdemeanors against persons, and 

non-person misdemeanors can be found in Appendix D.  

  

Non-person felonies are 

serious offenses, but do 

not involve the use of 

force and do not result in 

physical injury to another 

individual. The most 

common non-person fel-

ony offense committed 

by juveniles is larceny, or 

stealing something val-

ued at more than $200. 
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Black and white youth are equally likely to be petitioned by DJJ CSUs 

There are not substantial disparities in the decisions whether to petition youth for 

adjudication based on their race. This trend is consistent statewide across all types of  

offenses. Some minor disparities exist regionally or locally, but they are still small.  

Although disparities in decisions made by intake officers are not a substantial concern 

statewide, DJJ currently does not require specific statewide training on implicit bias or 

probable cause determinations (sidebar). The lack of  uniform and required training 

on these topics increases the risk that there is unnecessary inconsistency across CSUs. 

CSUs may have some policies that govern which cases are eligible for diversion, but 

intake officers generally have wide latitude in determining probable cause and deciding 

whether to petition or divert a youth. This latitude creates a risk that implicit bias may 

influence decisions about whether to divert a youth or determine that there is not 

probable cause. In a JLARC staff  survey, most CSU staff  with intake responsibilities 

reported receiving adequate training, though some noted the need for additional train-

ing on making probable cause determinations (18 percent) and implicit bias (24 per-

cent). To mitigate the risk of  disparities in petition decisions, DJJ could consider mon-

itoring intake decision making and providing additional training for all CSU staff  with 

intake responsibilities as needed.  

Black youth are somewhat more likely to be detained, transferred, 

adjudicated delinquent, or committed 

Black youth are somewhat more likely than white youth to be detained, transferred to 

circuit court, adjudicated delinquent, or committed to DJJ custody. However, the ex-

istence or extent of  disparities at these decision points varies across the state (Figure 

4-6). For example, for non-person felony offenses, Black youth were actually slightly 

less likely than white youth to be transferred to circuit court in the Northern region. 

Further, Black youth in the Central and Southern regions were equally likely as white 

youth to be committed to DJJ.  

Black youth have been more likely to be detained, transferred, and ultimately commit-

ted to DJJ for non-person felony offenses in the Western region than any other region 

of  the state. In the Western region, Black youth were 1.8 times more likely to be de-

tained before adjudication and 1.6 times more likely to be committed to DJJ. 

Black youth were more likely than white youth to be adjudicated delinquent in the 

Central and Eastern regions than in the other regions for non-person felony offenses. 

In the Central region, Black youth were 2.1 times more likely to be adjudicated delin-

quent and in the Eastern region 1.7 times more likely.  

“One area that I’d like to 

see improvement is the 

probable cause issue and 

how to determine 

probable cause…Not a 

lot of information about 

hearing a statement 

from a police officer and 

whether that constitutes 

probable cause. Would 

be nice to get more 

training on nuts and 

bolts of the law. 

” 
– DJJ intake officer 

 

JLARC staff did not as-

sess individual probable 

cause determinations 

made by DJJ intake offic-

ers as part of this study.  

 



Chapter 4: Racial and Regional Disparities in Juvenile Justice 

Commission draft 

44 

FIGURE 4-6 

Black youth are more likely than white youth to move forward within the system for non-

person felony offenses, but differences vary across regions, FY11–20 

 

SOURCE: DJJ intake complaint data for non-person felony offenses, FY11–20. 

NOTE: Racial disparities across regions determined by dividing the proportion of Black youth moving forward at each decision point by 

the proportion of white youth moving forward at each decision point. For example, a rate of 1.5 indicates that Black youth are 50 percent 

more likely than white youth to move forward at that decision point. a Rate of detention based on total number of petitioned complaints. 
b Rate of transfer based on total number of petitioned complaints. c Rate of delinquent adjudications based on total number of petitioned 

complaints. d Rate of commitment based on total number of complaints adjudicated delinquent. 

Although these decisions within the juvenile justice system are ultimately made by 

judges (sidebar), they can be influenced by several factors—one of  which may be the 

quality of  legal representation youth receive. As discussed in Chapter 3, some youth 

in Virginia are not receiving quality attorney representation, particularly those repre-

sented by court-appointed attorneys. Because Black youth are more likely to come 

from low income families (sidebar), they are therefore more likely to be represented 

by court-appointed attorneys. Although there is currently no comprehensive data in 

Virginia on the type of  attorney representation youth receive, limited available data 

suggests that Black youth are more likely than white youth to be represented by court-

appointed counsel and less likely to retain their own attorney.  

Poor quality attorney representation can negatively affect youth outcomes at each of  

these key decision points within the juvenile justice system—but especially those in-

volving a judge. If  youth have poor quality representation, they may be more likely to 

be detained prior to their adjudication or transferred to circuit court if  the attorney is 

not sufficiently advocating for their client’s best interests. If  the attorney is unprepared 

to present the facts of  the case, youth may be more likely to be adjudicated delinquent. 

Finally, if  the attorney is not adequately aware of  alternative disposition options within 

the community to present them at the disposition hearing, youth may be more likely 

to be committed to DJJ custody. Improving the quality of  representation youth receive 

could help to mitigate any disparities occurring within the juvenile justice system as a 

result of  poor quality representation.  

Similar to disproportionality in the referral process, some disparities in decisions made 

within the juvenile justice system may also be a result of  implicit biases. The American 

Data from the U.S. Cen-

sus American Commu-

nity Survey indicates 

that, on average, Black 

Virginians have lower in-

comes than white Virgin-

ians. In 2019, the average 

annual income for Black 

Virginians was $28,000, 

in comparison to $45,000 

for white Virginians.  

 

Adjudication decisions 

may be made by a jury 

for some youth whose 

cases are transferred to 

circuit court. However, 

sentencing decisions are 

made by a judge. 
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Bar Association (ABA) has recognized implicit bias as a factor that can affect decisions 

made by prosecutors, defense attorneys, and judges, stating: 

For the legal profession, understanding implicit bias and ways to debias one’s 
approach to law-related issues and decisions is critical to a fair and representative 
perception and reality of  access to justice and equity. 

Other states are beginning to consider and implement policies intended to address 

implicit bias among attorneys and judges, specifically as it relates to their role in the 

juvenile justice system. For example, Nevada passed legislation in 2021 requiring juve-

nile justice stakeholders—including law enforcement, attorneys, probation officers and 

juvenile correctional officers—to complete cultural competency and implicit bias 

training once every two years. The Nevada law also authorizes its supreme court to 

provide similar training to judges who routinely come into contact with youth involved 

in the juvenile justice system. Other states that have implemented similar policies to 

make implicit bias training available to judges include California and Utah.  

Additionally, in 2015, the ABA formed the Diversity & Inclusion 360 Commission to 

review and analyze the state of  diversity and inclusion in the legal profession and de-

velop policies and practices to best advance diversity and inclusion efforts. As part of  

this initiative, the commission focused on addressing implicit bias within the justice 

system and developed various training materials and videos to reduce bias among key 

players in the system, including judges, prosecutors, and public defenders.  

To address any potential implicit bias within the juvenile justice system among attor-

neys and judges, Virginia could develop an implicit bias and cultural competency train-

ing specifically tailored to the roles and responsibilities of  attorneys and judges within 

the juvenile justice system. The General Assembly could direct the secretary of  public 

safety and homeland security to convene a workgroup—including representatives 

from DJJ, the Office of  the Executive Secretary of  the Virginia Supreme Court (OES), 

the Virginia Indigent Defense Commission, and DCJS— to work with national experts 

and academic researchers to develop relevant implicit bias and cultural competency 

training and make this training available to attorneys and judges. OES reports that it 

has previously offered some training to judges on related topics, which could be used 

as a starting point for developing these new training materials. The workgroup could 

also incorporate materials previously developed by ABA.  

POLICY OPTION 5 

The General Assembly could include language in the Appropriation Act directing the 
secretary of  public safety and homeland security to convene a workgroup, including 
representatives from the Office of  the Executive Secretary of  the Virginia Supreme 
Court, the Virginia Indigent Defense Commission, the Department of  Juvenile Justice, 
and the Department of  Criminal Justice Services, to develop and make available an 
implicit bias and cultural competency training specifically tailored to the roles and re-
sponsibilities of  attorneys and judges within the juvenile justice system.  
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DJJ has also recently attempted to address variation specific to judges’ disposition de-

cisions, but it is too soon to know whether these efforts will help standardize disposi-

tion decisions by race across the state. Incorporating perspectives from both judges 

and commonwealth’s attorneys, DJJ developed its Standardized Disposition Matrix 

(SDM) to provide judges with a suggested disposition based on the youth’s risk level 

and severity of  the offense. Rollout was delayed because of  the COVID-19 pandemic, 

but the SDM is now fully implemented across the state. Feedback from judges has 

been mixed, but DJJ pilot testing data shows the SDM may improve the consistency 

of  dispositions decisions, including for white and Black youth.  

Because the SDM has only recently been implemented statewide, DJJ should ensure 

the SDM is evaluated and revised, as appropriate, on an ongoing basis. When evaluat-

ing the SDM, DJJ should collect and evaluate data measuring the extent to which (1) 

probation officer recommendations to judges align with the matrix based on youths’ 

risk level and offense severity and (2) judges’ disposition decisions align with or deviate 

from the disposition recommendations. DJJ has already started to update its data sys-

tem to be able to track this information across CSUs, which will allow it to measure 

the consistency with which the SDM is being implemented across the state. DJJ should 

also solicit feedback from attorneys and judges as part of  its ongoing assessment of  

the SDM. 

RECOMMENDATION 8 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) should assess the effectiveness of  its Stand-
ardized Disposition Matrix (SDM) statewide and refine the tool, as appropriate. When 
evaluating the SDM, DJJ should incorporate data measuring the extent to which dis-
position recommendations and decisions align with the tool, as well as solicit feedback 
on the tool from attorneys and judges.  

Persistent racial disparities warrant additional 

transparency moving forward 

A lack of  reported data about the prevalence of  disparities at certain decision points 

in the juvenile justice system  may contribute to difficulties in reducing disparities 

within the system. DCJS is required to report on disparities within Virginia’s juvenile 

justice system, as well as develop and submit a plan to reduce disparities to OJJDP 

(sidebar). While technically meeting federal reporting requirements, much of  the cur-

rent reporting is highly aggregated (e.g. the proportion of  youth diverted by race for 

all types of  offenses statewide). This aggregate data is not precise enough to under-

stand the specific decision points of  the system, nor the parts of  the state in which 

disparities are occurring. During interviews, judges, DJJ staff, and CSU staff  also re-

ported a lack of  specific data to understand disparities within the system. Absent this 

type of  specific data, it is much more difficult to develop and implement effective 

strategies to help reduce disparities by race.  

Every three years, DCJS 

is required to develop 

and submit a plan to re-

duce disparities within 

Virginia’s juvenile justice 

system as part of its re-

porting to OJJDP. How-

ever, the specific require-

ments for this plan are 

set by the federal gov-

ernment and do not ma-

terially address the con-

cerns presented in this 

chapter. 

 



Chapter 4: Racial and Regional Disparities in Juvenile Justice 

Commission draft 

47 

Moving forward, DCJS should increase the specificity of  its analysis of  and reporting 

on disparities within Virginia’s juvenile justice system. As presented in this chapter, it 

is important to measure disparities at each point in the system, by type of  offense, and 

by region or CSU. This transparency will allow for a more informed analysis and better 

targeting of  solutions that may help to mitigate disparities. Utilizing data from DJJ, 

DCJS should begin to more thoroughly analyze and report data on disparities within 

the juvenile justice system, including (1) disparities by offense type; (2) disparities by 

region, CSU, or locality, as appropriate; and (3) the extent of  disparities at each decision 

point. This information should be incorporated into its three-year plan submitted to 

OJJDP, as well as reported publicly on an annual basis to increase transparency around 

disparities within Virginia’s juvenile justice system.  

RECOMMENDATION 9 

The Department of  Criminal Justice Services should regularly report information on 
racial disparities in Virginia’s juvenile justice system by collecting and reporting data 
on (i) disparities by offense type; (ii) disparities by region, CSU, or locality, as appro-
priate; and (iii) the extent of  disparities at each decision point in the system. This in-
formation should be incorporated into its three-year plan submitted to the federal Of-
fice of  Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and reported publicly each year 
on its website. 

Youth who commit similar offenses are treated 

differently across Virginia 

Separately from race, youth in different regions of  the state are treated differently for 

similar offenses, and reasons likely vary. Between FY18–FY20, CSUs varied widely in 

handling complaints against youth (Figure 4-7). For example, youth in some CSU dis-

tricts were over six times more likely to be diverted as others. During the same time 

period, youth were nearly three times more likely to be detained prior to their adjudi-

catory hearings in some CSU districts as in others. This variation in handling juvenile 

complaints across CSUs persists, even after controlling for the type of  offense.  

Several factors appear to be contributing to the inconsistent treatment of  youth across 

the state, including variation in (1) community-based disposition options available to 

intake officers and judges; (2) CSU policies; and (3) judicial preferences and awareness 

of  disposition options.  

 

“We haven’t looked at 

disproportionate 

minority contact enough 

here…not saying it’s not 

important, but we try 

and look at each case 

individually. Know it’s an 

issue though…I am not 

as aware as I should be. 

” 
– CSU director 
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FIGURE 4-7 

CSUs divert and petition youth with detention at widely varying rates  

 
SOURCE: DJJ intake case data, FY18–20. 

NOTE: a Percentage of complaints diverted of total eligible. b Percentage of complaints petitioned with a detention order of total complaints 

eligible for detention.  

Differences in availability of community-based services likely 

contribute to regional variation 

One of  DJJ’s responsibilities is to ensure adequate availability of  community-based 

services for youth involved in the juvenile justice system across the state. As part of  

the transformation, one of  DJJ’s goals was to expand the continuum of  community-

based services to (1) reduce an over-reliance on more restrictive placements; (2) in-

crease the array and availability of  services for youth and families across the state; and 

(3) create geographic equity. The Code also requires DJJ to “devise, develop and prom-

ulgate a statewide plan for the establishment and maintenance of  a range of  institu-

tional and community-based, diversion, pre-dispositional and post-dispositional ser-

vices to be reasonably accessible to each court.” DJJ primarily works to assess and 

expand availability of  community-based services through its two regional service co-

ordinators, AMI Kids and Evidence-Based Associates.  

Although DJJ is tasked with ensuring adequate availability of  community-based ser-

vices, evidence suggests that these services are not consistently available across the 

state. This can hinder the ability of  some jurisdictions to maximize the use of  diversion 

and alternatives to placing youth in secure detention facilities, consistent with public 

safety. Varying availability of  community-based services is likely a significant factor in 

differences of  treatment of  youth across the state.  

Data on specific gaps in community-based services is limited, but survey results indi-

cate there are specific types of  programs and services that, if  made more available, 

would help youth receive more appropriate and consistent treatment. For example, in 

JLARC’s survey of  CSU staff—including probation officers, intake officers, and CSU 

directors—about half  (53 percent) of  respondents indicated that if  additional services 

were made available to youth in their districts, it would reduce the need to place youth 

in detention centers. Staff  indicated services they would like to see more widely avail-

able included mental health treatment programs, mentoring programs, restorative jus-

tice programs, and shelter and/or respite care. 
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Another indication of  gaps in community-based services is Virginia’s relatively high 

use of  the “valid court order exception” (VCO) to detain status offenders (sidebar). A 

recent effort to eliminate the use of  the VCO exception was met with opposition be-

cause some judges use the exception when they lack adequate community-based alter-

natives. States that have eliminated the use of  the VCO exception, such as Washington, 

have done so primarily by building out additional community services and alternatives 

to detention, including semi-secure and non-secure out-of-home placement options, 

community-based mentoring, and behavioral health services.  

To expand the continuum of  community-based services and improve the consistency 

of  youth treatment across the state for similar offenses—including reducing Virginia’s 

reliance on the VCO exception—the General Assembly should direct DJJ to conduct 

a comprehensive assessment to identify gaps in community-based services. Using the 

results of  this assessment, it should develop a plan to expand (or assist other agencies 

in expanding) services where gaps are most prevalent or severe. This assessment and 

plan should focus on ensuring adequate service availability to expand the use of  diver-

sion and alternatives to placing youth in secure detention facilities. 

DJJ has recently partnered with Child Trends to evaluate its regional service coordina-

tor model and map where services are available to help identify where service gaps 

exist by geographic location. This will serve as a useful starting point from which to 

begin a broader assessment. Some similar work is also being conducted in this area by 

the Office of  Children’s Services for its annual Children’s Services Act Service Gap 

Survey, and DJJ could expand upon this work to identify gaps in services specific to 

youth involved in the juvenile justice system.  

Expanding the availability of  community-based services will likely require additional 

resources. In FY20, DJJ spent approximately $24 million on community-based ser-

vices. Although DJJ was authorized to reinvest savings from the closure of  its juvenile 

correctional centers into expanding community-based services as part of  the transfor-

mation, further expansion of  these services may be limited without additional re-

sources. DJJ should be directed to include an estimate of  additional appropriations 

needed to reduce gaps in community-based services as part of  its plan submitted to 

the General Assembly.  

RECOMMENDATION 10 

The General Assembly may wish to consider including language in the Appropriation 
Act directing the Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) to (i) conduct a needs assess-
ment of  community-based services across the state; (ii) develop a plan for expanding 
such services to improve the consistency in treatment of  youth across the state for 
similar offenses; and (iii) estimate the staffing and additional appropriations necessary. 
DJJ should submit the plan and estimate to the House Appropriations and Senate 
Finance and Appropriations committees no later than November 1, 2022.  

The federal Juvenile Jus-

tice and Delinquency 

Prevention Act provides 

that youth charged with 

status offenses (e.g., tru-

ancy, running away, cur-

few violation, etc.) can-

not be placed in secure 

detention or locked con-

finement. However, the 

law includes an excep-

tion that allows judges to 

detain a juvenile adjudi-

cated for a status offense 

if they violate a direct or-

der from the court, 

known as the VCO ex-

ception. 
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Some discretion currently allowed for CSU staff appears unnecessary 

and also likely contributes to regional variation in treatment of youth  

Another factor that likely contributes to regional variation in treatment of  youth is 

inconsistent policies across CSUs. Current DJJ policies allow CSUs to have wide lati-

tude to set their own policies on diversion, probation, and parole, such as determining 

which types of  cases are eligible to be diverted and setting conditions in which youth 

may be charged with a probation or parole violation. Frontline staff  at CSUs can also 

have significant discretion in deciding whether to divert cases or whether to petition 

youth for probation or parole violations.  

These inconsistent policies are exemplified through how CSU staff  reported they 

would handle the same type of  complaint (sidebar). For example, when asked about a 

youth referred to intake after stealing a laptop valued at $1,300, 53 percent of  intake 

officers who responded indicated they would divert the case, while 29 percent said 

they would file a petition. Either diversion or petition may be appropriate, but the 

differences in responses illustrate variation in handling complaints across CSUs. Staff  

across CSUs responded more uniformly, though, when asked about how they would 

handle other complaints, such as truancy. 

Flexibility for frontline staff  to use their discretion is reasonable and a necessary part 

of  a statewide system, however, some of  this discretion may not be necessary and 

could be addressed through more clear and consistent guidance. DJJ should standard-

ize its policies for diversion, probation, and parole decisions statewide to the maximum 

extent practicable across all CSUs. For example, DJJ should more clearly specify the 

circumstances in which youth should or should not be diverted, including the types of  

offenses for which youth may be diverted and the number of  times a youth is eligible 

for diversion. For probation and parole decisions, DJJ should clearly articulate gradu-

ated sanctions for violations—as informed by national best practices—and the condi-

tions in which a youth should be petitioned for a violation. 

RECOMMENDATION 11 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should develop and implement statewide policies 
for court service units to use in making diversion and probation and parole violation 
decisions. Diversion policies should clearly specify the types of  offenses for which 
youth may be diverted and the number of  times a youth is eligible for diversion. Pro-
bation and parole policies should include graduated sanctions for violations based on 
national best practices and clearly specify conditions in which a youth should be peti-
tioned for a violation.  

Judicial preferences and awareness of available services may also 

contribute to regional variation 

Differing judicial preferences in the appropriate treatment of  youth who commit cer-

tain offenses likely also contributes to regional disparities. DJJ staff, CSU staff, and 

JLARC staff surveyed 

CSU staff in summer 

2021. The survey posed 

several scenarios to in-

take staff and asked them 

to indicate whether they 

would divert or petition 

the case for each sce-

nario. The survey re-

sponse rate was 64 per-

cent. (See Appendix B for 

more information.) 
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stakeholders reported during interviews that judges can have different philosophies on 

the use of  diversion, and judges’ expression of  their philosophies appears to some-

times influence decisions made by intake staff. For example, some judges do not allow 

certain offenses to be diverted within their jurisdictions, such as truancy or marijuana 

offenses. Anecdotally, judges seem less likely to prefer the use of  diversion in jurisdic-

tions with lighter dockets because they have more time available to adjudicate a larger 

proportion of  cases. However, by statute, intake officers at CSUs make diversion de-

cisions, not judges. Efforts by DJJ to standardize CSU diversion policies will help to 

ensure consistency across diversion decisions (Recommendation 11).  

It is also likely that not all judges have adequate and up-to-date information about the 

disposition options and services available within their jurisdictions. Judges currently 

rely primarily on prior experience to know what disposition options are available, but 

there is no formal mechanism for the CSUs to make judges aware of  new services or 

disposition options. During interviews with JLARC staff, both attorneys and judges 

indicated that jurisdictions do not maintain a comprehensive list of  available services 

and disposition options, but that having one could be helpful when making disposition 

decisions. Though most CSU staff  believed judges had adequate information, some 

CSU staff  (19 percent) believed that judges in their jurisdictions do not appear to ad-

equately understand the full range of  services available in the community for youth 

who are involved in the juvenile justice system.  

To ensure all judges are fully aware of  the disposition options available, DJJ should 

require each CSU to develop and maintain a comprehensive inventory of  services 

available within their jurisdictions. DJJ is already in the process of  mapping out avail-

able services, and plans to develop inventories for use by judges and other stakeholders 

as part of  this initiative. Once developed, these inventories should be updated regularly 

and provided to judges at least quarterly, as well as made available on the CSU pages 

of  DJJ’s website. To further aid judges in making disposition decisions, DJJ should 

require the CSUs to include recommendations for specific programming that align 

with their disposition recommendations provided to judges as part of  the SDM.  

RECOMMENDATION 12 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) should require court service units to develop 
and maintain comprehensive inventories of  available services within their jurisdictions. 
Inventories should be updated regularly and made available to judges at least semi-
annually, as well as made available on DJJ’s website. DJJ should also require court ser-
vice units to include recommendations for specific programming that aligns with dis-
position recommendations provided to judges as part of  the Standardized Disposition 
Matrix.  

 

  

“According to our judges, 

we are not allowed to 

divert marijuana 

offenses. 

” 
– DJJ intake officer 
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5 Juvenile Probation 

 

Probation involves placing a youth under community supervision with a court service 

unit (CSU). Probation requires youth to comply with specific rules and conditions; 

failure to follow those rules can lead to probation violations. Depending on the specific 

violation, violating the rules and conditions of  probation can lead to a range of  sanc-

tions, including a longer probation term or incarceration. Probation is different for 

each youth and usually includes, at a minimum, case management and supervision 

(sidebars). 

Probation officers are expected to identify and arrange appropriate services for youth 

and their families based on their needs. These services are intended to address behav-

ioral issues and help reduce the risk of  reoffending. Services for youth on probation 

could include mental health, substance use, anger management, community service, or 

other programs. These youth may receive services through various entities including 

the Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ), the Children’s Services Act, and Medicaid.   

Virginia has seen a major decline in youth on probation in the last 10 years, though 

probation remains the most common disposition in Virginia. There were 1,390 youth 

on probation in 2021 compared with 5,682 in 2011—a 75 percent decrease. Nearly 

half  of  all youth in the juvenile justice system were placed on probation in 2021. Youth 

in Virginia are on probation for an average of  about one year, and the average youth 

on probation is 15 years old. Youth at all risk levels are placed on probation, though 

the average youth on probation is assessed as having a medium risk of  reoffending. 

Though far fewer youth are on probation than a decade ago, the percentage of  youth 

on probation that reoffend remains about the same. For example, 41 percent of  youth 

released from probation in FY17 (1,490 youth) were reconvicted within two years of  

their release—the same rate as youth released in FY11. As referenced in Chapter 2, 

there was a slight decline in two-year reconviction rates of  youth released in FY18 to 

38 percent, though it is unclear the extent to which recidivism has been affected by the 

COVID-19 pandemic. There are many factors that influence recidivism among youth 

on probation, but research indicates that effective case management and community-

based rehabilitative programs can reduce the likelihood youth reoffend.  

There are different lev-

els and types of proba-

tion. A youth can receive 

probation levels one 

through five, with inten-

sity of supervision in-

creasing with each level. 

Youth usually only receive 

probation, though some 

receive probation after 

being released from de-

tention centers. 

Case management is the 

process of conducting as-

sessments, planning, care 

coordination, facilitation, 

evaluation, and advocacy 

for services to meet an in-

dividual’s and family’s 

needs. 

 

Much of this chapter 

also applies to parole. 

Most of the youth on pa-

role are supervised by 

probation staff, and 

these youth can usually 

receive identical case 

management and com-

munity programs as 

youth on probation. 
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DJJ uses a nationally recognized community 

supervision model, but not all youth respond  

An effective probation program requires adopting and properly implementing a case 

management model. Managing the “case” of  each youth on probation should be based 

on practices research has shown can effectively rehabilitate youth. Especially in a 

statewide program, probation officers need to be well trained and provided adequate 

guidance to consistently and effectively implement the model in all parts of  the state. 

Within the consistent implementation of  the model, though, there needs to be appro-

priate discretion and flexibility to address the individual needs of  each youth on pro-

bation. 

DJJ uses a nationally recognized case management model and 

provides adequate guidance and training to staff on the model 

As part of  its transformation, DJJ standardized its probation case management model 

across the state. A standardized model aims to ensure that all youth, regardless of  

region or court service unit (CSU), receive comparable and effective case management 

services during probation. 

DJJ chose to use Effective Practices in Community Supervision (EPICS), which is a 

nationally recognized model used in states and localities across the U.S. (sidebar). The 

case management model includes several tools and evidence-based practices to provide 

cognitive behavioral interventions to youth on probation and parole. EPICS aligns 

with best practices, including using relationship building and cognitive behavioral tech-

niques to address problem behaviors. It is listed as a promising program by NIJ Crime 

Solutions (sidebar). 

DJJ provides staff  training and guidance to implement the EPICS model consistently 

statewide. DJJ has created a Practice Improvement Unit in the Division of  Community 

Programs that provides statewide implementation, coaching, and technical assistance 

to probation officers and CSUs. These regional coaches focus primarily on EPICS 

(and risk assessment) coaching support for probation officers. According to DJJ, all 

30 state-operated CSUs received an initial training on the EPICS model by the end of  

2017. Ninety-four percent of  staff  with probation responsibilities reported receiving 

training on EPICS within the past three years. 

Staff  with probation responsibilities also reported receiving adequate guidance and 

being held accountable for effective case management. For example, 91 percent indi-

cated they receive clear and consistent guidance on how to perform probation respon-

sibilities well. A similar proportion of  respondents (91 percent) agreed that they were 

held accountable for providing effective case management for youth on probation 

(Figure 5-1).   

 

The EPICS model was 

designed by the Univer-

sity of Cincinnati in 2008 

and is intended to help 

probation and parole of-

ficers incorporate core 

correctional practices 

into their daily interac-

tions with youth. 

Core correctional prac-

tices are intended to 

help individuals on pro-

bation through tech-

niques that have been 

shown to increase posi-

tive outcomes. 

 

JLARC staff conducted a 

survey of staff at all 

state-operated CSUs 

and both locally oper-

ated CSUs. JLARC re-

ceived responses from 

390 CSU staff across the 

state, including 211 staff 

with probation responsi-

bilities. The survey re-

sponse rate was 64%. 

(See Appendix B for 

more information.) 

 

NIJ Crime Solutions is 

one of several national 

organizations that re-

view and rate a pro-

gram’s ability to achieve 

intended outcomes 

based on rigorous re-

search studies. A promis-

ing rating means while 

there is one evaluation 

demonstrating effective-

ness, more studies are 

needed. 
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FIGURE 5-1  

Probation officers generally report positive feedback on guidance  

 

SOURCE: JLARC CSU Staff Survey. 

NOTE: Includes staff who indicated they have probation responsibilities. Does not include staff who may be consid-

ered probation officers, but indicated they only perform duties such as parole, diversion, or intake.  

Youth responsiveness to EPICS can be improved through better 

coaching, bias training, and motivational interviewing 

Youth’s responsiveness is critical to the effectiveness of  EPICS, as well as other juve-

nile justice interventions, because it focuses on tailoring delivery of  the material to the 

learning style, personality, motivation, and strengths of  the individual receiving the 

intervention (sidebar). Research demonstrates that the way probation and parole of-

ficers interact with individuals on community supervision influences the willingness 

of  an individual to participate in (and learn from) activities focused on behavioral 

change. About 73 percent of  staff  with probation responsibilities reported that their 

CSU implements the EPICS model in a manner in which most youth are responsive 

to—indicating opportunities to improve its implementation in Virginia. 

Implementing a single case management model that all youth are responsive to is ex-

tremely challenging. The thousands of  Virginia youth on probation each year may re-

spond differently to services or interventions. Though the average youth on probation 

is assessed at medium risk of  reoffending, youth of  low and high risk are also on 

probation. Youth come from all parts of  the state, different socio-economic statuses, 

and varying degrees of  family stability. Most importantly, within these broad categori-

zations, youth have their own personality traits, mental health history, and motivational 

response to interventions. Therefore, it is critical that probation officers have the 

proper training to effectively interact with youth in several challenging circumstances 

and to use the best techniques to encourage youth responsivity to probation services.  

The Risk-Needs-Re-

sponsivity model, which 

is incorporated into EP-

ICS, has empirical evi-

dence demonstrating its 

effectiveness in reducing 

recidivism when imple-

mented effectively. It fo-

cuses on accurately iden-

tifying an individual’s risk 

level, addressing identi-

fied needs, and providing 

cognitive behavioral in-

terventions in a way that 

individuals are responsive 

to.  
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Not all staff are experienced or familiar with the full range of EPICS tools 

Staff  may not be fully knowledgeable about all of  EPICS’s tools. The EPICS model 

includes several techniques including problem solving, cognitive restructuring, cost-

benefit analysis, skill building, and prosocial modeling. Thus, staff  using the EPICS 

model have a wide range of  tools to use when working with youth and may change 

techniques if  youth do not respond to a certain technique. 

While staff  have access to a variety of  tools, DJJ leadership noted that some officers 

may have difficulty understanding how and when to use different tools for different 

individuals. For example, some probation officers may not understand the best tool to 

use for a youth with particularly challenging behaviors.  

Additional coaching on the model would likely help ensure all probation staff  are 

aware of  EPICS’s various tools. Staff  said during interviews and on survey feedback 

that they see coaching as beneficial. Research indicates that coaching improves imple-

mentation, helps probation officers master skills learned during training, and helps 

build confidence about when and how to use new skills. Recording and then coding 

intervention sessions is an effective way for supervisors to give specific feedback (side-

bar). Though providing this specific feedback is required, some CSU and DJJ staff  

and leadership expressed concerns that supervisors do not always have time to provide 

this type of  detailed feedback in addition to their other responsibilities.   

DJJ should ensure that all staff  with probation responsibilities receive adequate feed-

back about their use of  EPICS through coaching. The coaching feedback should en-

sure that staff  are aware of  the full range of  EPICS’s tools and able to identify the 

most effective tools for each youth. CSU survey data on responsivity suggests some 

CSUs may need coaching and additional support more than other CSUs. A decrease 

in workload during the pandemic may provide more time for probation officers to 

focus on coaching. More than half  (56 percent) of  probation officers reported expe-

riencing a significant or slight decrease in the volume of  work because of  the pan-

demic. The decline in caseloads makes it feasible to require supervisors to fulfill the 

existing coaching requirement, or even to shift certain senior probation officers or 

supervisors to coaching-only roles.  

RECOMMENDATION 13  

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should ensure all probation officers receive ade-
quate guidance and coaching on how to use the full range of  tools included in the 
EPICS case management model.  

Cultural competency and implicit bias training could improve staff’s ability to 

understand and meet the needs of youth on probation 

Increased knowledge of  implicit bias and cultural competency could improve relation-

ships between probation officers and youth (sidebars). Implicit biases can affect deci-

sion-making, and research shows that in fields like juvenile justice where there is wide 

Probation supervisors 

are expected to monitor 

and give feedback on 

EPICS practices. For ex-

ample, supervisors are re-

quired to review taped 

sessions between proba-

tion officers and youth, 

then provide feedback to 

probation officers. This 

process is known as cod-

ing. 

 

Implicit bias is based on 

the belief that people can 

behave in ways that are 

unintentionally biased to-

ward others.   

 

Cultural competency is 

defined as the ability to 

understand, appreciate, 

and interact with people 

who have different cul-

tures or belief systems 

than one’s own.   
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discretion, implicit biases can lead to worse outcomes for those who are affected by 

those biases. Cultural competency can also help improve relationships between youth 

and probation officers by helping staff  learn and understand cultural differences rather 

than making judgments about certain behaviors or thought processes.  

Emerging research shows that training and knowledge on these concepts can improve 

interactions and could allow youth to be more responsive to probation interventions. 

Several other states, including Nevada, Missouri, and Utah, have incorporated implicit 

bias and cultural competency curricula into their required training for probation offic-

ers.  

In survey responses, Virginia probation officers cited a need for additional cultural and 

bias training to help staff  meet youth needs, and many staff  seem to recognize the 

ways in which these differences show up in practice. Fifty-three percent of  probation 

officers who responded to JLARC’s survey reported that racial, cultural, and ethnic 

differences between probation and parole staff  and youth affect their ability to meet 

youth’s needs to some extent (sidebar). According to survey respondents: 

I think it is very difficult to not impart personal values into our work. I don’t 
think that any probation or parole staff  intentionally works through a lens of  
bias, but …. we have to make sure we respect the direction a client and family 
want to go and not force a path that we prefer. Training staff  must be para-
mount. 

I feel that a lot of  probation officers come from stable home environments 
where there is structure and parental support and guidance, and they struggle 
with dealing with families whose home environments [do] not mirror those of  
the probation officers. This makes it difficult for them to sometimes relate to 
the challenges their people face on a daily basis. 

Racial, ethnic, and cultural training should be a mandatory yearly training. Train-
ing should include ways to access community resources with barriers. Cultural 
diversity training would benefit all staff, especially, those in leadership. Commu-
nity training can be done so staff  understand what the youth are going through 
in their perspective communities. 

Among probation officers who responded to the JLARC survey and who believed 

additional training would be helpful, implicit bias training was the most requested type 

of  training.  

DJJ currently provides staff  with bias training, but the training is primarily focused on 

interactions among coworkers.  Some CSU directors have required their staff  to par-

ticipate in local training on implicit bias or cultural competency. However, implicit bias 

training is not one of  DJJ’s mandatory trainings, though some DJJ and CSU staff  

reported it should be.  

DJJ has also created an equity workgroup, and DJJ leadership reports that this 

workgroup has made substantial progress in developing a statewide training focused 

Statewide DJJ probation 

officer demographics 

generally align with 

those among youth on 

probation, although 

there are greater propor-

tion of Hispanic youth on 

probation (15 percent) 

than Hispanic probation 

officers (4 percent).  
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on implicit bias. However, according to DJJ leadership, COVID-19 delayed the imple-

mentation of  this training.  

RECOMMENDATION 14  

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should require all court service unit (CSU) staff  
to participate in implicit bias and cultural competency training that includes research-
based material and is designed to improve staff ’s ability to work with youth from all 
backgrounds. 

Expanding the use of motivational interviewing techniques would also likely 

improve responsivity of youth on probation 

A technique called motivational interviewing can help improve youth behaviors be-

cause it is intended to help youth problem solve and identify solutions and is a reha-

bilitative (rather than coercive) approach. Motivational interviewing is an evidence-

based approach to working with individuals that involves an empathetic, non-judg-

mental, and goal-directed style of  interaction that prioritizes listening and guiding peo-

ple in their decision-making. Youth may be more responsive to the more empathetic 

communication style associated with motivational interviewing. The technique gives 

youth decision-making power over their future and can better engage youth. Research 

is beginning to support the use of  motivational interviewing for youth in the juvenile 

justice system, though studies specifically on its use in juvenile justice are limited.  

While motivational interviewing was designed for individuals with substance use dis-

order, the practice continues to be incorporated into criminal and juvenile justice sys-

tem settings (sidebar). For example, as part of  its juvenile justice reforms, Pennsylvania 

has explicitly focused on improving responsivity of  youth to juvenile justice interven-

tions. As part of  these efforts, it has incorporated the use of  motivational interviewing 

into its probation model. As of  2019, 97 percent of  its local departments had imple-

mented motivational interviewing into their programs, and there were 152 staff  across 

the state designated as motivational interviewing coaches. 

In interviews and survey responses, DJJ leadership and probation officers expressed 

an interest in additional training on motivational interviewing. Thirty-nine percent of  

probation officers who thought additional training would be helpful reported wanting 

more training on motivational interviewing, and it was among the most commonly 

requested type of  training (second only to implicit bias training). According to DJJ 

training staff, all staff  have received at least some form of  motivational interviewing 

training, but have varying levels of  expertise with the technique. 

Consistent training and coaching is essential to build confidence and use the motiva-

tional interviewing technique effectively, and expanding its use initially through a pilot 

program in select CSUs may be the most prudent approach. The technique is complex 

and requires multiple trainings to learn it, apply it in practice, and then receive individ-

ualized feedback. DJJ leadership also confirmed that it takes years to build competency 

NIJ Crime Solutions rates 

motivational interview-

ing as effective for indi-

viduals with substance 

use disorder. An effective 

rating means that at least 

one rigorous study 

demonstrates the pro-

gram has achieved the in-

tended outcomes. 
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in motivational interviewing and stated they recognize the desire for more coaching in 

this area.  

RECOMMENDATION 15  

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should develop and implement a pilot program in 
select court service units to evaluate the impact of  providing more comprehensive 
motivational interviewing training to probation officers, including impacts on youth 
responsivity and outcomes. The department should assess the results of  the pilot and 
determine the feasibility of  providing motivational interviewing training to all proba-
tion officers.  

More services now available for youth on probation, 

though quality assurance only recently started 

As part of  the transformation, DJJ was authorized to re-invest funds from the closure 

of  juvenile correctional centers to expand access to community-based services for 

youth involved in the juvenile justice system (sidebar). Starting in 2016, DJJ contracted 

with two regional service coordinators (RSCs), AMI Kids and Evidence Based Asso-

ciates, to expand services for youth on probation. Both AMI Kids and Evidence Based 

Associates operate in other states. 

Through these contracts, RSCs coordinate with direct service providers to establish a 

range of  services for youth involved in the juvenile justice system. AMI Kids is re-

sponsible for overseeing service providers in the eastern and southern regions of  the 

state. Evidence Based Associates is responsible for overseeing service providers in the 

central, western, and northern regions of  the state.  

RSC contracts outline expectations and goals for the services. RSCs are expected to 

oversee direct service providers and submit quarterly and annual reports, utilization 

reports, financial reports, compliance and quality assurance reports, and procurement 

reports to DJJ. RSC contracts were initially signed for a two-year period, but RSCs 

received an annual renewal for an additional three years, for a total of  five years.  

The RSC model was established to meet several goals, including increasing service 

availability and ensuring services are effective.  

Youth on probation have access to more services now than before 

transformation 

One of  the key goals of  the RSC model, as well as the transformation, was to “increase 

the array and availability of  services for youth and families across the commonwealth.” 

Expanding access to community services can help ensure youth are served in the least 

restrictive environment possible and that they receive services needed to help reduce 

the likelihood they reoffend.  

Services available 

through the RSC are also 

available to youth in di-

rect care and detention 

facilities.   
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The RSC model successfully expanded access to several services, including assess-

ments, psychological evaluations, individual therapy, and group therapy (sidebar). 

Youth on probation now have greater access to certain national evidence-based models 

with demonstrated effectiveness in reducing recidivism—specifically multi-systemic 

therapy (MST) and function family therapy (FFT) (sidebar). Both of  these programs, 

which are three- to five-months long, are supported by several national organizations. 

Before transformation, few localities had access to MST or FFT services. The majority 

of  probation officers responding to the JLARC survey indicated they have access to 

FFT (81 percent) and MST (70 percent) all or most of  the time.  

According to DJJ, the number of  direct service providers contracting with AMI Kids 

and Evidence Based Associates increased from 78 in FY17 to 140 in FY21, a 79 per-

cent increase.  

Responses to the CSU staff  survey indicate that probation officers are able to access 

services that match youth’s needs and access these services in a timely manner. For 

example, 87 percent of  probation officers responding agreed they are able to access 

services that meet the specific needs of  youth on their caseloads. The same percentage 

also agreed they are able to access services in a timely manner.  

DJJ initially expanded access without quality assurance mechanisms 

in place, although work has started 

The quality of  program implementation is critical for positive outcomes for probation 

youth. To reduce reoffending through providing targeted interventions, DJJ should 

ensure youth receive quality programming. According to the National Academies of  

Sciences, quality programming is one of  the few factors shown to reduce recidivism. 

Programs that are not implemented well can do more harm than good to participants.  

DJJ reported to the Board of  Juvenile Justice that it planned to begin assessing the 

quality of  services for youth starting in 2017. However, DJJ’s quality assurance efforts 

were not formalized until August 2020. DJJ leadership noted that staff  constraints and 

lack of  specific personnel to oversee quality assurance delayed its implementation.  

Under the quality assurance approach, RSCs are responsible for ensuring quality ser-

vices. Quality assurance measures vary based on type of  provider, but can include cli-

ent case file reviews, surveys of  CSU staff  about the provider, reviews of  billing and 

financial data, self-reviews, and reviews of  the quality of  monthly reports on youth 

(sidebar). These formal and informal processes are intended to help RSCs identify 

whether providers are meeting expectations and providing quality services. For exam-

ple, one RSC reported that through document review they were able to identify a pro-

vider who was having trouble incorporating YASI risk assessment data into the treat-

ment planning.  

Currently, DJJ’s Division of  Community Programs is responsible for RSC quality as-

surance. This division has several other responsibilities, such as providing coaching 

and technical assistance to CSUs. These other responsibilities were one reason for the 

MST and FFT are based 

on national models and 

have their own quality as-

surance and monitoring 

to ensure they are imple-

mented with fidelity.   

 

Multi-systemic therapy is 

an evidence-based inter-

vention for youth ages 

12–17 aimed at empow-

ering youth and their 

families while viewing 

them as members of vari-

ous systems, such as 

school, community, peer, 

and family.  

Functional family ther-

apy is an evidence-based 

intervention for youth 

11–18 designed to help 

youth and their families 

address behavioral prob-

lems and target specific 

risk and protective fac-

tors.  
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delay in quality assurance, according to DJJ leadership. However, DJJ has a quality 

assurance unit that could better oversee these responsibilities (sidebar). Moving quality 

assurance responsibilities for the RSCs to the quality assurance unit could help ensure 

that proper attention is given to reviews of  RSCs. 

To ensure evaluations are objective, improve the efficiency of  evaluations, and ensure 

quality assurance receives sufficient attention, DJJ should transfer responsibilities and 

staffing for quality assurance for RSCs into the agency’s quality assurance unit, which 

reports to the chief  deputy director. In interviews, DJJ leadership noted that it would 

be beneficial to have all quality assurance efforts centralized in the quality assurance 

unit.  

RECOMMENDATION 16 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should consolidate all of  its quality assurance ac-
tivities and staff  resources into its quality assurance unit. 

 

  

Other types of services 

RSCs can provide include 

anger management, fam-

ily-focused sex offender 

treatment, and family-fo-

cused substance abuse 

treatment.   

 

DJJ’s quality assurance 

unit currently focuses on 

assessing Community 

Placement Programs, but 

helped develop the qual-

ity assurance plan for the 

RSCs. 
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6 
Juvenile Detention Center Rehabilitative 

and Education Programming 
 
 

Juvenile detention centers (JDCs) are intended to provide temporary secure confine-

ment of  youth who are believed to be a threat to themselves or public safety. Generally, 

youth confined in a JDC either (1) are suspected to have committed a delinquent act 

and are awaiting their court hearings or (2) have been adjudicated delinquent by a 

judge.  

Virginia currently has 24 locally and regionally operated juvenile detention centers that 

securely confine and provide services for youth (Table 6-1). All JDCs hold youth await-

ing their hearings (“youth in pre-D detention”) or youth placed in post-dispositional 

detention for up to 30 days. Twenty-one JDCs also house youth who judges have ordered 

to participate in rehabilitative programs (including “youth in post-D programs” or 

“youth in community placement programs”) (sidebar). All youth in JDCs must receive 

educational programming. Youth required to participate in rehabilitative programs 

must also receive treatment services for their rehabilitation. 

The length of  time youth spend in a JDC varies, but most youth do not stay more than 

a few weeks. In FY20, 70 percent of  youth were released from a JDC within 30 days 

of  their initial placement. Youth who stay short periods of  time are generally only in 

pre-D detention and/or post-D detention. Youth placed in rehabilitative programs 

after adjudication generally have much longer lengths of  stay in JDCs. 

TABLE 6-1  

Juvenile detention centers provide various placements for youth 

 Description 

Total youth  

(FY20) 

Median length of 

stay (FY20) 

Pre-D detention Placement for youth awaiting adjudicatory or dispositional 

hearings   

3,104 18 days 

Post-D detention Court-ordered post-dispositional placement for up to 30 

days (without rehabilitative programming) 

725 10 days 

Post-D program Court-ordered post-dispositional placement  

(with rehabilitative programming) 

246 5 months 

Community placement 

program (CPP) 

Post-dispositional placement for youth committed to DJJ a 

(with rehabilitative programming)  

478 6 months 

SOURCE: JLARC synthesis of JDC placement and analysis of DJJ juvenile detention center population data and length-of-stay data. 

NOTE: The individual counts for each placement cannot be summed because youth may have been in multiple placements, and, therefore would be 

double counted. a JDCs provide services and support for youth in CPPs, but DJJ is ultimately responsible for youth placed in these programs. 

The primary difference 

between Post-D pro-

grams and CPPs is who 

determines the place-

ment. Youth in post-D 

programs are adjudicated 

delinquent and placed di-

rectly in these programs 

by a judge. Youth in CPPs 

are adjudicated delin-

quent, committed to DJJ, 

and placed in these pro-

grams by DJJ.  Both pro-

grams are rehabilitative 

programs, intended to 

meet youths’ treatment 

needs.   

JDCs also provide Cen-

tral Admission and Place-

ment (CAP) and deten-

tion re-entry placements 

for youth committed to 

DJJ. 
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The JDC population has decreased during the last decade. The statewide average daily 

population in JDCs decreased from 776 youth in FY11 to 580 youth in FY20—a 25 

percent decrease (Figure 6-1). However, the decline was slowed to some extent by 

DJJ’s decision to begin placing youth at JDCs as part of  its reform efforts to decrease 

the number of  youth placed in juvenile correctional centers. In FY14, DJJ began con-

tracting with JDCs to place some committed youth in CPPs, CAP placements, and 

detention reentry programs, instead of  in juvenile correctional centers (sidebar). Since 

then, DJJ has placed an increasing number of  DJJ-committed youth in JDCs. Eighteen 

JDCs now provide placements for youth in state custody (sidebar).  

The JDC population appears to have more substantial support needs than five years 

ago. JDCs now house more youth who (1) are required to receive rehabilitative pro-

gramming, (2) are assessed to have a high risk of  reoffending, and (3) are assessed to 

have substantial mental health and substance abuse needs, according to DJJ data.  

FIGURE 6-1 

The average daily population in JDCs has decreased but has been somewhat 

offset by DJJ’s use of JDCs for committed youth 

 

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DJJ JDC population data.  

NOTE: Traditional placements include pre-D detention, post-D detention, post-D programs, other detention statuses 

such as circuit court transfers, and youth awaiting placement in post-dispositional programs.  

JDCs generally meet requirements and address 

health and safety problems in a timely manner 

Most fundamentally, it appears youth in JDCs are in a relatively safe and secure envi-

ronment. DJJ uses a standardized approach, as required, to ensure JDCs meet statutory 

and regulatory requirements for security, health, and safety (sidebar). DJJ conducts on-

The term “committed 

youth” refers to youth 

who are committed by a 

judge to DJJ’s custody. 

 

The eighteen JDCs 

providing placements 

for youth in state cus-

tody operate CPPs, CAP 

placements, and/or de-

tention reentry pro-

grams. All of these JDCs 

provide CAP placements, 

nine operate CPPs, and 

eight operate detention 

reentry Programs.  

 

As a result of the COVID-

19 pandemic, DJJ has be-

gun virtual certification 

audits in place of on-site 

audits. Virtual audits re-

view the same aspects of 

JDC facilities as on-site 

audits, but the new pro-

cess takes much longer to 

complete.  
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site certification audits that occur during a two- to five-day period, at least once every 

three years (sidebar). The audits cover 353 compliance areas, such as the health and 

safety of  residents and staff; security; residents’ rights; and the physical environment. 

Methods used during these audits include documentation reviews of  juvenile case files, 

staffing records, and written procedures; observations of  the physical condition of  the 

facility and interactions between staff  and residents; and interviews with staff  and 

residents. DJJ also conducts less intensive monitoring visits annually, employing some 

of  the same methods used in its certification audits. 

The most recent audit cycle found JDCs were generally in compliance with state laws 

and regulations. The audits did, though, also find instances of  non-compliance, the 

majority of  which were related to not adhering to documentation requirements. Other 

examples of  non-compliance included JDCs not facilitating required assessments or 

screenings; administering medication appropriately; or ensuring staff  received neces-

sary training and evaluations.  

DJJ requires JDCs to resolve instances of  non-compliance in a timely manner. Upon 

the completion of  an audit, DJJ reports its findings of  non-compliance and develops 

a plan with the JDC to address identified problems. Once a plan is developed, DJJ 

conducts status reviews to ensure cases of  non-compliance are being addressed and 

continues these reviews until the identified problems are resolved. In cases where 

problems are not resolved, DJJ has the authority to decertify facilities (sidebar). How-

ever, on average, cases of  noncompliance are resolved within four months of  the initial 

audit.  

Virginia JDCs appear ill-equipped to provide 

effective rehabilitative programming 

Statute requires that youth placed in JDC rehabilitative programs, including post-D 

programs and CPPs, receive individualized treatment services appropriate for their re-

habilitation. These services are generally provided by the JDCs but may be provided 

or facilitated through other entities, such as court service units, community services 

boards, or local social service agencies. Treatment services available at Virginia’s JDCs 

vary widely, but examples include anger management, substance abuse treatment, fam-

ily therapy, and life skills training.  

According to juvenile justice research, effective rehabilitative programs can reduce the 

likelihood of  reoffending and promote positive post-release outcomes for youth. To 

develop such programs subject matter experts emphasize the need to adopt programs 

that have demonstrated their effectiveness at reducing future delinquency and employ 

well-trained staff  to implement these programs with fidelity. In addition, these pro-

grams should be monitored, and staff  should receive technical assistance to ensure 

necessary program improvements are made.    

High recidivism rates among youth released from JDC rehabilitative programs indicate 

that they are not particularly effective at reducing the likelihood that youth reoffend. 

Most recently, DJJ decer-

tified the Richmond JDC 

in FY12 in response to 

persistent problems and 

complaints regarding the 

physical conditions of the 

facility, staff training, and 

residents’ safety. The fa-

cility remained closed un-

til it was recertified in 

FY14.   

 

The Board of Juvenile 

Justice is required under 

state law to certify and 

monitor JDCs and has 

delegated this responsi-

bility to DJJ.  

The Department of 

Criminal Justice Services 

also conducts monitor-

ing activities in JDCs to 

ensure they comply with 

federal laws and regula-

tions. 
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The majority (68 percent) of  youth released from a JDC rehabilitative program be-

tween FY16 and FY18 were reconvicted within two years (Figure 6-2). The majority 

of  these reconvictions occurred within the first year of  a youth’s release.  

Youth released from post-D programs or a CPP at JDCs reoffend at a higher rate than 

youth released from the state juvenile correctional centers (JCCs). Between FY16 and 

FY18, 61 percent of  youth released from Bon Air or Beaumont JCCs were reconvicted 

within two years. The higher recidivism rate among youth released from rehabilitative 

programs at JDCs is especially concerning because the youth in JDCs were generally 

assessed to have a lower risk of  reoffending than youth placed in the JCCs. (Additional 

information on recidivism rates for post-D and CPP programs is available in Appendix 

C.) 

FIGURE 6-2 

Sixty-eight percent of youth released from post-D programs or CPPs between 

FY16 and FY18 were reconvicted within two years 

 

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DJJ recidivism data. 

NOTE: JDC rehabilitative programs include youth released from post-D programs and CPPs.  

Many JDCs lack evidence-based programs to reduce recidivism 

A likely contributing factor to high recidivism rates is that many JDCs do not appear 

to provide rehabilitative programming that is evidence-based (sidebar). For instance,  

 About half  (11 of  21) of  JDCs that operate rehabilitative programs re-

ported not using evidence-based programming to reduce recidivism; and 

 None of  these 11 JDCs without evidence-based programs reported evalu-

ating how effectively their own program rehabilitates youth and reduces re-

cidivism.  

Programs determined to 

be evidence-based have 

been scientifically evalu-

ated and determined to 

positively affect youths’ 

justice-related out-

comes. These determina-

tions are made by sub-

ject-matter experts 

through a structured re-

view process that in-

cludes, but is not limited 

to, a literature review of 

each program’s design, a 

review of evidence from 

studies that compare the 

program’s outcomes to a 

control group, and an as-

sessment of these stud-

ies’ research design, out-

comes, and fidelity. 
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Among the 10 JDCs that did report using evidence-based programs, some use pro-

grams that appear unlikely to reduce recidivism, according to the best available re-

search and subject matter experts (sidebar). For example, several JDCs reported offer-

ing Aggression Replacement Training, which previously showed evidence of  

promising outcomes for youth, but that more recent research indicates it may not be 

as effective as initially thought. (See Chapter 7 for more information on Aggression 

Replacement Training.) Some JDCs also reported offering programs that have been 

found to be effective but that are not designed for residential settings, such as Safe 

Dates and Life Skills Training. 

In fact, only five JDCs reported using programs that have been assessed and deter-

mined to be effective in residential settings. These programs include Cognitive Behav-

ioral Therapy, Dialectical Behavior Therapy, and Functional Family Therapy (sidebar).  

State law does not require JDCs to use evidence-based rehabilitative programming. For 

post-D programs, the Code of  Virginia directs the Board of  Juvenile Justice to estab-

lish rehabilitative programming requirements, but the board never did. The board’s 

only requirement for post-D programs is that post-D programming must be different 

than what is provided to youth in pre-D detention. There is no direction provided in 

law or regulation regarding rehabilitative programming for CPPs. (More discussion on 

CPP programming is included in Chapter 7.) 

Other states are increasingly requiring that juvenile justice entities use practices and 

programs that are supported by juvenile justice research and that have been demon-

strated to reduce recidivism. More than 30 states require evidence-based practices for 

juvenile justice services, either through law or regulations, according to the National 

Center for Juvenile Justice (2014). 

The General Assembly should require that JDC rehabilitative programs use evidence-

based programming and practices to the maximum extent possible. Transitioning to 

more evidence-based programming would likely be challenging for some JDCs to im-

plement immediately. Therefore, the requirements could be phased in over several 

years (sidebar). 

RECOMMENDATION 17  

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending §16.1-284.1 of  the Code of  
Virginia to specify that if  a juvenile detention center provides post-dispositional reha-
bilitative programming to youth, the center shall use evidence-based programs and 
practices to the maximum extent practicable. 

Training requirements for JDC staff working with high-risk youth are 

insufficient 

JDCs are required to serve youth with varying needs, and some JDCs are increasingly 

serving youth who would otherwise be at a juvenile correctional center (JCC). A single 

JDC may house youth who have not yet been found delinquent, but also youth who 

Existing information on 

JDC rehabilitative pro-

grams does not allow 

for a comparison of the 

effectiveness of differ-

ent rehabilitative pro-

grams across JDCs. For 

example, data does not 

exist to understand when 

each JDC first imple-

mented each program, 

which youth participated 

in each program, or 

whether the programs 

were implemented as de-

signed.  

 

In 2007, the Tennessee 

legislature prohibited 

state funding for pro-

grams for delinquent ju-

veniles unless they were 

evidence-based. The law 

included a definition of 

“evidence-based pro-

grams” and allowed the 

requirements to be 

phased in over a four-year 

period. The law also al-

lowed funding to be used 

for research purposes to 

support programs with 

promising approaches.  

 

JLARC reviewed subject 

matter experts’ determi-

nations of programs’ ef-

fectiveness such as those 

published in OJJDP’s 

Model Programs Guide 

and Blueprints for 

Healthy Youth Develop-

ment. (See Appendix B 

for more detail.) 
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have been adjudicated delinquent for serious offenses. However, existing regulatory 

training requirements for JDC staff  do not reflect this variation and appear to be in-

adequate. All front line staff  of  Virginia’s JDCs have the same regulatory training re-

quirements, regardless of  whether staff  work with youth in pre-D detention or reha-

bilitative programs.  

Training requirements for JDC staff  are less stringent than those for staff  at the state’s 

Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center, even though some JDCs are working with youth 

with similar needs and risks. Front line staff  at Bon Air are required by state regulations 

to receive 120 hours of  initial training, and, in practice, receive 180 hours of  training 

for their role. In contrast, staff  at JDCs are required to receive only 40 hours of  initial 

training (sidebar). These JDC staff  are increasingly supporting youth who would oth-

erwise receive programming at Bon Air because of  the 2016 transformation initiative. 

Staff  of  both JDCs and Bon Air JCC are required to receive annual retraining, but 

Bon Air front line staff  are required to receive 40 hours of  training each year. Required 

additional training for JDC staff  is left to the discretion of  each facility.    

Virginia’s minimum training requirements for front line JDC staff  (40 hours of  initial 

training and discretionary ongoing training) are also much lower than national stand-

ards. For example, both the American Correctional Association and the Annie E. Ca-

sey Foundation’s Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative suggest staff  working with 

youth in JDCs should receive 40 hours of  training prior to assuming job responsibili-

ties, 120 hours of  training during the first year of  employment, and 40 hours annually 

for retraining. 

Front-line staff  at JDCs are also not required to be trained on factors that could help 

them effectively understand and support youth with challenging behaviors. For exam-

ple, staff  at Bon Air are required to receive adolescent development training, but JDC 

staff  are not. Juvenile justice research indicates that providing juvenile justice services 

in accordance with established principles of  adolescent development can help staff  

meet youths’ individualized needs and reduce recidivism.  

The Board of  Juvenile Justice should be required to develop specific training require-

ments for JDC staff  supporting youth in rehabilitative programs, including post-D 

programs and CPPs. The most apparent gap is that staff  of  JDCs with CPPs, who 

work with adjudicated delinquent youth, are not required by regulations to have nearly 

as much training as staff  at the JCCs who are serving youth with similar needs and 

risks (40 hours vs. 120 hours). Training requirements for JDCs with rehabilitative pro-

grams should more closely align with requirements for staff  of  other residential reha-

bilitative programs.  

DJJ could help facilitate, at least in part, the additional trainings that will be required 

of  staff  working with post-dispositional youth. JDCs are currently responsible for fa-

cilitating the required trainings for their staff, but evidence suggests that these facilities 

face challenges providing the current 40 hours of  required training to some staff  (side-

bar). DJJ’s training and organizational unit appears equipped to provide necessary 

Virginia juvenile deten-

tion centers have re-

quested and received a 

variance from the Board 

of Juvenile Justice to 

meet the 40 hour train-

ing requirements for 

part-time and relief 

front line staff. The Vir-

ginia Juvenile Detention 

Association reported that 

JDCs have encountered 

logistical and financial 

obstacles to meeting the 

training requirements for 

these types of staff.  

 

Some JDCs have recog-

nized that the 40-hour 

minimum requirement 

is insufficient. According 

to the Virginia Juvenile 

Detention Association, at 

least 10 JDCs provide 

more training than the 

40-hour minimum re-

quirement. Some JDCs 

reportedly provide 50–65 

hours of training to staff 

annually. 
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trainings for staff  of  residential rehabilitative programs as they currently facilitate all 

trainings for JCC staff  (sidebar). Because additional training requirements may be chal-

lenging for some JDCs to implement immediately, they could be phased in over a two-

year or three-year period. 

RECOMMENDATION 18 

The General Assembly may wish to consider including language in the Appropriation 
Act directing the Board of  Juvenile Justice to promulgate regulations that establish 
specific training requirements for front line staff  of  juvenile detention centers needed 
to effectively support youth in rehabilitative programs, including post-dispositional 
programs and community placement programs. 

DJJ conducts only limited oversight of JDC rehabilitative 

programming 

DJJ’s oversight of  JDCs meets regulatory requirements but is not sufficient to ensure 

JDCs’ rehabilitative programs are effective for youth. Through its overall facility certi-

fication efforts discussed at the beginning of  this chapter, DJJ reviews aspects of  

JDCs’ post-dispositional programs to ensure they comply with state laws and regula-

tions. However, these reviews are generally limited to ensuring that JDCs maintain 

required documentation, such as individualized treatment plans for youth, and develop 

adequate treatment teams. Virginia’s lack of  specific regulatory rehabilitative program-

ming requirements limits DJJ’s authority to conduct in-depth reviews of  the rehabili-

tative programs. 

In 2018, DJJ’s quality assurance unit began conducting in-depth, on-site monitoring 

and technical assistance for JDCs that operate CPPs. During these reviews, DJJ:   

 analyzes youth and facility level data to assess, for example, the alignment 

between services youth receive and their identified needs, the progress 

youth make over the course of  their placement, and recidivism rates;   

 reviews documentation, such as youth case records, family visitation, treat-

ment team notes, service plans, and incident reports;  

 interviews youth and JDC staff; 

 surveys affiliated probation and parole officers; and  

 reviews facilities’ self-assessments.  

Upon completion of  a review, DJJ issues a report outlining their findings and rec-

ommendations for program improvement.  

These quality assurance reviews appear to be a valuable addition to oversight of  JDCs, 

but too few JDCs are subject to these reviews. When conducted, DJJ has identified 

critical problems with the rehabilitative programming provided, including that JDCs 

are not implementing evidence-based programs with fidelity. Coupled with technical 

assistance, such efforts are likely to lead to program improvements in JDCs. However, 

DJJ’s training and or-

ganizational unit facili-

tates a few of the train-

ings required of JDC 

staff. Currently, DJJ’s ef-

forts are limited to the re-

quired Handle-With-Care 

Instructor trainings and 

voluntary case manage-

ment training for CPP 

staff. 
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currently these reviews are limited to the nine community placement programs in 

JDCs. The 18 post-D programs across the state’s JDCs are not evaluated.  

DJJ’s quality assurance efforts should be expanded to include all rehabilitative pro-

grams in JDCs, not only CPPs, but additional statutory authority would be needed. 

The department is aware of  some of  the challenges these facilities face with operating 

rehabilitative programs, and leadership indicated they are willing to take on additional 

oversight and technical assistance responsibilities. However, DJJ does not have the 

authority to require that JDCs participate in its program improvement efforts other 

than for programs supporting youth in DJJ’s custody (i.e. CPP, CAP, and detention re-

entry placements).  

RECOMMENDATION 19  

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending §66-3.2 of  the Code of  Vir-
ginia to authorize the Department of  Juvenile Justice to regularly conduct quality as-
surance reviews of  juvenile detention centers’ post-dispositional rehabilitative pro-
grams and provide technical assistance as needed to ensure the centers meet statutory 
and regulatory requirements.   

Improving rehabilitative programming could be a resource intensive 

effort under existing structure 

Because 21 JDCs now provide rehabilitative programs, undertaking the recommenda-

tions of  this section may require substantial additional resources. In its efforts to im-

prove these programs, DJJ may find that some JDCs are in a better position than oth-

ers to implement evidence-based rehabilitative curricula and ensure staff  are 

sufficiently trained. Other JDCs’ rehabilitative programs may not be able to be im-

proved without additional staffing or funding (sidebar). Additionally, DJJ central office 

staff  indicated that expanding quality assurance reviews to all post-D programs would 

require additional staff. 

The financial impact of  these recommendations, though, may be less resource inten-

sive if  (1) some JDCs decide to no longer operate rehabilitative programs, or (2) the 

state chooses to alter the JDC structure so that these facilities either specialize in pre-

D detention or rehabilitative programs (as discussed in Chapter 9). In either case, fewer 

JDCs would operate rehabilitative programs and be required to implement the recom-

mendations of  this section. 

Educational programming lacks adequate oversight, 

continuity, and vocational services 

Under federal and state law, all youth in JDCs are required to receive educational pro-

gramming that is comparable to programming in the public school system. The Vir-

ginia Department of  Education (VDOE) is statutorily responsible for delivering, su-

pervising, and evaluating academic and vocational services in juvenile detention 

Regulatory changes may 

not be enough to im-

prove the rehabilitative 

programming of some 

JDCs as they face addi-

tional challenges to 

providing effective re-

habilitative program-

ming.  For example, 

some JDCs do not have 

needed treatment space 

for rehabilitative services 

and would require con-

siderable resources to de-

velop this space, which 

may not be feasible. 
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centers. VDOE contracts with local school divisions to staff  and administer these ser-

vices across Virginia’s JDCs but essentially functions as the school division for these 

programs and is ultimately responsible for the provision of  education in JDCs (side-

bar).  

JDCs’ educational programs are similar to a public school. Educational programs are 

provided for youth in JDCs over a traditional 180-day school year for an average of  

six hours per day and five days per week. These programs are typically provided in a 

classroom setting, and youth with different grade levels and placement statuses (e.g., 

pre-D detention, CPPs, and post-D programs) receive educational services together. 

However, the specific instruction and support each youth receives is expected to be 

individualized. Youth begin participating in the education program within 24 hours of  

their admission to a JDC (or by the next school day).  

Providing effective education and training services to youth in detention helps pro-

mote positive youth outcomes, particularly given the population’s characteristics. Juve-

nile justice research has found that effective education and training services for youth 

in residential facilities can help promote academic engagement, skills development, 

and a successful transition back into the community—each of  which have been shown 

to reduce recidivism. These programs are particularly beneficial for youth in secure 

confinement facilities because these youth are more likely to have historically poor 

academic performance (e.g., grade level retention, expulsion, and truancy) and inten-

sive support needs, such as special education (sidebar). 

VDOE meets federal oversight requirements but does not fully ensure 

youth receive quality or effective educational programming 

Under federal and state law, VDOE is responsible for supervising and evaluating JDCs’ 

educational programs. There are some positive aspects of  VDOE’s oversight. For ex-

ample, the U.S. Department of  Education found that VDOE meets the supervisory 

requirements related to compliance with the federal Every Student Succeeds Act 

(ESSA) and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). In addition, 

VDOE collects some data from JDCs about the educational performance and out-

comes of  youth who have been in JDCs (sidebar). Self-reported information from 

JDCs is also generally positive, according to a JLARC staff  survey and interviews. For 

example, when asked by JLARC, nearly all JDC directors reported that their facility 

was able to provide services to fully meet the educational needs of  youth. 

Despite some positive aspects, VDOE oversight does not fully ensure that youth in 

JDCs are receiving effective educational programming. For example, the data it cur-

rently collects does not provide adequate information about the quality or effective-

ness of  educational services at JDCs. The key federally required data that VDOE col-

lects on student performance in the JDC is only for a small proportion (12 percent) 

of  all youth placed in JDCs (i.e., youth in JDCs for more than 90 days). Other data 

collected by VDOE provides information about certain outcomes that cannot be di-

rectly attributed to the educational program of  the JDC, given most youth have short 

Teachers in juvenile de-

tention centers are em-

ployed by the local 

school divisions. VDOE 

contracts with these divi-

sions to provide educa-

tional services in JDCs. 

These teachers are gener-

ally full-time staff and are 

licensed in specific sub-

ject areas, such as English 

or Math, like teachers in 

public schools. 

 

Approximately, 35 per-

cent of youth in Vir-

ginia’s JDCs are eligible 

for special education 

and related services 

compared with 13 per-

cent of youth in public 

schools.   

 

Youth in JDCs are ex-

cluded from VDOE’s an-

nual publicly reported 

statewide performance 

reports such as School 

Quality Profiles.   
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stays (e.g., number of  youth who acquired a high school diploma and SOL test scores). 

The lack of  useful data limits VDOE’s ability to adequately evaluate JDC educational 

program quality and effectiveness and hold school divisions accountable. It also makes 

it challenging for legislators and other stakeholders to hold VDOE accountable for 

ensuring youth receive effective educational programming in JDCs. 

Although collecting useful data for these programs can be challenging, other states 

have taken steps to improve their data collection efforts and the transparency of  how 

well these programs perform (sidebar). Examples of  useful data include data on the 

academic progress of  all youth in a JDC and data on the post-release outcomes for 

youth, including youth reenrollment in public schools and youth participation in post-

secondary education or vocational training.  

VDOE’s oversight is also limited because it no longer conducts on-site program qual-

ity reviews, which are critical to effective oversight (sidebar).VDOE previously con-

ducted structured on-site evaluations of  the quality of  educational programming in 

JDCs, but these efforts were discontinued in 2016 because of  staffing constraints. 

Methods used during these on-site evaluations included reviews of  student case files, 

policies, procedures, and instructional practices; interviews with administrators, teach-

ers, students and residential staff; observations of  staff  interactions, instruction and 

the physical condition of  classrooms; and an analysis of  available student outcomes 

data. Upon the completion of  these on-site evaluations, VDOE issued reports that 

outlined its findings and recommendations for program improvement.   

To provide adequate oversight of  JDC educational programs and offer technical assis-

tance as needed, VDOE should expand its data collection efforts and reinstate its on-

site evaluations. To reinstate on-site evaluations, VDOE would likely require an addi-

tional staff  position. Currently, VDOE has one staff  person responsible for supervis-

ing and evaluating all 46 state-operated programs, including programs operated in the 

juvenile detention centers, hospitals, state health clinics and mental health facilities. 

Since 2016, VDOE has requested an additional staffing position through a Budget 

Decision Package stating that:  

Leadership of  the [state-operated] programs, including teacher professional de-
velopment unique to SOP settings, compliance with state and federal require-
ments, and human resource issues, has suffered due to the increased demands 
on the current specialist. 

RECOMMENDATION 20 

The General Assembly may wish to consider including language in the Appropriation 
Act (i) directing the Virginia Department of  Education (VDOE) to reinstate its on-
site monitoring reviews of  the educational programs at juvenile detention centers; im-
prove its collection of  student outcomes data; and report annually on the effectiveness 
and quality of  programs for youth in detention centers to the Senate Education and 
Health and the House Education committees; and (ii) establishing and funding an ad-
ditional staff  position at VDOE to assist with these oversight responsibilities. 

Louisiana established 

annual publicly available 

report cards for educa-

tional programs in juve-

nile justice facilities in 

2016. These report cards 

include various data 
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mance. Examples include 
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and success in post-re-
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VDOE’s inadequate 
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tions and Performance of 

the Virginia Department 

of Education (2020) and 

K-12 Special Education in 

Virginia (2020). 
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Lack of consistent educational programming during summer misses 

remedial and other educational opportunities 

The adherence to a traditional school year precludes JDCs from providing education 

programming to youth during the summer. This is a missed opportunity to provide 

remedial and other programming to youth in JDCs, many of  whom are already aca-

demically behind their peers not in the juvenile justice system. The lack of  educational 

programming during the summer is also contrary to the National Institute of  Correc-

tions, which emphasizes that “educational services should occupy the maximum 

amount of  time allowed” and that “a detention education program should operate on 

a 52-week schedule.” 

Twenty-one of  the 23 JDC directors who responded to JLARC’s survey reported that 

their facilities’ educational programs followed a traditional, 180-day school year (side-

bar). When VDOE’s educational programming is not provided, youth may receive 

“zero education exposure”—as was indicated by one JDC—and instead receive pro-

gramming created by facility staff. However, facility staff  do not have the expertise to 

operate a school program, and research indicates that programs developed by these 

staff  for the summer months can be problematic.  

Operating school personnel-led educational programs during the summer would likely 

benefit the youth in JDCs because they provide remediation, credit recovery, and en-

richment opportunities (sidebar). In 2012, JLARC found that additional instruction 

time can help prevent learning loss and reinforce academic concepts, particularly for 

at-risk youth who make up a large proportion of  the JDC population. Most (85 per-

cent) JDC directors who responded to JLARC’s survey, and did not already operate on 

an extended school year schedule, felt that adopting this schedule would have a “pos-

itive effect” or “strong positive effect” on youth in their facility. JDC directors noted 

that:  

Any additional instruction can only have a positive effect on the youth. It pro-
vides constructive activities and can assist in helping the youth work on areas of  
need or to get them on track for the [grade levels] they should be in.  

So many of  our youth thrive in the school setting at JDC but did not do so in 
regular school. An extended year would provide them with more opportunities 
to learn, gain great skill sets, and become more accustomed to learn. 

School calendars that provide instruction during the summer months are becoming 

more common in juvenile facilities and regular school settings. As of  the 2017–18 

school year, 18 states operated educational programs for 200 days or more in compa-

rable residential facilities and provided these services for a median of  128 hours more 

than Virginia’s JDCs (~4 weeks). Many Virginia school divisions have also extended 

the length of  their school year and provide summer programming through the General 

Assembly’s Extended School Year Incentive Program (§22.1-98.1 of  the Code of  Vir-

ginia).  

In addition to education 

services provided during 

the traditional school 

year, some JDCs also 

provide summer enrich-

ment programs. How-

ever, these programs are 

not equivalent to pro-

gramming provided dur-

ing the traditional school 

year.  

Educational personnel in 

JDCs are hired on an 11-

month contract, making 

an extended school year 

more feasible to imple-

ment.   

 

Extended school year 

programming may need 

to look different across 

Virginia’s JDCs.  
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RECOMMENDATION 21  

The General Assembly may wish to consider including language in the Appropriation 
Act directing the Virginia Department of  Education to develop a plan to implement 
an extended school year model that provides structured summer programming in ju-
venile detention centers and estimate any additional appropriations required. The plan 
should be submitted to the House Appropriations and Senate Finance and Appropri-
ations committees no later than November 1, 2022.   

Many JDCs lack adequate vocational training services 

Upon their release from a juvenile detention center, the majority of  youth will or soon 

will transition into adulthood but face many barriers to acquiring postsecondary edu-

cation or gainful employment (sidebar). Nationally, common barriers for youth re-

leased from juvenile detention centers include historically low academic performance 

and little to no job experience or employable skills. These youth also need to overcome 

challenges of  a conviction record during their search for employment.  

To overcome these barriers, youth require effective supports, including vocational 

training services and assistance finding jobs. Vocational training services can be pro-

vided to youth in (1) short-term placements through career exploration classes and (2) 

long-term placements through specific certification and trade trainings. These services 

can expose youth to the job market and employment opportunities, help them acquire 

workforce skills, and facilitate their successful transition back into their communities.  

Under state law, VDOE is required to provide vocational services to youth in JDCs. 

VDOE currently provides several vocational trainings at juvenile detention centers 

including: career exploration courses, employment skill development (e.g., WorkKeys, 

Microsoft Office), workplace health and safety trainings (i.e., OSHA Industry creden-

tials, First Aid/CPR), and specific trade skill trainings. The specific vocational pro-

grams offered vary across detention centers (sidebar). 

The availability of  vocational training varies across JDCs. According to a recent Vir-

ginia Detention Association of  Post-Dispositional Programs (VDAPP) survey of  18 

JDCs, only 14 facilities reported offering vocational training services—eight of  these 

offered career education services and 10 offered specific trade and/or certification 

trainings. Interviews with JDC staff  also indicated that vocational services were not 

available to all youth within a facility and depend upon resource availability, including 

funding and partnership opportunities. Moreover, nearly all, 22 of  the 24 JDCs (92 

percent), reported that increasing the availability of  vocational training services for 

youth in their facilities would help reduce recidivism.  

Vocational trade trainings are particularly beneficial for youth in long-term placements, 

but such opportunities appear scarce across Virginia’s JDCs. Trade trainings can help 

youth develop skills needed for certain occupations, yet the trainings offered in JDCs 

are generally limited to food handling, retail employability skills, and COVID-19 trac-

ing. Research suggests that there are various other trade skills that youth can acquire 

On May 1, 2019, 65 per-

cent of youth in JDCs 

were either 16 or 17 

years old. This propor-

tion has remained rela-

tively stable since FY11.   

 

According to VDOE, vo-

cational training offer-

ings can vary across 

JDCs because of differ-

ences in the facilities’ pol-

icies, such as internet ac-

cess policies, and access 

to supplies and equip-

ment.   
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while in long-term residential placement, such as construction, landscaping, and weld-

ing skills. Some JDCs may be providing additional trade training through coordination 

with community college career and technical education courses, but these opportuni-

ties depend upon local resources.  

In addition to providing vocational training services, job placement assistance would 

also help youth overcome employment barriers. Employment connections can be fa-

cilitated by establishing periodic job fairs for youth (an opportunity already available 

at some JDCs), developing employment programs in JDCs that may include intern-

ships, job shadowing or work experience, or partnering with local employers to secure 

post-release job opportunities for residents. The extent to which these opportunities 

are currently available across the state’s facilities is unknown, but they should be con-

sidered as part of  VDOE’s efforts to improve vocational services for youth in JDCs.  

POLICY OPTION 6 

The General Assembly could include language in the Appropriation Act directing the 
Virginia Department of  Education to convene a workgroup that includes personnel 
from Virginia’s juvenile detention centers, the Department of  Juvenile Justice, the De-
partment for Aging and Rehabilitative Services, the Virginia Community College Sys-
tem, and local workforce investment boards to assess the adequacy of  current training, 
certification, and placement assistance services available in juvenile detention centers 
and identify opportunities to expand service offerings. VDOE would report the find-
ings from the workgroup to the Senate Education and Health and the House Educa-
tion committees no later than December 1, 2022.  
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7 
Rehabilitative Programming for Youth in 

DJJ Custody 
 

After youth are committed to DJJ (sidebar), its Central Admissions and Placement 

Unit places delinquent juveniles at either its Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center 

(JCC) or at alternative placements. Most youth in alternative placements are in com-

munity placement programs (CPPs), which are secure residential programs located at, 

and operated by, local or regional juvenile detention centers (JDCs). While these youth 

are detained at JDCs and receive rehabilitative services from local providers, they are 

technically still considered under DJJ custody. DJJ also uses contracted alternative 

placements for a very small proportion of  youth in its custody, such as group homes 

and residential treatment centers.  

Most youth in DJJ custody are placed at Bon Air JCC, but an increasing proportion 

are placed in JDCs. Of  the youth in DJJ’s custody in 2021, 54 percent were placed at 

Bon Air JCC, and 46 percent had an alternative placement. Most youth in alternative 

placements are in CPPs at JDCs, which allow some youth to be closer to home. Only 

2 percent of  youth were placed in alternative programs like group homes or residential 

treatment centers. 

The number of  youth in DJJ custody has decreased by 71 percent over the past decade, 

from 746 youth in 2012 to 220 youth in 2021 (Figure 7-1). Although substantially fewer 

youth are placed in DJJ custody, most have committed serious offenses. Of  those 

youth committed to DJJ as of  May 2021, 94 percent had committed at least one felony 

offense (sidebar).  

As part of  the transformation, DJJ is expected to prioritize its rehabilitative program-

ming for youth in its custody to improve youth outcomes and reduce the risks of  

reoffending (sidebar). DJJ has three primary approaches to rehabilitative programming 

for DJJ-committed youth:  

 A “Community Treatment Model” as its daily approach to working with 

youth and improving their thought processes and behaviors (for youth at 

Bon Air JCC).  

 One or more specific rehabilitative treatment programs intended to address 

youths’ criminogenic risk factors, such as substance abuse treatment.  

 Where possible, placing youth in DJJ custody at CPPs, which can allow 

youth to receive rehabilitative services closer to home. 

Recidivism (measured by reconviction rates) has remained about the same or slightly 

increased among high- and moderate-risk youth in state custody. Recidivism has actu-

ally slightly increased among high-risk and moderate-risk youth released from DJJ cus-

tody since the start of  DJJ’s recent reforms (Figure 7-2). Similar trends persist for 

Courts can commit 

youth to DJJ custody for 

a determinate or indeter-

minate length of time. 

Youth may only be com-

mitted to DJJ if they are 

at least 14 years old (§ 

16.1-278.7). 

In 2021, the top five 

types of offenses com-

mitted by youth in DJJ 

custody were assault, 

robbery, larceny, weap-

ons offenses, and sexual 

abuse. The average num-

ber of offenses commit-

ted was 3.2 per youth. 

 

In authorizing the trans-

formation, the General 

Assembly specified that 

DJJ was to provide ap-

propriate levels of reha-

bilitative and other pro-

gramming to “reduce 

the risks for reoffending 

for juveniles supervised 

or committed to the De-

partment and to improve 

and promote the skills 

and resiliencies neces-

sary for the juveniles to 

lead successful lives in 

their communities.” 
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rearrest and reincarceration rates. A growing proportion of  youth committed to DJJ 

have been placed at a CPP, and these programs have worse recidivism outcomes than 

the JCCs, which appear to be driving the increase in recidivism rates for DJJ-commit-

ted youth as a whole.  

FIGURE 7-1 

Number of youth in DJJ custody has declined over the past decade (2012–2021) 

 

SOURCE: DJJ snapshot data for youth in DJJ custody, 2012–2021.  

FIGURE 7-2 

Two-year reconviction rates for youth in DJJ custody have not improved 

following the DJJ transformation  

 
 

SOURCE: JLARC staff analysis of DJJ recidivism data, FY14–19.  

NOTE: Reconviction rates measured as the proportion of youth who were reconvicted within two years following their 

release from DJJ custody out of all youth released between FY14–16 and FY17–19. Rates exclude youth who commit 

technical offenses, such as parole violations. JLARC staff excluded years prior to FY14 because DJJ data on youths’ 

risk levels was not consistently available in earlier years, although risk levels were also missing for a small proportion 

of youth reflected in the years shown. From FY14–19, an average of 10 percent of youth each year did not have 

assigned risk levels.  

Health, safety, and edu-

cation at Bon Air. JLARC 

staff also assessed DJJ’s 

processes to ensure the 

health and safety of 

youth at Bon Air (Appen-

dix E), as well as the edu-

cation services provided 

to youth while in DJJ cus-

tody (Appendix F).  
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Effectiveness of CTM has not been verified and may 

be compromised by issues with key frontline staff  

DJJ’s core approach to providing rehabilitation to youth at Bon Air JCC is its behavior 

management program, known as the Community Treatment Model (CTM), which was 

implemented as part of  the DJJ transformation. DJJ previously used a model similar 

to adult corrections, in which corrections officers generally did not interact with resi-

dents—focusing primarily on security. However, best practices in juvenile justice indi-

cate that developing positive relationships with staff  in a therapeutic environment is a 

better approach to supporting youths’ rehabilitation. In recognition of  this, DJJ shifted 

to the CTM, which focuses on incorporating a structured daily schedule of  several 

therapeutic activities (e.g., mutual help groups), along with consistent staffing in each 

unit to promote youth rehabilitation. 

DJJ developed the CTM based on a similar model used in Missouri, however, this 

model has not undergone a rigorous evaluation for its effectiveness. Much of  the work 

suggesting the effectiveness of  Missouri’s approach cites the state’s relatively low re-

cidivism rates when compared with other states. However, several aspects of  how Mis-

souri measures recidivism may at least partially explain its low rates of  reoffending—

such as excluding youth from recidivism metrics who are over age 17 or who do not 

complete treatment programs. Therefore, it cannot be concluded that the outcomes 

reported validate the effectiveness of  the model. 

The General Assembly’s 2016 task force to consider future capital and operational 

requirements for Virginia’s juvenile correctional centers has also reported on the lack 

of  evidence demonstrating the effectiveness of  Missouri’s approach, stating: 

As noted by the National Academy of  Sciences, there has not to date been any 
rigorous scientific study of  the Missouri model’s effects on recidivism (nor, for 
that matter, of  any comprehensive approach to juvenile corrections) that con-
trols for youth-specific and system-specific factors.  

Even if  the CTM is an effective approach for working with committed youth, its ef-

fectiveness may be compromised because of  problems with the frontline staff  who 

are responsible for implementing the model. Most notably, effectiveness of  the CTM 

hinges on staff  developing trusting relationships with youth. However, in JLARC’s 

survey of  youth at Bon Air JCC, only 42 percent of  youth reported feeling they could 

trust the staff  who work there (sidebar). Additionally, evidence suggests these frontline 

staff  are not fully trained on the therapeutic responsibilities of  their role before they 

begin working with youth, and that DJJ lacks the number of  staff  needed to implement 

the CTM as intended.  

JLARC staff surveyed 

youth at Bon Air JCC in 

summer 2021. In the sur-

vey, only 54 percent of 

youth reported that staff 

follow the rules, and 58 

percent reported that 

staff treat youth with re-

spect. (See Appendix B 

for more information.) 
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Residential specialists do not receive adequate or timely training 

needed for their multi-faceted role    

In its transition to the CTM, DJJ shifted its juvenile corrections officer (JCO) positions 

to residential specialist (RS) positions for staff  working at Bon Air JCC. The primary 

responsibilities of  the JCOs were to ensure safety and security of  the residents and 

staff  at the JCCs. However, in shifting to the RS role, staff  are required to fulfill all the 

traditional responsibilities of  a corrections officer in addition to engaging residents in 

therapeutic activities to promote their rehabilitation, such as leading daily “circle-ups” 

and mutual help groups as part of  the CTM (sidebar).  

Despite the changes in responsibilities for these frontline staff, DJJ has not updated 

its training standards to incorporate training on the therapeutic responsibilities now 

included in the RS role. Although the CTM was fully implemented in all housing units 

at Bon Air JCC by 2017, DJJ did not begin updating training standards for these staff  

until early 2019 (sidebar). In December 2020, the Board of  Juvenile Justice approved 

the new training standards and authorized DJJ to implement them, however, regula-

tory action on the new training standards was not initiated by DJJ until June 2021. As 

a result, the new standards have yet to be implemented as of  December 2021—four 

years after the CTM was fully implemented. 

Additionally, RSs do not appear to receive adequate training on the specific treatment 

programs being provided to youth (e.g., aggression management, substance abuse). 

Best practices suggest that all staff  should be trained on the programming youth re-

ceive to help encourage consistent application of  terms and concepts, which can rein-

force lessons youth are learning in their treatment programs. Although DJJ leadership 

reports that RSs are eventually trained on the therapeutic aspects of  their role, they do 

not receive this training in a timely manner. RSs are not trained on the CTM until they 

arrive at the facility (after their initial five-week training is complete). This means staff  

are working with youth before they are fully trained on effective and appropriate in-

teractions with youth that are beneficial for their rehabilitation. 

In interviews, leadership and staff  at Bon Air JCC expressed frustration with the cur-

rent approach to training RSs and general confusion about how to balance and imple-

ment the security and therapeutic aspects of  the RS role. For example, Bon Air JCC 

leadership criticized the training that is currently provided to RSs, stating: 

The training right now doesn’t teach them how to engage the kids, it just teaches 
them how to do things like how to escort the kids or how to put on handcuffs… 
They aren’t getting the training they need to be successful here. We have to train 
them when they get here. I think that’s a real downfall for the agency.  

To ensure front-line staff  are well trained to positively affect youth’s rehabilitation, DJJ 

should implement its updated training standards for the RS position to train staff  on 

the therapeutic responsibilities of  their role. In implementing the new training stand-

ards, DJJ should ensure RSs receive sufficient training related to the therapeutic as-

Although the residential 

specialists engage youth 

in therapeutic activities, 

the primary clinical ser-

vices youth receive are 

provided by case manag-

ers and/or therapists as-

signed to each housing 

unit.   

 

Prior to the transfor-

mation, training stand-

ards for these staff were 

the responsibility of the 

Department of Criminal 

Justice Services. DJJ 

sought legislation in 

2019 to transfer the au-

thority to develop these 

training standards back 

to the Board of Juvenile 

Justice.  
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pects of  their role during their initial five-week training, including training on the spe-

cific rehabilitative treatment programs provided to youth at Bon Air JCC, to minimize 

the amount of  time RSs are working with youth before being properly trained.  

RECOMMENDATION 22 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should update and improve training for residential 
specialists to address the therapeutic responsibilities of  the role during the initial five-
week training, including training on the specific rehabilitative treatment programs pro-
vided to youth at Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center. 

Bon Air JCC does not have enough residential specialists 

DJJ has also had substantial difficulty recruiting and retaining RS staff. During inter-

views, DJJ leadership reported difficulty in recruiting RS staff, despite having taken 

additional steps to broaden recruitment efforts, such as conducting additional recruit-

ing on college campuses. Nearly 35 percent of  the 248 RS positions were vacant as of  

October 2021. Moreover, the turnover rate for RS staff  has increased in recent years, 

from 19 percent in FY17 to 27 percent in FY21.  

The impact of  the high RS vacancy rate on operations at Bon Air JCC is likely partially 

offset by the relatively low population of  youth currently committed to DJJ custody 

(sidebar). The total number of  youth committed to DJJ custody has been steadily de-

clining over the past decade and is at a historic low, due at least in part to the COVID-

19 pandemic. It is unclear what the population of  DJJ-committed youth will be after 

the pandemic, but it is possible that it will increase to some extent. If  DJJ continues 

to experience similar recruitment and retention challenges, the higher vacancy rate for 

RSs may become more problematic as the population of  youth committed to DJJ 

custody increases.  

Despite the lower number of  youth being placed at Bon Air JCC, the high vacancy 

rate is already causing substantial disruption and increasing workload for current RS 

staff. Current RSs must work additional shifts to cover vacant positions, which is re-

portedly resulting in staff  burnout. During an interview with JLARC staff, one RS 

reported:  

A lot of  staff  are getting burnt out with the shortages. We have what’s called the 
“draft.” If  you’re going to call off  you have to do it within two hours of  the 
start of  the shift, so if  someone calls off  then the staff  who are there have to 
stay until they can get someone to relieve you.  

DJJ’s recruitment and retention problems with residential specialists are consistent 

with what other public safety agencies are facing. Virginia State Police, the Department 

of  Corrections (DOC), and local and regional jails are also experiencing substantial 

problems recruiting and retaining an adequate number of  law enforcement and secu-

rity staff. The General Assembly directed the creation of  two workgroups to review 

how those agencies could address those problems, including through salary increases. 

DJJ regulations require 

minimum staffing ratios 

of 1:10 residents during 

waking hours and 1:16 

residents during sleeping 

hours (6VAC35-71-830).  
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DOC, which identifies DJJ as a competitor agency against which to benchmark sala-

ries, is proposing substantially increasing starting salaries for its corrections officers. 

Corrections officer starting salaries are about $35,000, and the DOC’s proposal would 

increase these salaries by 25 percent to $44,000. 

Though several factors are contributing to DJJ’s difficulty recruiting and retaining RS 

staff, its relatively low starting salaries are likely a factor. DJJ is offering a starting salary 

for RSs at about $37,000, which is slightly above the current DOC starting salary but 

would be below the proposed DOC salary. DJJ has also previously offered $2,500 sign-

on bonuses, which is consistent with the bonuses DOC is offering new correctional 

staff. It is unclear whether these bonuses had an impact on reducing DJJ’s vacancy 

problem, and it is also unclear how long these staffing shortages (at DJJ and other 

state agencies) will continue. 

If  the General Assembly increases starting or current salaries for DOC corrections 

officers, it could also consider similar salary increases for DJJ residential specialists. 

Because DOC and DJJ compete to recruit staff  for these positions, increasing salaries 

for new DOC employees without raising DJJ salaries may only further exacerbate DJJ’s 

recruitment challenges for RSs. Similarly, increasing salaries for existing DOC correc-

tions officers may make it more difficult for DJJ to retain RS staff. Increasing salaries 

for RSs by 25 percent, including for both existing and new staff, could cost between 

$2 million and $6 million (sidebar).   

POLICY OPTION 7 

If  the General Assembly authorizes salary increases for corrections officers at the Vir-
ginia Department of  Corrections, it could similarly increase salaries for residential spe-
cialists at the Department of  Juvenile Justice.  

Although low salaries are likely a contributing factor in DJJ’s recruitment and retention 

challenges for RSs, these difficulties may indicate the responsibilities of  this position 

could be met more effectively as two separate positions. Some of  the difficulty may 

result from recruitment and retention challenges in corrections generally but may also 

stem from a lack of  clarity in responsibilities for the RS role and difficulty in finding 

individuals who have both the security and therapeutic skills needed for the role.  

DJJ should identify the root cause(s) of  its recruitment and retention challenges for 

RSs. DJJ should work with the Department of  Human Resource Management, and 

consider contracting with a third-party compensation and classification expert, to de-

termine the causes. After the causes of  these challenges have been identified, DJJ 

should develop a plan to address them, and should consider (1) assigning the thera-

peutic and security responsibilities of  the RS to separate positions; (2) increasing com-

pensation; and (3) addressing other factors that may be contributing (e.g. organiza-

tional culture, supervisory deficiencies, lack of  work/life balance, etc.) as appropriate. 

If  the decision is made to eliminate the RS position as currently defined and to have 

Using several assump-

tions, the low end of the 

estimate for increasing 

RS staff salaries assumes 

raising salaries for cur-

rent staff, while the high 

end assumes all vacan-

cies will eventually be 

filled.  
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separate security and therapeutic positions, the level of  responsibility, training, and 

labor market would need be considered to set salaries that reflect the separate job roles. 

RECOMMENDATION 23 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should work with the Department of  Human 
Resource Management to identify and address the root causes of  recruitment and re-
tention challenges for its residential specialist position. 

DJJ’s rehabilitative programming is less than fully 

effective and unlikely to reduce reoffending 

National best practices indicate rehabilitative programming should have several ele-

ments to be most effective. These key elements relate to services provided to individual 

youth and program design and evaluation. Although a key goal of  DJJ’s transformation 

was to reform rehabilitative practices for youth in its custody, its current rehabilitative 

programming lacks some of  these key elements. (Table 7-1). 

TABLE 7-1 

Rehabilitative programming for DJJ-committed youth lacks some of the key 

elements related to youth services, program design, and evaluation 

 

Key element for effectiveness 

Status of DJJ  

programming 

Youth assessment  

& process 

 1. Comprehensively assess individual youth risk and needs 4 

 2. Use individual youth’s risk level and treatment needs to inform 

     length of stay in facility 
2 

Treatment 

program design 

 3. Provide rehabilitative treatment programming likely to reduce  

     reoffending 
1 

Program evaluation 
 4. Collect data to monitor and evaluate programming on an  

     ongoing basis 
2 

SOURCE: JLARC comparison of DJJ programming to program elements cited as best or recommended practice. 

Each youth is individually and comprehensively assessed when taken 

into DJJ custody 

Conducting comprehensive assessments is critical to determine youths’ rehabilitative 

treatment needs. National best practices indicate that all youth should be thoroughly 

assessed upon admission to a residential facility—including face-to-face interviews, 

testing, and behavior observations—to determine a youth’s treatment needs and risks 

of  reoffending. The primary goals of  assessing youth are to ascertain (1) the context 

of  the youth’s early development; (2) the context of  the current delinquent behavior; 
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(3) the youth’s social functioning and emotional stability, behavioral patterns and con-

trol, cognitive abilities, and mental status; and (4) the youth’s willingness to accept and 

engage in treatment.  

DJJ currently conducts risk and needs assessments for youth using the Youth Assess-

ment and Screening Instrument (YASI). The YASI is used by several other states and 

appears to be an effective tool, as research indicates it accurately identifies risk factors 

that are predictive of  reoffending. Upon commitment to DJJ, DJJ’s Central Admis-

sions and Placement (CAP) Unit coordinates the intake and assessment process to 

identify youths’ needs and assign them a placement for their duration of  time in DJJ 

custody (e.g., Bon Air JCC, CPP). As part of  this process, DJJ conducts psychological 

evaluations of  each youth and assesses youth using the YASI, which evaluates youth 

to identify their risk and protective factors and predict their likelihood of  reoffending 

(sidebar). 

Length of stay is not adequately informed by treatment needs 

As part of  the transformation, DJJ revised its length-of-stay guidelines in 2015 to 

shorten lengths of  stay and reduce the number of  youth in its custody. For youth who 

are committed to DJJ but whose lengths of  stay were not determined by a judge, DJJ 

decides the youth’s length of  stay and when the youth is ready to be released (sidebar). 

Of  those youth admitted to DJJ custody in FY20, 68 percent were committed to DJJ 

for an indeterminate amount of  time. DJJ’s guidelines appear to have been effective at 

reducing the average length of  stay. The average length of  stay for youth in DJJ cus-

tody declined from 18.7 months to 14.2 months (24 percent) between FY14 and FY20. 

Youth are initially assigned an estimated length of  stay by court service unit staff  upon 

commitment to DJJ custody in consideration of  (i) risk level and (ii) severity of  of-

fense(s). At this point, though, treatment needs have not been fully identified and ob-

viously progress in treatment has yet to occur. This length-of-stay determination oc-

curs before the youth’s treatment needs have been decided. Although DJJ’s CAP Unit 

can modify youths’ estimated length of  stay during the assessment process or override 

the length of  stay under certain circumstances (sidebar), DJJ staff  report that most 

length-of-stay projections do not change from the original estimate provided by court 

service unit staff.  

There is currently no consensus on an ideal length of  stay, but research indicates that 

both stays that are too long or too short can each result in bad outcomes for youth. 

Lengths of  stay should be appropriately tailored to the amount of  time needed to 

provide rehabilitative treatment to youth. Therefore, focusing primarily on reducing the 

amount of  time spent in DJJ custody may not be the most effective approach.  

DJJ’s revised approach to length of  stay may be undermining its rehabilitative goals. 

DJJ staff  expressed concerns that the push to shorten stays can conflict with success-

fully completing treatment. For example, during interviews, staff  reported concerns 

Risk factors are charac-

teristics that predict fur-

ther delinquent behav-

ior (e.g., prior criminal 

history, substance abuse, 

etc.), while protective 

factors are strengths that 

reduce the likelihood of 

further delinquent be-

havior, such as strong 

family or community 

supports. 

 

Except in cases of mur-

der or manslaughter, 

youth may not be held 

longer than 36 continu-

ous months or after they 

have reached the age of 

21, whichever comes first 

(§ 16.1-285). 

 

Juveniles who have 

been assessed as need-

ing inpatient sex of-

fender treatment are not 

assigned a projected 

length of stay and are el-

igible for consideration 

for release upon comple-

tion of the designated 

treatment program. 
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about how the current emphasis on short stays may be compromising their ability to 

meet youths’ rehabilitative needs:  

I feel like we have to tailor our programs to meet the length of  stay…so we 
crunch the treatment down because we don’t want to keep them past the length 
of  stay. 

If  they’re past their length of  stay, there might be a push to get them out, but 
they’re not always ready. We are not always able to meet the youths’ treatment 
needs given their length of  stay. 

Additionally, data shows that youth who reoffended in recent years stayed, on average, 

at Bon Air JCC for a shorter period of  time than youth who did not reoffend. 

To better address youths’ risk factors and likelihood to reoffend, DJJ should refine its 

approach to determining length of  stay. Regardless of  the length of  stay that youth 

are originally assigned, DJJ should establish a process to ensure youths’ treatment 

needs, as well as their progress in treatment, are adequately and fully considered before 

youth are released. This could be accomplished by requiring the youth’s primary be-

havioral services clinician to evaluate the youth’s progress in treatment and readiness 

for release prior to the youth’s 90-day re-entry meeting. As part of  this assessment, the 

clinician could report to the youth’s treatment team on whether the youth is ready to 

be released, and if  not, recommend what additional rehabilitative services should be 

provided (sidebar).  

RECOMMENDATION 24 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should establish a process to ensure indetermi-
nately committed youths’ treatment needs and progress are adequately and fully con-
sidered before youth are released.  

Although no program can be fully effective, rehabilitative 

programming provided by DJJ appears unlikely to reduce reoffending 

The reasons youth offend are complex and likely reflect multiple interrelated risk fac-

tors specific to each youth. Youth in DJJ custody have complex and multiple risk fac-

tors and needs (Figure 7-3). Most youth have more than five risk factors, some of  

which need to be addressed through different types of  rehabilitative treatment. For 

example, most youth have risk factors related to their environment (e.g., family and 

peer group) and their individual psychological condition (e.g., attitude, aggression and 

violence). 

Providing rehabilitative treatment programs that address each youth’s full range of  risk 

factors is challenging, especially because DJJ has a limited amount of  time to positively 

affect youth in its custody. To the extent practicable, though, rehabilitative programs 

and practices need to reflect the risk factors specific to each youth and seek to effec-

tively address the root cause(s) of  the delinquent behavior.  

 

DJJ’s sex offender pro-

gram includes a review 

process to measure 

youths’ progress and 

determine readiness for 

release, which could be 

used as a starting point 

for developing a similar 

process for other youth 

in DJJ custody.  
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FIGURE 7-3 

Most youth committed to DJJ have identified criminogenic risks and needs 

across multiple domains 

  

SOURCE: DJJ YASI Assessment data for youth in DJJ custody, 2016–2020. 

NOTE: Percentages shown are proportion of youth in DJJ custody with any identified risk for each domain, regard-

less of the extent of the risk. a Attitudes domain includes pro-social attitudes, such as positive attitudes toward legal 

authority and acceptance of responsibility. b Skills domain includes skill sets such as problem-solving, social skills, 

consequential thinking, impulse control, planning, and goal setting.  

DJJ’s current rehabilitative programming for most youth in its custody appears to not 

maximize its ability to decrease recidivism. DJJ’s rehabilitative programming currently 

focuses on its two primary treatment programs: (1) aggression management and (2) 

substance abuse. DJJ assigns most youth (85 percent) to one or both of  these pro-

grams. However, neither program is sufficiently supported by evidence as being effec-

tive at reducing reoffending.  

DJJ uses Aggression Replacement Training (ART) as its primary aggression manage-

ment program, including for youth placed at CPPs, and there are increasing doubts 

about its effectiveness (sidebar). ART previously showed evidence of  promising out-

comes for youth, however, more recent research indicates it may not be as effective as 

initially thought. Several nationally recognized organizations regularly assess evidence 

of  effective rehabilitative programs, and the most recent research from these organi-

zations suggests there are reasons to question its effectiveness. For example: 

 The Office of  Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention’s (OJJDP) 

Model Programs Guide downgraded its assessment of  ART, as imple-

mented in the state of  Washington, in March 2021 from “Effective” to “No 

Effects” (sidebars). 

 Blueprints for Healthy Youth Development currently rates ART as having 

insufficient evidence to demonstrate its effectiveness. 

In 2021, OJJDP renamed 

its evaluations of ART to 

“WSART” to clarify that 

existing evaluations 

have focused ART as im-

plemented in Washing-

ton state. Washington’s 

program design is very 

similar to DJJ’s. For exam-

ple, it includes 10 weeks 

of one-hour group treat-

ment sessions (30 hours 

total), and focuses on (1) 

social skills; (2) anger 

control; and (3) moral 

reasoning. 

 
OJJDP has also reviewed 

ART for youth in runa-

way shelters and found 

one study that indicates 

positive impacts on anti-

social behaviors. How-

ever, this program is a 

condensed version of 

ART and appears to be 

materially different than 

what DJJ uses. 

 

DJJ’s ART program de-

sign includes 10 weeks 

of 1-hour group treat-

ment sessions (30 hours 

total) focusing on (1) so-

cial skills, (2) anger con-

trol, and (3) moral rea-

soning.  
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 The California Evidence-Based Clearinghouse (CEBC) has rated ART as a 

“promising” program, but it has not reached its “supported” or “well-sup-

ported” rating (sidebar). 

 Cost-benefit analyses from the Washington State Institute for Public Policy 

(WSIPP) have shown a trend of  declining return on investment from ART 

as the cost-benefit ratio has been declining. Most recently in 2019, WSIPP 

found ART to be ineffective for youth in state institutions but updated 

cost-benefit results have yet to be released.  

Furthermore, research assessing the effectiveness of  ART as implemented by DJJ, includ-

ing analyses conducted as part of  this study, question ART’s effectiveness.  

 The Urban Institute conducted a study assessing the effectiveness of  ART for 

youth committed to DJJ. Although the Urban Institute found positive effects 

of  ART for youth who received the program from 2008–2010 (when it was 

initially adopted by DJJ), the study found no similar positive effects for a larger 

cohort of  youth who received ART in later years, from 2011–2015.  

 JLARC staff  analyses of  DJJ treatment and recidivism data indicates that two-

thirds of  youth who had completed ART and were released from FY14 to 

FY18 were reconvicted within 36 months of  being released from DJJ custody 

(Figure 7-4). 

No single program can be fully effective at reducing or eliminating recidivism for all 

youth. National organizations have identified some programs better supported by cur-

rent research evidence, including one DJJ uses for certain youth. For example, cogni-

tive behavioral therapy has been rated as an effective practice by OJJDP for reducing 

aggression and anger expression, and improving self-control, problem-solving, and 

social competencies. Another program, dialectical behavioral therapy (DBT), which 

focuses on enhancing youth behavioral skills in dealing with difficult situations and 

motivating youth to change dysfunctional behaviors, has been demonstrated as effec-

tive by WSIPP in reducing further delinquent behavior for youth in state institutions. 

DJJ has used DBT in a limited capacity for some youth in its custody and could con-

sider expanding its use of  DBT as an alternative to ART. 

There is also minimal evidence on the effectiveness of  Cannabis Youth Treatment 

(CYT) used by DJJ (sidebar). Some limited research suggests CYT may be effective in 

reducing marijuana and alcohol use, however, DJJ uses CYT for all youth with sub-

stance abuse treatment needs, regardless of  whether they have previously used mari-

juana (sidebar). The effectiveness of  CYT has also not been evaluated by Blueprints 

for Healthy Youth Development, OJJDP’s Model Programs Guide, the CEBC, and 

WSIPP. Reconviction data for youth who complete DJJ’s substance abuse program 

also suggests CYT is not substantially reducing the risk of  recidivism for these youth 

after being released from DJJ custody (Figure 7-4). 

The California Evidence-

Based Clearinghouse 

(CEBC) rating scale is as 

follows: (1) well-sup-

ported; (2) supported; (3) 

promising; (4) evidence 

fails to demonstrate ef-

fect; and (5) concerning 

practice. 

The most recent re-

search used by CEBC to 

determine ART’s effec-

tiveness rating is based 

on programs imple-

mented for youth in 

other countries, includ-

ing in the Netherlands 

and Turkey. Research 

cited assessing the out-

comes of youth in the 

United States is dated, 

with the most recent be-

ing from 1999. 

 

For CYT, youth receive 

one session per week for 

either five weeks or 12 

weeks, depending on the 

severity of the youth’s 

needs. 

 

The curriculum for CYT 

includes suggestions for 

addressing both drug 

and alcohol use, but the 

program was not de-

signed for treating youth 

with polysubstance de-

pendence or those who 

use other substances on 

a weekly basis. 
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FIGURE 7-4 

More than two-thirds of youth completing DJJ’s two primary treatment 

programs were reconvicted within 36 months of their release  

 

SOURCE: JLARC staff analysis of DJJ treatment and recidivism data, FY14–18.  

NOTE: Reconviction rates measured as the proportion of youth who were reconvicted within 36 months of their 

release from DJJ custody out of all youth released from FY14–18 who completed each treatment program. Rates 

exclude youth who commit technical offenses, such as parole violations. 

To ensure its rehabilitative programming is maximally effective at reducing reoffend-

ing, DJJ should provide programs that are evidence based and consistent with the most 

up-to-date expert research for providing treatment to committed youth in secure res-

idential facilities. There is currently no consensus on the ideal program for committed 

youth, and research on program effectiveness can be fluid. Therefore, DJJ should se-

lect programs based on the strength of  the best available evidence demonstrating effec-

tiveness, such as by incorporating programs and practices that have been identified as 

effective by leading national organizations, such as WSIPP, the OJJDP’s Model Pro-

grams Guide, and Blueprints for Healthy Youth Development. 

RECOMMENDATION 25 

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending Chapter 2 of  Title 66 of  the 
Code of  Virginia to require the Department of  Juvenile Justice to provide rehabilita-
tive treatment programs for youth in its custody based on the best available evidence 
of  effectiveness at reducing the likelihood of  reoffending for youth committed to se-
cure residential settings. 

Opportunities likely exist to provide programming that is more individualized and that 

more comprehensively addresses youths’ identified criminogenic risk factors. After 

youths’ risk factors are determined upon commitment to DJJ, staff  develop case plans 

for each youth that outline strategies to address these risk factors while in DJJ custody. 

Although other risk factors may be addressed through alternative approaches, such as 

individual therapy (sidebar), ART and CYT directly address only two of  youths’ iden-

tified risk factors. Selecting different evidence-based treatment programs may allow 

Youth at Bon Air JCC are 

assigned a mental 

health therapist for indi-

vidual therapy and other 

behavioral health ser-

vices.  
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DJJ to provide more individualized treatment as well as address a greater number of  

youths’ identified risk factors through its core treatment programming.  

DJJ already provides more individualized and comprehensive programming to a small 

proportion of  committed youth at Bon Air JCC who are identified as having sex of-

fender treatment needs (15 percent), and data suggests this type of  program design 

may be more effective in reducing reoffending. Similar to other youth, DJJ staff  de-

velop an individualized treatment plan for youth in its sex offender treatment program, 

which includes specific, measurable goals for the youth to work toward while at Bon 

Air. However unlike what is offered to most committed youth, DJJ’s sex offender 

treatment program appears to be more intensive, individualized, and comprehensive. 

This program also appears to result in better outcomes for youth, as a smaller propor-

tion of  youth who completed DJJ’s sex offender program were reconvicted within the 

36 months following their release than those who completed the aggression manage-

ment and/or substance abuse programming (sidebar).  

DJJ collects recidivism data but does not integrate it with treatment 

data to systematically evaluate and improve rehabilitative services 

Experts stress the importance of  ongoing evaluations to assess the quality of  rehabil-

itative treatment programs and identify potential programmatic improvements. Regu-

larly evaluating rehabilitative treatment provided to youth can help identify gaps or 

programmatic aspects that may be negatively affecting youth and ensure programs are 

as effective as possible. Conducting ongoing evaluations requires both (1) collecting 

quality data on program outcomes and (2) using data to inform program improve-

ments.  

DJJ does a good job collecting data on recidivism outcomes for youth who were in the 

juvenile justice system, including those previously in DJJ custody, and evidence sug-

gests this data is of  good quality in comparison with other states. DJJ collects and 

maintains rearrest, reconviction, and reincarceration data for all youth for a period of  

36 months following their release from DJJ custody (sidebar). According to the Na-

tional Center for Juvenile Justice (NCJJ), Virginia’s recidivism data is more compre-

hensive than many other states. For example, NCJJ highlights Virginia in its Juvenile 

Justice, Geography, Policy, Practice, and Statistics—an online repository comparing 

various aspects of  juvenile justice systems across states—as one of  only a few states 

that reports recidivism data for youth while under parole supervision in addition to 

after supervision is complete. National subject matter experts also complimented Vir-

ginia and DJJ’s data collection efforts during interviews with JLARC staff  as part of  

this study.  

However, DJJ does not use this data to identify potential improvements to its rehabil-

itative treatment programming. DJJ regularly analyzes its recidivism data and reports 

on recidivism outcomes as part of  its annual Data Resource Guide. However, it does 

not have a process to use its recidivism data or data on the treatment services youth 

Lower recidivism rates 

among youth commit-

ting sexual offenses 

cannot be attributed to 

a lower propensity to 

reoffend than youth who 

commit non-sexual of-

fenses. Research com-

paring recidivism rates of 

juveniles who commit 

sexual offenses and 

those who commit other 

types of offenses is in-

consistent, so it is not 

possible to draw conclu-

sions about the propen-

sity of one group to re-

cidivate relative to the 

other.  

 

DJJ uses its own data on 

reoffending, as well as 

receives data from exter-

nal agencies (i.e., the Vir-

ginia Department of Cor-

rections, Virginia State 

Police, etc.) to ensure re-

cidivism records are 

complete. DJJ also par-

ticipates in the Virginia 

Longitudinal Data Sys-

tem, although it has not 

begun to systematically 

track any additional 

youth outcomes, such as 

educational or career at-

tainment. 
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receive to assess the quality of  its rehabilitative treatment programs and to identify 

potential programmatic improvements. 

DJJ should develop a rigorous process to evaluate and improve the effectiveness of  

its rehabilitative programming on an ongoing basis to ensure programming is most 

effective. This process could help DJJ identify gaps in its current programming and 

make necessary improvements. At a minimum, this process should include:  

1. an assessment of  the criminogenic risk factors of  the DJJ-committed pop-

ulation and the extent to which current rehabilitative programming is ad-

dressing them; 

2. an assessment of  the extent to which rehabilitative programming adheres 

to prevailing national best practices and evidence-based research; and 

3. an analysis of  key metrics as they relate to recidivism outcomes, such as 

specific treatment programs completed and the youth’s length of  stay, to 

identify programmatic aspects that may be negatively impacting youth out-

comes.  

DJJ is already taking some steps to improve data collection for its rehabilitative treat-

ment services, including by tracking treatment dosage, which could be used as part of  

this analysis. DJJ should use this analysis to determine what, if  any, changes should be 

made to its rehabilitative programming to reduce recidivism and improve outcomes 

for youth in DJJ custody. The results of  this assessment should then be made publicly 

available on DJJ’s website, such as through its annual Data Resource Guide, including 

any improvements made to the rehabilitative programming provided.  

RECOMMENDATION 26 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) should implement a process to evaluate and 
improve the effectiveness of  its rehabilitative programming for DJJ-committed youth 
on an ongoing basis. At a minimum, this process should determine (i) the extent to 
which current rehabilitative programming is addressing the criminogenic risk factors 
of  youth, (ii) the extent to which rehabilitative programming adheres to prevailing na-
tional best practices and evidence-based research, and (iii) any aspects of  programming 
that may be negatively affecting youth outcomes. DJJ should make the results of  the 
evaluations publicly available on its website.  

CPPs move youth closer to communities, but do not 

appear to be contributing to positive outcomes 

As part of  the transformation, DJJ increased the number of  youth committed to DJJ 

who are placed in CPPs across the state. The goals of  the increased use of  CPPs were 

to reduce the use of  juvenile correctional centers and locate more youth in facilities 

closer to home, consistent with public safety. CPPs are residential programs operated 

out of  certain JDCs for youth who would otherwise be placed at Bon Air JCC. As of  

May 2021, 38 percent youth in DJJ custody (84 youth) had a CPP placement (sidebar). 

Nine of the 24 JDCs op-

erate community place-

ment programs: Blue 

Ridge, Chesterfield, 

Lynchburg, Merrimac, 

Northern Virginia, Prince 

William, Rappahannock, 

Shenandoah Valley, and 

Virginia Beach. 
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The goal of  locating youth closer to home is based on several factors. The first is that 

family and friends may be more likely to visit the youth while in custody, thereby main-

taining a sense of  connection to the community. A second is that this connection to 

the community may make it more likely that youth will be successful after release from 

the facility and less likely to reoffend. 

Although CPPs have helped locate more youth closer to home, they have not reduced 

recidivism. Youth released from CPPs have been rearrested, reconvicted, and recom-

mitted at higher rates than youth released from a JCC (FY15–FY19). During this time 

period, about 73 percent of  youth released from a CPP were reconvicted within two 

years, in contrast with 63 percent of  youth released from a JCC. (Figure 7-5).  

FIGURE 7-5 

From FY15–19, youth released from CPPs had higher reconviction rates than 

those released from JCCs 

 

SOURCE: JLARC staff analysis of DJJ recidivism data, FY15–19.  

NOTE: Reconviction rates measured as the proportion of youth who were reconvicted within 12, 24, and 36 months 

of their release from DJJ custody out of all youth released from FY15–19. Rates exclude youth who commit technical 

offenses, such as parole violations. 

This high recidivism for youth released from CPPs appear to stem, at least in part, 

from inconsistent rehabilitative programming across JDCs (see Chapter 6). DJJ did 

not ensure CPPs had adequate or effective programming prior to placing youth in 

these programs. 

The higher recidivism of  youth released from CPPs is especially concerning because 

youth placed in CPPs are generally expected to be lower risk than youth in state juve-

nile correctional centers. DJJ’s YASI risk assessment data indicates CPP placements 

include relatively lower risk youth. For example, from 2014–2021, youth in CPPs had 

lower dynamic risk scores on average than those in JCCs, which would suggest youth 

in CPPs are at a relatively lower risk to reoffend. Additionally, DJJ staff  reported dur-

ing interviews that DJJ-committed youth placed in CPPs are typically those with lower 
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risk levels and shorter lengths of  stay, because the structure and design of  many JDCs 

are generally better suited for short stays.  

Although DJJ did not initially ensure CPPs had adequate or effective programming, it 

has since started to evaluate CPPs and work with them to improve program deficien-

cies. DJJ established a Quality Assurance Unit in 2018 to oversee the CPPs. The quality 

assurance staff  conduct annual monitoring reviews of  the CPPs, evaluating areas such 

as treatment services, education and post-secondary offerings, family engagement, and 

case management. Based on the findings and recommendations of  the monitoring 

review, quality assurance staff  work with the CPP to develop a Continuous Quality 

Improvement plan, as well as conduct quarterly checks to monitor progress. 

Quality assurance staff  appear to be identifying important problems within the CPPs 

and taking steps to address them. For example, quality assurance staff  have identified 

concerns within all of  the CPPs that staff  are not implementing rehabilitative pro-

gramming as prescribed (sidebar). Quality assurance staff  have: 

 provided guidance to the CPPs to increase the fidelity of  their treatment 

programming, and fidelity among several CPPs seems to be improving; 

 entered into shorter-term contracts with several CPPs that were underper-

forming, and ended a contract with one CPP that was unable to provide 

basic services to meet the needs of  youth; and 

 recently developed CPP performance measures and is in the process of  up-

dating DJJ’s data system to be able to track these measures consistently 

across all CPPs.  

DJJ’s quality assurance staff  have also recently adopted the Standardized Program 

Evaluation Protocol (SPEP) to evaluate CPP performance (sidebar). SPEP is a process 

developed by Vanderbilt University to determine how well an existing program or ser-

vice aligns with the research evidence for the effectiveness of  reducing recidivism. 

SPEP focuses on four key features in evaluating a program’s effectiveness: (1) the pri-

mary service provided; (2) the quantity of  service; (3) the quality of  service delivery; 

and (4) the risk level of  the youth served. DJJ’s quality assurance staff  have completed 

SPEP training and are planning to begin SPEP evaluations next year.   

Given the high recidivism rates for youth released from CPPs relative to those released 

from the JCCs, DJJ should continue to closely monitor CPPs to ensure the quality of  

programming improves. DJJ currently does not have centralized oversight and man-

agement of  the CPPs. CPPs technically fall within DJJ’s residential services division, 

however, the quality assurance unit is responsible for program and contract oversight. 

Although this unit seems to be appropriately evaluating the CPPs through its moni-

toring reviews, DJJ should also establish a staff  position within its residential services 

division that is solely responsible for management and oversight of  the CPPs. DJJ 

should also be directed to report annually to the General Assembly on the quality and 

performance of  CPPs, including their recidivism rates, and cease operating those with 

rates that are not at least comparable to those of  Bon Air JCC. Additional factors may 

The most common fidel-

ity concerns appear to 

be related to the provi-

sion of ART, such as 

providing the program 

sessions out of order or 

not for the full one-hour 

period as prescribed. 

 

In addition to evaluating 

CPPS, DJJ also intends to 

use SPEP to evaluate re-

habilitative programming 

provided to youth at Bon 

Air JCC. 
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also need to be considered in determining any CPP closures, such as risk levels and 

treatment needs of  youth at the CPP and whether sufficient alternative placements are 

available for those youth.  

RECOMMENDATION 27 

The General Assembly may wish to consider including language in the Appropriation 
Act to (i) create and fund a position at the Department of  Juvenile Justice to manage 
and oversee use of  community placement programs, and (ii) require management and 
oversight to include ongoing review of  community placement programs and recidi-
vism rates and a process to hold programs accountable for low performance. The 
Department of  Juvenile Justice should be required to report annually to the Senate 
Rehabilitation and Social Services and House Health, Welfare, and Institutions com-
mittees on the performance of  the community placement programs. 
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8 Re-entry from DJJ Custody 

 

In addition to providing high quality rehabilitative programming (sidebar), effectively 

planning for and facilitating the re-entry of  youth in the custody of  the Department 

of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) helps maximize the likelihood that youth will successfully 

transition back into their communities upon release. Re-entry consists of  two phases: 

(1) planning for youths’ re-entry while they are still in DJJ’s custody and (2) facilitating 

youths’ re-entry into the community.  

Planning for committed youth to re-enter their communities should ideally begin upon 

admission to DJJ custody. The planning phase may include activities such as determin-

ing where youth will live after they are released from DJJ custody or establishing rela-

tionships with providers for any services they will receive in the community. Because 

the length of  stay for youth committed to DJJ has decreased in recent years, beginning 

re-entry planning early has become even more important to maximize youths’ chance 

of  success upon release.  

The facilitation phase of  re-entry involves taking steps to ensure youths’ transition 

back into the community goes as smoothly as possible. This may include activities such 

as providing youth with sufficient step-down opportunities (e.g., group homes) to al-

low them to practice living independently prior to release, or meeting with school ad-

ministrators in the community to reenroll youth in school.  

A key indicator of  the successfulness of  re-entry programs is recidivism. As noted in 

Chapter 7, nearly half  (45 percent) of  youth released from DJJ custody [including 

youth at the state’s Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center (JCC) and in community 

placement programs (CPPs) at local and regional detention centers], are reconvicted 

within 12 months of  their release. The majority of  youth who ultimately reoffend do 

so within the first year of  their release. Many factors affect why youth reoffend, yet 

reoffending so soon after release is likely partially driven by challenges with re-entry. 

Successful re-entry usually requires youth to be adequately reconnected to a commu-

nity and engaged with their family. Particularly for youth who lack family support, they 

also need sufficient step-down opportunities to help them incrementally adjust to liv-

ing independently in the community prior to their release from confinement. Older 

youth, especially those who are adults when they are released from DJJ custody, also 

need to become gainfully employed. Doing so is often more difficult, even if  they have 

employable skills, because a record of  prior offenses can be a substantial impediment 

that reduces available employment opportunities. 

For additional infor-

mation on the rehabili-

tative programming 

provided to youth in DJJ 

custody, see Chapter 7. 
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DJJ’s re-entry efforts have improved but lack 

adequate step-down housing and programming 

DJJ takes some appropriate steps to plan for and facilitate youths’ re-entry into the 

community after they are released from DJJ custody. Each youth has a treatment 

team—including the youth’s family, parole officer, teacher, behavioral services clini-

cian, and community counselor—which develops the youth’s re-entry plan upon ad-

mission to DJJ custody. Ninety days prior to a youth’s proposed release date, the treat-

ment team holds a transition re-entry meeting to determine the youth’s community 

school placement (if  applicable), housing placement, and any community treatments 

or services needed upon release. 

DJJ has also taken some steps in recent years to improve continuity of  services upon 

release, including partnerships with the Department of  Medical Assistance Services to 

help youth apply for Medicaid health insurance prior to their release and with the De-

partment of  Motor Vehicles to allow the learner’s permit test to be administered to 

committed youth at Bon Air JCC. 

Educational and vocational programming appear to be helping 

improve career readiness for youth at Bon Air JCC   

Ensuring youth continue their education and/or obtain employment upon release are 

key to effective re-entry. According to DJJ risk assessment data, a high proportion of  

youth in DJJ custody have school (82 percent) and employment/free time (85 percent) 

as identified risk factors when they are first assessed upon admission to DJJ custody. 

Ensuring these risk factors are adequately addressed (e.g., sending youth to a different 

school to develop new friendships, promoting new activities to reduce idle time) helps 

to minimize the likelihood youth will reoffend after they are released.   

DJJ provides education services to youth at Bon Air JCC (sidebar), and preliminary 

data suggests educational outcomes are improving for these youth. For youth who 

have not completed high school, DJJ’s education division operates the Yvonne B. Mil-

ler High School, staffed by administrators and teachers who are licensed by the Vir-

ginia Department of Education. Data on educational outcomes for youth in DJJ cus-

tody is limited, but available data suggests outcomes are improving. For example, from 

the 2016–17 school year to the 2018–19 school year, Standards of  Learning (SOL) 

pass rates have increased from 20 percent to 52 percent in Algebra I, from 40 percent 

to 56 percent in Earth Science, and from 54 percent to 62 percent in Writing, according 

to DJJ education reports. Moreover, during the 2019–20 school year, all 35 eligible 

youth at Bon Air JCC graduated high school. Additional information on education 

services provided to youth at Bon Air JCC can be found in Appendix F.  

For youth who have completed high school, the education division also operates post-

secondary programs to provide college and career training. Youth at Bon Air JCC may 

DJJ-committed youth 

who participate in CPPs 

receive education ser-

vices through the juve-

nile detention center 

(JDC) where the CPP is 

located. For additional 

information on educa-

tion services provided in 

JDCs, see Chapter 6. 
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elect to enroll in community college courses to further their education and career read-

iness, covering topics such as business and entrepreneurship. During the 2019–20 

school year, 46 youth enrolled in and completed one or more post-secondary courses 

during their stay at Bon Air. DJJ also provides several vocational opportunities to 

youth at Bon Air JCC to train for and obtain occupational credentials, including forklift 

and upholstery certifications.  

Family engagement has improved in recent years 

Effective re-entry also requires maintaining and strengthening ties to families and 

other natural supports within the community. Removing youth from their community 

and placing them in a residential facility, especially for long-term stays, can strain family 

relationships and disconnect youth from their communities. However, if  youth plan 

to return to their communities upon release, it is important to engage families and 

strengthen these relationships to ensure youth have adequate support when they return 

home. 

DJJ has recently taken steps to improve family engagement among youth at Bon Air 

JCC. As part of  the transformation, DJJ revised its visitation procedures to (1) allow 

non-family members to visit, encouraging mentors and other non-family community 

representatives to stay engaged with a committed youth and (2) prohibit the loss of  

visitation as a disciplinary sanction. DJJ also started a free transportation initiative to 

provide transportation for families to visit youth at Bon Air, and 980 individuals par-

ticipated in the program in FY20. 

Youth in DJJ custody generally report more positive feedback about family engage-

ment than prior to the transformation, and key indicators of  family engagement have 

improved among youth at JCCs surveyed from 2015–2021 (Figure 8-1) (sidebar).  

FIGURE 8-1 

Family engagement has improved for youth at JCCs (2015 to 2021) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SOURCE: 2015 and 2018 data from surveys conducted by the Vera Institute. 2021 data from JLARC staff survey of 

youth at Bon Air JCC.  

JLARC staff surveyed 

youth at Bon Air JCC in 

summer 2021. See Ap-

pendix B for more infor-

mation. 
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Youth released from DJJ custody have limited access to step-down 

opportunities, including housing and other beneficial programming 

Providing youth with step-down opportunities promotes a successful re-entry by al-

lowing youth to practice newly developed life skills and incrementally adjust to living 

in the community prior to their release from confinement. Step-down opportunities 

can include both housing and other programming, such as short-term furloughs or 

work release programs. Step-down housing programs can vary in design, but are typi-

cally non-secure residential placements where youth have easy access to services and 

supports (e.g., group homes or halfway houses) that provide an interim transition be-

tween being in a secure facility and living independently. 

Although some elements of  DJJ’s re-entry programming have improved, step-down 

opportunities should be more widely available. Currently, step-down opportunities for 

youth in DJJ custody are not consistently available across the state. For example, be-

cause step-down housing is not widely available, it is only offered to youth who do not 

have other options for living arrangements upon release. This approach reasonably 

prioritizes the state’s limited statewide availability, however, DJJ staff  reported that 

additional step-down housing should be made available to increase the likelihood that 

youth transition back into their communities successfully. Not all youth are eligible for 

step-down housing—such as those who have been sentenced to serve time in an adult 

prison following their commitment to DJJ—but most youth released from DJJ cus-

tody could benefit from participation in these programs. 

Currently, DJJ generally uses two types of  step-down housing programs, but neither 

are widely used. Through its detention re-entry program, DJJ contracts with JDCs to 

place youth closer to home when they are within 30 to 120 days of  their scheduled 

release. However, the average daily population in detention re-entry in FY20 was three 

youth. Through its regional service coordinators (RSCs), DJJ may also place youth in 

one of  several residential placements across the state. For example, DJJ may place up 

to eight youth at a time at Intercept Summit House, a transitional living program 

providing services including clinical interventions (e.g., individual, group, and family 

therapy) and life skills training (e.g., strengths and needs assessments). Of  youth re-

leased from DJJ custody in FY20, 22 percent (72 youth) participated in one of  these 

residential placements through DJJ’s RSCs.  

DJJ should explore how to make additional step-down opportunities available, includ-

ing the possibility of  providing youth in DJJ custody the option to relocate to a differ-

ent community upon release, as appropriate. Although several approaches could be 

used to increase available step-down housing, using the RSCs would likely be the most 

direct way to increase access to these programs across the state. DJJ’s RSCs are already 

tasked with expanding DJJ’s continuum of  community-based services, which could 

include step-down housing for youth released from DJJ’s custody (sidebar). DJJ staff  

also report that increasing availability of  additional step-down opportunities, such as 

work release programs and short-term furloughs, would be beneficial for helping 

One potential gap in 

step-down housing is 

placements for youth 

over age 18, which was 

cited as an area of con-

cern during interviews 

with DJJ staff as part of 

this study.  
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youth practice life skills and incrementally adjust to being in the community prior to 

release.  

DJJ should also review opportunities to expand the availability of  Functional Family 

Therapy (FFT) for youth after they are released from DJJ custody. FFT is a structured, 

family-based intervention that works to enhance protective factors and reduce risk 

factors within the family unit, and it has been found by national subject-matter experts 

and organizations to be among the most effective programs for youth in the juvenile 

justice system. The Washington State Institute for Public Policy (WSIPP) has evaluated 

the use of  FFT for youth post-release and identified it as one of  the most cost-effec-

tive interventions for youth who were involved with the juvenile justice system (side-

bar). As part of  DJJ’s reforms, it expanded access to FFT for youth served in the 

community, including youth on probation and parole. Currently, FFT is offered to 

some youth upon release from DJJ custody, but there may be opportunities to expand 

availability. Only 21 percent of  youth released from DJJ custody were referred to FFT 

in FY20 (68 youth) (sidebar).  

There is recognition that re-entry can be improved and a recent workgroup can serve 

as a starting point for that improvement. DJJ recently convened its own Successful 

Transitions workgroup to identify opportunities to improve re-entry outcomes for 

youth in its custody. The workgroup produced a final report with several reasonable 

recommendations that DJJ should implement, including:  

 increasing the number of  available step-down opportunities and alternative 

placement options, and requiring all eligible youth to participate in a step-

down placement prior to release; 

 improving services, treatment, and resources available to families, such as 

including the youth’s family in the development of  a 72-hour release plan 

outlining activities that will occur within the first 72 hours of  release; 

 allowing community-based services to begin 60 days prior to release when 

appropriate and when possible; and 

 instituting a periodic case study process to identify barriers to successful re-

entry and improve re-entry programming. 

Using the workgroup’s recommendations as a starting point, DJJ should develop and 

implement a plan to further improve its re-entry programming for youth released from 

DJJ custody. The plan should specify steps to address current gaps in DJJ’s re-entry 

programming and implement the recommendations of  its Successful Transitions 

workgroup, such as expanding the availability of  step-down opportunities. DJJ should 

also develop a process to assess the effectiveness of  its re-entry programming moving 

forward, such as through periodic case studies.  

An additional 9 percent 

of youth on parole were 

referred to Multisys-

temic Therapy (MST) by 

DJJ in FY20. MST, which 

DJJ expanded access to 

during its recent reforms, 

is another evidence-

based program that 

WSIPP has evaluated and 

determined to be cost-ef-

fective for youth released 

from secure confinement. 

WSIPP estimates total 

benefits, including costs 

of the program, are posi-

tive ($17,083) but lower 

than FFT ($140,361). 

 

As part of its analyses, 

WSIPP calculates the 

likelihood that program 

benefits will exceed 

costs. In its assessment 

of FFT for youth post-re-

lease, WSIPP determined 

there is a 100 percent 

chance the program will 

produce benefits greater 

than the costs. 
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RECOMMENDATION 28 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should develop and implement a plan to improve 
its re-entry programming, including expansion of  step-down opportunities, consistent 
with the recommendations of  its Successful Transitions workgroup.  

Delinquency record hinders successful re-entry for 

some youth upon release from DJJ custody 

Some youth released from DJJ custody may face additional barriers because of  their 

juvenile and/or criminal records, which likely hinder their ability to be successful in 

their communities upon release (sidebar). These barriers are commonly referred to as 

“collateral consequences,” which are additional adverse impacts that result from hav-

ing a record, separate from any formal sanctions or time served. These typically make 

it more difficult for youth to obtain employment, apply for student loans, or join the 

military (sidebar).   

Requiring youth who have been adjudicated delinquent to carry the record of  their 

offenses into adulthood seems contrary to the statutory intent of  the juvenile justice 

system. The juvenile justice system is primarily intended to rehabilitate youth and pre-

vent further delinquent behavior so that youth may live successful lives in their com-

munities.  

Records of adjudicated delinquency for felony equivalent offenses are 

not expunged 

Virginia currently expunges juvenile records for misdemeanor and status offenses but 

not felonies. Once youth reach 19 years of  age and five years have elapsed since the 

date of  their last hearing (including hearings for any subsequently committed of-

fenses), juvenile and domestic relations (J&DR) district courts are required to auto-

matically expunge their delinquency records. However, this requirement does not ap-

ply to youth who are found guilty of  a delinquent act that would be a felony if  

committed by an adult. These felony equivalent records are retained and excluded from 

the automatic expungement process (sidebar). Additionally, for youth adjudicated de-

linquent of  a felony equivalent offense at age 14 or older, these records are generally 

open to the public.  

Virginia’s lack of  expungement or sealing records of  juvenile equivalent felonies is in 

contrast to many surrounding states’ laws. At least nine surrounding states allow at 

least some juvenile felony equivalent records to be sealed or expunged (sidebar). Rec-

ords of  felony offenses in these states are generally eligible to be sealed or expunged 

after an applicable waiting period, ranging from one year in Tennessee and West Vir-

ginia, to seven years for more serious offenses in Delaware. Although certain exclu-

sions apply, such as for violent felonies and/or sexual offenses, Virginia is an outlier 

among neighboring states by excluding all juvenile felony equivalent offenses from 

being eligible for expungement.  

Youth who are not com-

mitted to DJJ but who 

are adjudicated delin-

quent of a felony offense 

face similar collateral 

consequences. 

 

Youth who are tried as 

adults must disclose 

convictions when apply-

ing for an occupational 

license (e.g., barber, elec-

trician), which may then 

be used as the basis to 

deny their application. 

 

Sealing refers to a pro-

cess in which both paper 

and electronic records 

are removed from public 

view but are still retained 

for any authorized dis-

semination purposes 

(e.g., Virginia State Police 

for employment screen-

ing). In contrast, ex-

pungement refers to a 

process in which records 

are completely de-

stroyed.   

Surrounding states in 

this analysis included 

North Carolina, South 

Carolina, Georgia, Ten-

nessee, Kentucky, West 

Virginia, Maryland, Penn-

sylvania, and Delaware. 

 

In addition to the record 

of the felony equivalent 

offense, records of any 

ancillary offenses must 

also be retained and are 

excluded from expunge-

ment. 
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Furthermore, Virginia now has more lenient legal requirements for maintaining rec-

ords of  adults who have committed felonies than for youth. During the 2021 Special 

Session, the General Assembly passed HB 2113, which sets up a process for sealing 

criminal records for certain types of  adult criminal offenses, including certain felonies 

(sidebar), as well as some records for juveniles tried in circuit court. Criminal records 

for felonies will be sealed for individuals who file a petition with the court after a 10-

year waiting period for eligible offenses, provided that the individual has not been 

convicted of  any additional offenses during this period. 

To align policy with other states and how Virginia now handles adult felony convic-

tions, the General Assembly should establish a process to allow certain less serious, 

non-violent felony equivalent offenses for which youth are adjudicated delinquent in 

J&DR court to be expunged. To avoid conflicts with an existing state law, records 

would first need to be sealed until the individual is 29 years old, at which point they 

could be expunged. The Code of  Virginia prohibits individuals under age 29 who were 

adjudicated delinquent of  felony offenses from possessing or transporting a firearm 

(§ 18.2-308.2). Sealing records until the individual turns 29 would allow these records 

to be viewed only for authorized purposes, such as by law enforcement officers.  

In establishing this process, the General Assembly would need to determine (1) the 

period of  time individuals must wait before their records are eligible to be sealed, such 

as five years, which would align with the waiting period for other juvenile delinquency 

records; (2) which felony equivalent offenses committed by youth should be eligible; 

(3) and other eligibility requirements. For example, it may be appropriate for some 

more serious or violent felony offenses to not be eligible for expungement or to be 

eligible only after a longer period of  time than less serious felony offenses. Addition-

ally, the General Assembly would need to determine what, if  any, additional eligibility 

requirements should apply, such as not being convicted or adjudicated delinquent of  

any additional offenses during the applicable waiting period.  

From FY11–20, youth were adjudicated delinquent of  nearly 16,000 non-violent fel-

ony offenses in J&DR courts. Allowing for these records to be sealed, and then even-

tually expunged, would benefit more than 6,000 youth from the past decade. 

The Office of  the Executive Secretary of  the Supreme Court of  Virginia (OES) re-

ports that allowing additional juvenile records to be sealed (and then eventually ex-

punged) would require additional resources, primarily because it changes the scope of  

work currently in progress by OES to implement the sealing provisions outlined in 

HB 2113. Although the sealing of  additional juvenile records could be built into this 

process, it would require OES to expand the programming changes to its juvenile and 

domestic relations case management system. However, the exact modifications and 

resources needed could vary depending on which offenses are eligible.  

Felony offenses eligible 

for sealing under HB 

2113 include Class 5 or 6 

felonies, such as perjury 

or credit card fraud of 

$500 or more.  

 

Additional information 

on expungement of ju-

venile records can be 

found in Appendix G.  
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RECOMMENDATION 29 

The General Assembly may wish to consider amending § 16.1-306 of  the Code of  
Virginia to (i) establish a process to allow records for certain less serious, non-violent  
felony equivalent offenses of  youth adjudicated delinquent in juvenile and domestic 
relations district court to be automatically sealed after a period of  years specified by 
the General Assembly up to age 29, and then subsequently expunged; (ii) determine 
the types of  offenses eligible for sealing; and (iii) establish other necessary eligibility 
criteria.  

Records from circuit courts require petition and waiting period to be 

sealed 

As noted above, current law has a process to expunge juvenile records for all types of  

offenses, with the exception of  felony offenses. However, this process applies only to 

youth whose cases are adjudicated in J&DR court and has not historically applied to 

youth whose cases are adjudicated in circuit court. The newly established process un-

der HB 2113 will allow for some of  these records to be sealed.  

HB 2113 sets forth a 7- to 10-year waiting period before a record is eligible to be 

sealed, depending on the severity of  the offense, which may be inconsistent with the 

statutory goal to rehabilitate youth. In almost all cases, the waiting period will occur 

while a youth is attempting to build a new life in their community upon release from 

the system. Until these records are sealed, educational institutions and employers may 

seek access to these records. As long as the record remains accessible, youth will likely 

have a more difficult time (who in most cases will be adults) successfully re-entering 

society after being in secure confinement. Additionally, this 7- to 10-year waiting pe-

riod is longer than the waiting period for expungement of  delinquency records in 

J&DR courts, which is currently set at five years. 

POLICY OPTION 8 

The General Assembly could amend Chapter 23.2 of  the Code of  Virginia to reduce 
the waiting period to seal juvenile criminal records maintained by circuit courts for 
eligible offenses under current law. 

HB 2113 also sets forth that after the waiting period, the record may be sealed only 

upon petition (rather than through an automatic process). Petition-based processes are 

generally considered to be less equitable than automatic processes because they can be 

time consuming and difficult to navigate without an attorney. The petitioner must ob-

tain several documents (e.g., official copy of  criminal record, fingerprints), file the pe-

tition in court, pay court fees (sidebar), and attend a hearing before a judge. Many 

individuals likely do not have the time and resources to complete the process, and 

therefore are unable to have their records sealed. The petition requirement is different 

from the automatic expungement process used for most juvenile records, as noted 

above. 

Individuals are not re-

quired to pay any fees 

to have their record 

sealed if they are deter-

mined to be indigent by 

the court, pursuant to § 

19.2-159 of the Code of 

Virginia. 
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POLICY OPTION 9 

The General Assembly could amend Chapter 23.2 of  the Code of  Virginia to auto-
matically seal juvenile records maintained by circuit courts for eligible offenses under 
current law, rather than require a petition to be filed requesting the records be sealed. 
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9 
Number and Location of Juvenile Justice 

Facilities 
 

The study resolution directed JLARC staff  to review Virginia’s juvenile justice facility 

needs, including the locations and sizes of  facilities. Facility design, location, and size 

are important, but facility improvement alone will not improve youth outcomes. Youth 

outcomes are driven much more fundamentally by the adequacy of  programming and 

staff, which prior chapters of  this report have found need improvement. 

Generally, Virginia currently uses two types of  secure facilities to hold youth either (1) 

temporarily while they are awaiting their court hearing or (2) after they have been ad-

judicated delinquent for an offense. These facilities include a juvenile correctional cen-

ter (JCC), which is located in Chesterfield County, and juvenile detention centers 

(JDCs), which are located throughout the state. 

In Virginia, the Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) responded to declining utilization 

by closing six of  its seven juvenile correctional centers between 2005 and 2017—leav-

ing one large secure facility (Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center). Other states, in-

cluding Georgia, Maryland, Vermont, and Oklahoma, have also responded to declining 

use by closing, repurposing, or consolidating some of  their secure care facilities. 

In contrast, Virginia’s 24 JDCs have not responded similarly to declining utilization, 

although some localities are beginning to explore their options. JDCs are owned and 

operated by one or more localities but receive state funding. JDCs have historically 

been used mostly to hold youth temporarily while they await court hearings. However, 

a growing proportion of  youth are placed in Virginia’s JDCs to receive rehabilitative 

programming after being adjudicated delinquent.   

JDCs have far too much capacity, and Virginia has 

more facilities than other states 

Even though JDCs are locally or regionally operated, the state has a substantial finan-

cial investment in them. Spending on JDCs comprised the largest single juvenile justice 

category from state resources in FY20. Total estimated state expenditures on JDCs, 

including education expenditures, were around $74 million in FY20 (sidebar). The state 

pays for about one-third of  JDC operation and maintenance costs and 100 percent of  

JDC education costs. The average daily population of  JDCs has decreased 25 percent 

since FY11. DJJ funding, though, for detention centers has increased about 29 percent, 

adjusted for inflation ($38 million to $49 million). This increase was driven by DJJ 

community placement program (CPP) funding, which started being allotted in FY16. 

Historical data on state funding for education in juvenile detention centers (about $25 

Average annual per 

youth costs of Bon Air 

Juvenile Correctional 

Center in FY20 were 

about $243,000. This in-

cludes educational ex-

penditures. 

 

Average estimated an-

nual per youth costs of 

juvenile detention cen-

ters in FY20 ranged from 

about $130,000 (Pied-

mont JDC) to about 

$580,000 (Loudoun JDC). 

This includes education 

expenditures through 

VDOE. 
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million in FY20) is limited but indicates state support has remained relatively stable 

since FY17.  

Collectively, only 30 percent of  Virginia JDCs’ capacity is being used in part because 

these local and regional facilities have not responded to the decline in the juvenile 

population. Between FY06 and FY21, the average daily population across JDCs 

statewide declined 59 percent—from 1,075 youth to 436 youth— but the total capacity 

of  these facilities decreased only 1 percent. As of  FY21, the average statewide JDC 

use was about 30 percent of  total statewide capacity (Figure 9-1). 

FIGURE 9-1 

JDC capacity has remained stable, while the population of youth in JDCs has 

declined by 60 percent (2006–2021) 

 

SOURCE: JLARC staff analyses of JDC daily population data between July 2018 and September 2021. 

Daily utilization rates show that excess JDC capacity exists across JDCs in each region 

of  the state. Between July 2018 and September 2021, none of  the five DJJ regions 

came close to reaching their maximum juvenile detention center capacities (Figure 9-

2). For example, the collective utilization of  the five juvenile detention centers in 

Northern Virginia during this period ranged from 27 percent to 41 percent of  available 

capacity. The COVID-19 pandemic, though, has likely temporarily and artificially re-

duced the population to some extent. 
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FIGURE 9-2 

Excess juvenile detention center (JDC) capacity exists in each DJJ region, indicating 

opportunities to consolidate or repurpose some facilities (July 2018–September 2021) 

 

SOURCE: JLARC staff analyses of JDC daily population data between July 2018 and September 2021. 

NOTE: Regions are DJJ regions. 

Compared with nine nearby states, Virginia has both the most juvenile detention cen-

ters and highest statewide juvenile detention capacity (i.e., number of  beds). On a per 

100,000 youth basis, Virginia has the second-highest number of  detention centers and 

highest number of  beds (Figure 9-3). Most other nearby states operate juvenile deten-

tion centers on a more regional basis than Virginia (sidebar). Maryland, North Caro-

lina, and Kentucky, for example, have between seven and 10 JDCs statewide—less 

than half  of  Virginia’s 24. 

The 10 states in this 

analysis included Vir-

ginia, North Carolina, 

South Carolina, Georgia, 

Tennessee, Kentucky, 

West Virginia, Maryland, 

Pennsylvania, and Dela-

ware.  
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A key difference between Virginia’s approach to juvenile detention centers and those 

in neighboring states is that most nearby states operate all, or most, of  their juvenile 

detention centers. Kentucky, Georgia, West Virginia, Delaware, and Maryland, for ex-

ample, operate all of  their juvenile detention centers, and North Carolina operates 

seven of  its 12 detention centers. In contrast, juvenile detention centers in Virginia are 

locally or regionally operated, but receive state funding.  

FIGURE 9-3 

Virginia has the second-most juvenile detention centers and the highest capacity compared with 

nearby states (per 1,000 youth) 

 

SOURCE: JLARC staff review of other states’ websites, annual reports, Prison Rape Elimination Act audit reports, and news articles regarding 

recent closures or openings and analysis of data from The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention’s Easy Access to Juvenile 

Populations Dataset (2019).  

NOTE: Figure is as of October 2021. “Youth” defined as individuals ages 10 through 17. 

State has multiple options to reduce JDC spending 

Continuing to maintain so much excess capacity is not an efficient use of  limited fi-

nancial resources. Virginia could pursue several options to lower total JDC costs, in-

cluding the state’s contribution. The options include making JDC’s educational opera-

tions more efficient, which are 100 percent funded through state dollars. The options 

also relate more broadly to JDC operations, for which the state also contributes sub-

stantial funding. 

State’s educational model uses more teachers than other states, and 

many JDCs are not fully implementing potential efficiency strategies 

Education makes up a large percentage of  state spending on JDCs. In the 2019–20 

school year, an estimated $25 million in state funds was used to provide educational 

services in JDCs. This represents about 30 percent of  total state spending on JDCs. 

Funding for education in JDCs has remained relatively stable over the past five years, 

even as the average daily population has declined (sidebar). 

Required staffing ratios 

for teachers in JDCs are 

tied to facilities’ licensed 

bed capacities rather 

than the average daily 

population. However, 

over the past 10 years the 

utilization of JDCs has 

steadily declined, while 

the licensed capacity has 

remained stable.  
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Spending per youth at JDCs is much higher than school division spending, which is to 

be expected given the much smaller size of  JDCs’ population compared with even the 

smallest school division. Based on the average daily population, education funding 

provided by the state ranged from $23,000 to $88,000 per youth in JDC educational 

programs in 2019–20. In comparison, school divisions spent between $10,000 and 

$21,000 per youth in Virginia’s public schools that year. 

As with any educational operation, the vast majority of  spending is on staffing. Spend-

ing on staffing is largely determined by the number of  staff  employed and their salary 

and benefit costs. Most (88 percent) of  the funding for JDCs’ educational programs is 

used for personnel. Several analyses indicate that educational spending at JDCs could 

be reduced through several efficiency strategies, including potentially reducing the 

number of  educational staff  per student. 

The majority of  JDCs are not using strategies that could increase efficiency of  educa-

tional programming and thereby reduce their educational costs (Figure 9-4). A VDOE 

workgroup and JLARC both identified strategies that JDCs could use to deliver edu-

cational programming more efficiently. These strategies include sharing staff  with 

school divisions or across JDCs in relative proximity. For example, only two of  the 24 

JDCs appear to share staff  with their school division. Some JDCs use part-time teach-

ing or administrative positions. 

Figure 9-4  

Many JDCs are not implementing potential efficiencies that could reduce costs 

 

SOURCE: JLARC synthesis of VDOE SOP staffing data (FY20) and review of VDOE reports to the Commission on Youth.   

NOTE: a One JDC has a staff member who is both the principal and an English teacher for the facility’s education 

program. b VDOE reported to the Commission on Youth that virtual learning is currently provided for elective courses 

that youth are required to receive for graduation but that school staff are not certified to teach. However, they did 

not specify how many juvenile detention centers provide virtual learning. Use of virtual learning may be especially 

efficient for elective courses or those needed by very few students. 
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Virginia JDCs also appear to have fewer students per teacher than other states (Figure 

9-5). Virginia’s average ratio across all JDCs is one teacher for every three students. 

Other surrounding states, on average, have more than twice as many students for each 

teacher, resulting in a ratio of  one teacher for every eight students. Virginia’s higher 

ratios compared with other states suggest there may be opportunities to employ fewer 

educational staff  without adversely affecting students’ educational experiences and 

outcomes (sidebar). 

Figure 9-5  

Other states appear to have higher JDC teacher to student ratios than Virginia 

 

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of VDOE data and data collected by the U.S. Department of Education’s Civil Rights Data 

Collection for the 2017-2018 school year. 

NOTE: a Other states used for comparison are: North Carolina, West Virginia, Maryland, Kentucky, South Carolina, 

Pennsylvania, and Delaware. 

Because $25 million in state funds is spent on education at JDCs, educational spending 

per student in a JDC is $23,000 to $88,000, and few JDCs use efficiency strategies, a 

meaningful and comprehensive assessment of  opportunities to implement these effi-

ciency strategies appears warranted. Some JDCs may not have any additional oppor-

tunities to reduce educational staffing. However, other JDCs could likely reduce staff-

ing because many JDCs have not adopted the efficiency strategies noted above. 

VDOE should work with the Department of  Planning and Budget to identify and 

propose specific education spending cost reductions at JDCs. VDOE should assess 

the feasibility of  using fewer teachers generally and identify why many JDCs are not 

using current efficiency strategies. VDOE should also clearly articulate the barriers 

that currently exist to implementing these strategies in JDCs, such as geographic char-

acteristics that make sharing staff  infeasible or specific statutory or regulatory require-

ments and propose solutions to overcome them where possible.  
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Other 
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Reductions to JDC 

school personnel can be 

made while still meeting 

state staffing standards. 

Many JDC educational 

programs are staffed far 

above the state standard 

of 12 licensed beds per 

teacher. The JDCs’ me-

dian school staffing ratio 

is seven licensed beds for 

every teacher. 

 

Between FY16 and FY20, 

the number of teaching 

positions across the 24 

JDCs has declined about 

7 percent, from 248.5 to 

231, according to VDOE. 
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RECOMMENDATION 30 

The General Assembly may wish to consider including language in the Appropriation 
Act directing the Virginia Department of  Education (VDOE) to determine the extent 
to which each juvenile detention center currently implements or could further imple-
ment cost-effective staffing methods. VDOE should be directed to work with the Vir-
ginia Department of  Planning and Budget to determine the potential cost savings and 
feasibility of  implementing each method and propose specific actions along with the 
estimated cost savings to the secretary of  finance no later than June 30, 2023.  

Financial incentive or requirement to consolidate could lower total 

JDC spending 

Under state regulations, the Board of  Juvenile Justice prioritizes state funding for new 

JDCs that are operated regionally (by three or more localities). However, no difference 

in funding exists for state support for existing detention centers. Absent a more mean-

ingful state incentive (or requirement) to reduce total JDC capacity statewide, there 

has been mixed success in doing so. Prince William County has itself  recognized the 

need to reduce the size of  its facility. Prince William conducted a needs assessment in 

2018 regarding its detention center and plans to replace its 72-bed detention center 

with a smaller (48-bed maximum) juvenile detention center that is co-located with its 

juvenile shelter. In September 2020, the Board of  Juvenile Justice approved the plan-

ning study, allowing Prince William to move into the design phase for the facility. 

Other recent efforts to consolidate JDCs have met resistance. Alexandria and Falls 

Church evaluated the feasibility of  closing the Northern Virginia JDC by transferring 

youth in the facility to the Fairfax County JDC. The report cited a 72 percent reduction 

in the number of  juveniles in their shared facility and identified the Fairfax County 

Juvenile Detention Center as a feasible option for consolidation. However, the report 

noted that there was limited interest among Fairfax County officials in the consolida-

tion.  

Spending on JDCs could likely be lowered through consolidating some facilities. 

JLARC staff  estimate that at least three facilities within a 45-minute drive of  other 

detention centers could be closed and consolidated. (See Appendix B for assumptions 

and methodology.) Savings would depend on the specific JDCs that were closed but 

are estimated to be $7 million to $14 million per year in state funds, including both 

DJJ and VDOE funding. However, some proportion of  these savings would likely 

need be reallocated to facilities that take on additional youth. 

Because the state does not own these facilities, it can either use financial incentives or 

restrictions to encourage consolidation over time or create a process that would iden-

tify juvenile detention centers that should be closed or consolidated. 
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State could follow regional jail model and offer financial incentives for JDC 

consolidation 

The state has historically been successful using financial incentives to encourage con-

solidation of  adult correctional facilities. The state began the regional jails program in 

1989 with the objective of  encouraging the consolidation of  small, independently run 

jails. Under this program, the state funded construction costs for new regional jails at 

twice the rate it funded the construction of  local jails. The result was 21 regional jails 

built to modern design specifications, a reduction in many small local jails, and a sub-

stantial reduction in the state’s cost of  reimbursing jails overall because of  the econo-

mies of  scale from having fewer total jails. 

The General Assembly could follow the regional jail model and offer financial incen-

tives for JDC consolidation. This could include substantially higher reimbursement 

rates for the construction of  new regional facilities and higher ongoing reimbursement 

rates for regional facilities’ operating costs.  

POLICY OPTION 10  

The General Assembly could consider establishing a two-tiered reimbursement rate in 
the Appropriation Act for the construction and operation of  juvenile detention cen-
ters. Juvenile detention centers that are operated regionally could receive higher reim-
bursement rates than those operated by a single jurisdiction. 

State could reduce funding for facilities that are within a certain distance of 

other facilities and consistently below a certain utilization level  

Instead of  incentives, the state could restrict funding to juvenile detention centers in 

areas where consolidation is possible. Specifically, the state could direct DJJ and 

VDOE to provide lower funding to juvenile detention centers that are consistently 

operating under capacity and are located within a certain distance of  other detention 

centers that are also operating under capacity. This approach would put financial pres-

sure on localities to more strongly consider consolidating facilities, similar to the pres-

sure DJJ faced and that contributed to the closure of  six juvenile correctional centers. 

The restriction could apply to both funding for new construction and for operations. 

Restricting funding solely based on utilization is not advisable. Some detention centers, 

such as Highlands Juvenile Detention Center (located in Bristol, VA), are not close to 

other facilities.  

POLICY OPTION 11 

The General Assembly could consider including language in the Appropriation Act 
directing the Department of  Juvenile Justice and the Virginia Department of  Educa-
tion to provide lower funding for juvenile detention centers that are consistently op-
erating under a certain capacity, such as 50 percent, and are located within a certain 
distance, such as a 45-minute drive, of  other facilities that are also operating under 
capacity.  
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State could create a task force to identify specific JDCs that should be closed or 

consolidated 

Rather than use financial incentives or restrictions, the state could establish a process 

to evaluate and then identify specific juvenile detention centers that should be consol-

idated or repurposed. This process could be similar to the Base Realignment and Clo-

sure (BRAC) process periodically used at the federal level to close or consolidate mil-

itary bases. Under this process, a task force studies current and future needs to identify 

bases that should be closed or consolidated.   

A similar process in Virginia could use a task force to determine the most strategic 

approach to consolidating or repurposing juvenile detention facilities. The process 

could be facilitated by DJJ, which has access to much of  the data and information 

needed to make these decisions. Other local stakeholders could also be on the task 

force, but perhaps from areas with no facilities or with facilities that are not likely to 

be closed or consolidated. This would at least partially remove the challenge of  those 

who operate a facility being tasked with deciding to close or consolidate their own 

facility. 

A fundamental challenge with such a task force, though, is that unlike the BRAC pro-

cess where the federal government owns the facilities it consolidates or closes, Virginia 

does not own JDCs. A task force could identify a list of  closures or consolidations and 

develop an objective data driven process to support the recommendations. Ultimately, 

though, whether to maintain these facilities is a local or regional decision. 

To make the most strategic recommendations, the task force would need to consider 

several factors in its review, including the facility’s age, remodeling needs, distance from 

youths’ home communities, staff  turnover rates, quality of  treatment programming, 

and availability of  treatment space.  

POLICY OPTION 12  

The General Assembly could consider including language in the Appropriation Act 
directing the Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) to implement a process to identify 
specific juvenile detention centers that should be closed or consolidated to better align 
facility capacities with regional needs. DJJ could be directed to report to the General 
Assembly on the results of  the process and specific facilities identified for closure or 
consolidation. 

State could narrow role of JDCs and develop a fully 

regional model 

In contrast with the options above to reduce the number of  JDCs, Virginia also has 

the option to develop a new service delivery model that would likely improve the qual-

ity of  rehabilitative services provided. Virginia is unusual compared with surrounding 
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states because it keeps youth who are adjudicated delinquent in juvenile detention cen-

ters. This effectively broadens the mission of  JDCs by creating the need to offer reha-

bilitative programming. All nearby states, except West Virginia, hold youth who are 

adjudicated delinquent separately from those who have not had a court hearing. Youth 

who are adjudicated delinquent are transferred to regional secure treatment facilities 

for confinement and rehabilitation. Virginia does not have any similar regional secure 

treatment facilities. If  delinquent juveniles need rehabilitative programming, they ei-

ther stay at JDCs or are placed at Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center in Chesterfield.  

The regional model used by other states has several advantages. First, facilities can 

specialize in providing either short-term detention services or longer-term rehabilita-

tive programming, rather than needing to provide (and staff  for) both types of  ser-

vices. (See Chapter 6 for a discussion on gaps in JDC rehabilitative programming in 

Virginia.) Staff  and services for youth who need rehabilitative programming can be 

consolidated to those facilities required to provide this programming. Youth in DJJ 

custody who would otherwise be placed in CPPs at JDCs could be placed in facilities 

that specialize in rehabilitative programming. 

Separating youth who have been adjudicated delinquent and those awaiting trial would 

better align Virginia’s approach with best practices. Currently, youth who have not yet 

been found guilty of  an offense and those who have attend classes together. National 

research, however, indicates that interactions with antisocial peers (including youth 

who have been adjudicated delinquent) should be avoided as much as possible (side-

bar).  

Separating youth would also allow for programming to be more tailored to meet 

youths’ needs. For example, it could reduce the need to un-enroll youth from their 

home school division when placed in JDCs for very short stays (as is currently the 

practice in Virginia). Instead, the state could explore different approaches, such as us-

ing homebound instruction, to educate youth awaiting trial while also maintaining their 

connections with their home schools (sidebar). 

A disadvantage of  consolidation and the regional model is that some youth may be 

placed farther away from their home communities to receive rehabilitative program-

ming. It is unclear, however, whether Virginia’s current approach of  providing reha-

bilitative programming in 21 of  24 detention facilities is realistic without substantial 

additional resources. Evidence does show, however, that youth who are released from 

rehabilitative programming at JDCs have the worst recidivism rates of  any type of  

juvenile justice intervention (Chapter 2) and that only about half  of  JDCs report 

providing evidence-based programming (Chapter 6). Addressing these issues fully and 

improving rehabilitative programming at juvenile detention centers may not be possi-

ble solely through adopting additional regulations. 

Shifting to a specialized regional model that separates juvenile detention and juvenile 

treatment programming would be a dramatic change from current practice. Several 

questions would need to be addressed, including  

Homebound instruction 

is designed to help stu-

dents continue to make 

progress in their home 

school while they are 

confined at home or in a 

health-care facility for 

health reasons.  

Homebound instruction, 

or an approach similar to 

homebound instruction, 

for youth in JDCs for 

short durations would 

likely still meet the statu-

tory requirement that ed-

ucation in JDCs be “at 

least comparable” to in-

struction provided to chil-

dren in the public school 

system.  

 

“A key lesson of the 

developmental research 

is that association with 

antisocial peers should 

be limited; interaction 

should either be avoided 

or highly structured, 

visible, and 

transparent.” 
– National Research 

Council of National 

Academies of Sciences 

(2013) 
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 who would own and operate the regional treatment facilities; 

 whether JDCs that could potentially serve as regional treatment facilities 

are appropriately designed and equipped to provide rehabilitative program-

ming effectively;   

 how the regional treatment facilities would be funded; and  

 whether the state would consolidate its post-dispositional programs and 

commitment programs into a single program for youth who need rehabili-

tative programming. 

However, having single purpose facilities would allow each type of  facility to focus on 

the needs of  youth they serve and could facilitate the provision of  these services on a 

more efficient and effective basis. 

Depending on several factors, the state might continue to pay about the same or even 

more than it does currently. A similar number of  facilities may exist under a specialized 

regional model, with some focusing solely on rehabilitation programming. The costs 

of  operating pre-dispositional detention facilities would likely be lower because they 

no longer would need to provide rehabilitative programming. In contrast, the costs of  

JDCs that solely focus on rehabilitative programming may be higher, especially con-

sidering the improvements to the quality of  programming and staffing recommended 

in Chapter 6. 

If  the General Assembly wanted to pursue a specialized regional juvenile detention 

model, it could direct DJJ to evaluate the benefits, costs, and feasibility of  transitioning 

to a regional model. DJJ could be directed to identify the statutory changes that would 

be required to shift to the specialization model, the number of  JDCs that could be 

consolidated as a result of  the change, and the expected savings or costs that would 

result from the shift. If  this option is chosen, VDOE should also be directed to par-

ticipate and determine how best to align educational programming to meet the differ-

ent needs of  youth in the two types of  facilities. VDOE’s evaluation could be informed 

by approaches in other states to educating youth in short-term detention and youth in 

longer-term rehabilitative programs, as well as approaches used in Virginia to educate 

students who cannot attend school on a short-term basis, such as homebound instruc-

tion. 

POLICY OPTION 13  

The General Assembly could consider including language in the Appropriation Act 
directing the Department of  Juvenile Justice to evaluate the costs, benefits, and feasi-
bility of  transitioning juvenile detention centers to either specialize in (i) short-term 
detention or (ii) longer-term rehabilitative programing. The Virginia Department of  
Education could be required to develop a plan to align the educational programming 
to meet the different needs of  youth in the two types of  facilities. 
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Bon Air JCC should be replaced with smaller 

facilities, but full needs are currently unclear 

Most stakeholders agree Bon Air JCC does not cost-effectively meet the needs of the 

youth committed to state custody. In 2016, the General Assembly established a task 

force to consider the future capital and operational requirements for Virginia’s juvenile 

correctional centers. Bon Air is the state’s only remaining facility and is located in 

Chesterfield—a location more than 75 miles away from where the majority of youth 

in state custody reside.  

Though the state closed multiple facilities as the juvenile population declined, the sin-

gle facility remaining at Bon Air still has far fewer youth than its capacity, and the age 

of the Bon Air JCC contributes to its high costs. The oldest buildings on the Bon Air 

campus currently being used, which are being used as housing units, were built in 1930, 

and the most recent building expansion on the campus was completed in 1996. The 

facility was designed to provide secure confinement, not necessarily foster a positive 

rehabilitative environment for youth. 

Despite consensus about the inadequacy of the Bon Air facility, there is not necessarily 

consensus on how to address the problem. It is also unclear how best to transition 

away from the Bon Air facility, including how many new facilities to construct, what 

capacity they should have, and where they should be located. The state has faced chal-

lenges finding other locations that local residents will approve of through the zoning 

process. 

The eventual number, sizes, and locations of  state-operated secure treatment facilities 

needed in Virginia will depend partially on the ability of  juvenile detention centers to 

meet the needs of  youth in community placement programs (CPPs) (sidebar). As men-

tioned, beyond placing youth closer to home, recent data suggests this approach may 

not be serving youth well, and greater attention is needed on the quality and effective-

ness of  rehabilitative programming at the CPPs. If  JDCs are unable or unwilling to 

serve youth effectively and recidivism remains higher than at Bon Air JCC, DJJ should 

end CPPs at these facilities. (See Chapters 6 and 7 for more information about prob-

lems with JDC programming and outcomes of  youth placed at CPPs.) 

Bon Air JCC is the largest secure treatment facility among nearby 

states and does not support effective rehabilitative programming 

Several factors make Bon Air JCC not ideal, including its size, its distance from youths’ 

home communities, and its lack of appropriately designed treatment space. There is 

no national standard for the appropriate size of secure treatment facilities or maximum 

distance from youths’ home communities. However, smaller secure treatment facilities 

that are closer to youths’ home communities are preferable, according to the National 

Academies of Sciences (sidebar).  

“For the small proportion 

of youth who require 

confinement in 

residential facilities, 

proximity to their 

communities is likely to 

be less disruptive of 

developmental progress 

than commitment to 

distant families. Large 

facilities that are located 

far from young 

offenders’ home may be 

particularly harmful.” 
 

– National Research 

Council of National 

Academies of Sciences 

(2013) 

 

The term “secure treat-

ment facility” is used in 

this section because 

other states generally do 

not use the term “correc-

tional center,” like Vir-

ginia, to describe facilities 

for the most serious of-

fenders.  
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The Bon Air JCC appears to be among the largest secure juvenile facilities in the region 

and nationally. Among the 33 secure treatment facilities for the most serious offenders 

in Virginia and nine nearby states, Bon Air JCC appears to be the largest (Figure 9-6). 

As of  November 2021, Bon Air JCC’s capacity (272 beds) was six times larger than 

the median size of  secure treatment facilities in nearby states (45 beds). Nationally, 

only 1 percent of  facilities that held juveniles in 2018 had more than 200 beds. 

FIGURE 9-6 

Bon Air JCC is larger than all other secure treatment facilities operated in nine 

nearby states  

 

SOURCE: JLARC staff review of DJJ documents and other states’ websites, annual reports, news releases, and Prison 

Rape Elimination Act audit reports. Delaware’s three “cottages” are identified as separate facilities but were combined 

into one facility for this analysis because they are separate buildings in the same location. 

Other nearby states generally operate smaller secure treatment facilities, having several 

located regionally rather one large facility in a single location. For example, Maryland 

has five secure treatment facilities located throughout the state, ranging in size from 

six beds (a secure treatment facility for girls) to 48 beds. Similarly, North Carolina has 

four facilities, three of  which have capacities of  44 beds or smaller. Six of  Kentucky’s 

seven regional secure treatment facilities (known as youth development centers) have 

42 or fewer beds. Only one nearby state (South Carolina) operates a single secure treat-

ment facility. 

The 10 states in this 

analysis included Vir-

ginia, North Carolina, 

South Carolina, Georgia, 

Tennessee, Kentucky, 

West Virginia, Maryland, 

Pennsylvania, and Dela-

ware.  
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Single facility results in families having to travel substantial distances to visit 

Having only one facility results in more families being farther away from youth when 

they are in custody, which is inconsistent with best practice. Longer distances from 

the facility to the youth’s community make it less likely that family or others will visit 

the youth while in custody. Long distances also make it more difficult for parents (or 

individuals willing to serve in the parent role) to be engaged in the treatment program-

ming. According to existing national research, programs that are “most effective at 

reducing recidivism involve an emphasis either on parental involvement or on provid-

ing a parent-like alternative when parents are unable or unwilling to assume a positive 

role.”  

Although Bon Air JCC’s location in Chesterfield is relatively close to the communities 

of  committed youth from the Southern and Central regions, it is not close to commu-

nities in the Eastern region, where the largest proportion of  committed youth are from 

(Figure 9-7). The Eastern region includes Newport News, Norfolk, Virginia Beach, 

Hampton, and Chesapeake. Though fewer youth in custody come from the Western 

region, travel time for their families can be more than eight hours round trip. 

FIGURE 9-7 

Between 2017 and 2021, 42 percent of youth committed to DJJ were from the Eastern region 

 

SOURCE: DJJ snapshot data for youth in DJJ custody. 

DJJ has made efforts to help families visit youth and stay engaged in their youth’s 

rehabilitation. DJJ started a free transportation initiative in 2016 to provide transpor-

tation for families to visit youth at Bon Air, and approximately 980 individuals partic-

ipated in the program in FY20. Although the transportation program mitigates the 

costs incurred by families to visit youth at Bon Air JCC, it can take families in the 

Eastern region more than four hours round trip to travel to and from the facility. 
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DJJ has also used its CPPs to locate certain lower risk youth at JDCs. However, the 

Chesapeake JDC has recently closed its CPP, leaving space for only 20 committed 

youth in the Eastern region at the CPP operated by the Virginia Beach JDC.  

Converted space in Bon Air not fully consistent with best practice 

Bon Air JCC was also not designed to support effective rehabilitative programming. 

Most apparent is the lack of  dedicated treatment space for groups or individuals. DJJ 

has attempted to repurpose vacant cells for treatment programs. This has created more 

dedicated treatment space, but there are still concerns about the noise and echoing in 

the rooms because the walls are cinder block with no noise-reducing material. The 

rooms also lack windows and consequently have no natural light (sidebar).  

Replacing Bon Air JCC is reasonable, but size, number, and locations 

of future facilities have yet to be finalized 

Stakeholders generally agree that the current Bon Air facility is not adequately meeting 

the needs of  committed youth and should be replaced by at least two facilities. Ac-

cording to the 2017 juvenile correctional center task force report, “it would be nearly 

as expensive to keep the [Bon Air] facility operating as it would be to build the two 

new facilities and is certainly more expensive than building a new 96-bed facility” and 

“even with [Bon Air JCC] renovations, DJJ would still be operating an oversized and 

inefficient facility with design features that fall short of  those needed to provide a 

treatment and rehabilitation environment consistent with emerging best practice 

standards.” 

However, there is disagreement on the size, numbers, and locations of  future secure 

treatment facilities moving forward. The task force recommended two facilities be 

built for up to 156 youth—one 60-bed facility in the Eastern region and one facility 

of  up to 96 beds on the current Bon Air property in the Southern region. Total esti-

mated operating costs were expected to be about $28 million ($12.6 million for the 60-

bed facility and $15.4 million for the 96-bed facility) in 2017 (sidebar). The task force 

estimated total construction costs of  $50.1 million for the 96-bed facility on the Bon 

Air property and did not estimate the costs of  the smaller Eastern region facility. 

The task force also considered a third 36-bed facility in Northern Virginia that, if  built, 

would reduce the size of  a new Bon Air JCC facility to 60 beds. Adding the third 

facility would bring estimated total annual operating costs for secure treatment facili-

ties to about $40 million per year. This option was dismissed because DJJ estimated it 

would add $12 million more per year in operating costs and would require additional 

construction funds.  

More recently, there has been legislative interest in building much smaller facilities 

closer to youths’ home communities. SB 1033 (2020) would have required any juvenile 

correctional center built after July 1, 2020 to be located in a locality in which at least 5 

percent of  all statewide commitments occur and be designed to confine 30 juveniles 

Best practices suggest 

facilities should incorpo-

rate design characteris-

tics that are trauma-in-

formed and promote 

youth rehabilitation, 

such as open interior 

spaces with views to the 

outside; natural lighting; 

movable furnishings that 

permit changing use of 

space throughout the 

day; and familiar and vari-

able construction materi-

als that do not present an 

overt expectation of 

damaging behavior. 

 

In FY17, total spending 

on Bon Air JCC and 

Beaumont JCC was 

about $63.8 million. 
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or fewer. According to the fiscal impact statement for SB 1033 (2020), six new facilities 

would be needed, rather than the two recommended by the task force. 

All three approaches (building two, three, or six facilities) would more closely align 

with the national best practices than having a single Bon Air JCC, but the construction 

and operation of  many smaller facilities would require considerable additional re-

sources. According to the fiscal impact statement for SB 1033, total annual operating 

costs are estimated to be $112 million—about 2.5 times higher than the operating costs 

for Bon Air JCC. Total estimated construction costs for the six facilities would be $210 

million. 

An additional challenge to locating multiple smaller facilities throughout the state may 

be overcoming resistance from communities about placing a secure treatment facility 

(sidebar). DJJ has twice attempted to site a new 60-bed facility in the Eastern region—

first in Chesapeake and then in Isle of  Wight—but these efforts were unsuccessful 

after local leaders decided they were no longer interested in hosting the new facility.  

DJJ should move forward with a smaller, treatment-oriented, facility in 

Central Virginia and develop options for citing other facilities 

DJJ should move forward with transitioning to a new treatment-oriented facility on 

the Bon Air JCC campus and not wait for the size, number, and location of  other 

facilities to be determined. A smaller facility, such as the 60-bed facility proposed by 

the task force, would still be larger than most facilities in other states, but would be 

about one-quarter the size of  the current facility. It would also allow about half  of  the 

youth placed at Bon Air JCC (119 as of  May 2021) to receive treatment in a more 

therapeutic environment. DJJ could begin construction on the new facility on the 

property while still operating the Bon Air JCC and planning for facilities for other 

youth (sidebar). The Bon Air campus is large enough to allow for future facility ex-

pansion, if  needed, to meet the needs of  youth.   

Although it would be preferable to open an Eastern region facility before the Central 

Virginia location, survey responses from youth at Bon Air JCC indicate that families 

are generally able to visit youth, even during the COVID-19 pandemic and despite the 

time commitment involved. In responses to a JLARC survey in July 2021, 87 percent 

of  youth at Bon Air JCC reported that their families can visit them when they want or 

need them to. This is a 38 percent increase from when the survey was last conducted 

in 2018. 

RECOMMENDATION 31 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice should proceed with constructing a smaller juve-
nile treatment facility on the Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center property while lo-
cations for other facilities are being determined. 

Until DJJ opens one or more additional secure treatment facilities, some parts of  the 

existing Bon Air facility would need to remain open for youth who cannot be placed 

“Instead of the perfect 

being the enemy of the 

good, the perfect has 

been the best friend of 

the status quo. As we 

fight about the facilities 

being smaller, we end up 

doing nothing. And 

where are the kids? Still 

in Bon Air.” 
 

– Juvenile justice 

stakeholder  

 

DJJ has preliminary ap-

proval to construct the 

first of the original two 

planned secure treat-

ment facilities. DJJ has 

been authorized to build 

a 60-bed facility, alt-

hough the location had 

not been determined. As 

of early 2021, total esti-

mated construction costs 

were expected to be 

about $53.5 million, and 

annual operating costs 

were expected to be 

about $22.2 million. 
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in either the smaller juvenile treatment facility on the Bon Air property or in a CPP. 

As other facilities are opened, or as CPPs demonstrate their ability to effectively sup-

port youth committed to DJJ, youth in the Bon Air property could be transferred to 

these other facilities.  

Although it would be a substantial change from the current practice, narrowing the 

role of  JDCs and switching to a fully regional treatment model for rehabilitation (see 

Policy Option 13 above) could mitigate challenges DJJ has experienced in siting new 

secure treatment facilities (sidebar). If  some JDCs are transitioned to focus solely on 

rehabilitation—rather than providing both short-term detention and rehabilitation— 

it is possible that some JDC capacity would be available to accommodate more youth 

committed to DJJ custody. If  so, this would reduce the capacity needed solely for 

youth committed to DJJ. 

  

The Department of Gen-

eral Services has re-

viewed potential prop-

erties, including state 

owned properties, for a 

new secure treatment 

facility in the Eastern re-

gion. However it has en-

countered several barri-

ers, including local 

government opposition, 

wetlands restrictions, and 

construction require-

ments for buildings in ar-

eas projected to be af-

fected by future sea level 

rise. 
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Appendix A: Study resolution  

Review of  the Juvenile Justice System 

Authorized by the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission on November 16, 2020 

WHEREAS, the mission of  the Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) is to protect the public by help-
ing court-involved youth become productive citizens; and  

WHEREAS, on any given day, DJJ has between 4,000 and 5,000 youth under some type of  supervi-
sion, with about 90% of  youth being supervised through diversion, probation, or parole; and  

WHEREAS, DJJ operates a juvenile correctional facility and provides a continuum of  community-
based services to youth in the juvenile justice system through partnerships with localities, non-profits, 
and private entities; and  

WHEREAS, the proportion of  minority youth in the juvenile justice system is greater than in the 
general population, and the proportion of  youth in the system from certain regions is greater than the 
proportion of  youth in those regions generally; and  

WHEREAS, the 2016 General Assembly authorized reform of  the juvenile justice system, including 
allowing DJJ to reinvest operational savings from the recent closures of  juvenile correctional centers 
into treatment, education, and alternative placement options and planning for two new juvenile cor-
rectional centers; now, therefore be it  

RESOLVED by the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission that staff  be directed to review 
Virginia’s juvenile justice system, including the Department of  Juvenile Justice.  

In conducting its study, staff  shall (i) assess Virginia’s juvenile justice system process, including intake, 
petition, detention, and adjudication and disposition; (ii) determine whether there are racial or regional 
disparities in the treatment of  youth in the juvenile justice system; (iii) determine whether there are 
disproportionate impacts on youth with cognitive or behavioral health disabilities in the juvenile justice 
system; (iv) assess the status of  DJJ’s recent reforms and whether the reforms have improved out-
comes for youth, including rearrest rates, recidivism, and educational outcomes; (v) assess whether 
DJJ facilities are adequately staffed and whether staff  are sufficiently trained; (vi) evaluate future facil-
ity needs, including considerations regarding the placement of  committed youth relative to their pri-
mary residence and the appropriate size of  future facilities; (vii) evaluate the effectiveness of  educa-
tional and training services provided at juvenile correctional centers and juvenile detention centers and 
whether funding levels appropriately reflect the population of  youth in these facilities; (viii) determine 
whether DJJ adequately oversees community-based services provided to youth and if  sufficient com-
munity-based services are available throughout the state; and (ix) assess the extent to which DJJ en-
sures that appropriate services are consistently provided and best practices are followed at juvenile 
detention centers throughout the state.  

JLARC shall make recommendations as necessary and review other issues as warranted.  
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Appendix B: Research activities and methods  

Key research activities JLARC performed for this study include:  

 structured interviews with leadership and staff  of  the Virginia Department of  Juvenile 

Justice (DJJ) and other state agencies, Juvenile and Domestic Relations (J&DR) District 

Court judges, attorneys, leadership and staff  of  Virginia’s juvenile detention centers, other 

juvenile justice stakeholders, and subject-matter experts nationally and in Virginia;  

 surveys of  court service unit (CSU) leadership and staff, juvenile detention center leader-

ship and staff, residents of  the Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center, and youth and par-

ents with direct knowledge of  Virginia’s juvenile justice system;  

 analysis of  DJJ data and national data;  

 site visits to Bon Air JCC and juvenile detention centers;  

 reviews of  national research; and  

 reviews of  federal and state documentation, such as those related to laws, regulations, and 

policies relevant to the provision of  juvenile justice in Virginia.  

Structured interviews  

Structured interviews were a key research method for this report. JLARC conducted about 100 inter-

views. Key interviewees included:  

 central office staff  of  DJJ and other state agencies;  

 leadership and staff  of  DJJ’s court service units;  

 leadership and staff  of  DJJ’s juvenile correctional center; 

 J&DR District Court judges and attorneys; 

 juvenile detention center directors and staff; 

 regional service coordinator directors; and 

 stakeholders and subject-matter experts in Virginia and nationally. 

Central office staff of DJJ and other state agencies  

JLARC staff  conducted 37 structured interviews with DJJ central office staff. Topics varied across 

interviews but were primarily designed to understand DJJ’s oversight functions, including ongoing 

quality assurance reviews, ongoing certification audits, training and technical assistance, and other 

support activities. DJJ staff  were also asked about their roles and responsibility in implementing DJJ’s 

transformation plan and for their perspective on opportunities to further improve Virginia’s juvenile 

justice system.  

JLARC staff  conducted structured interviews with the Virginia Department of  Education’s (VDOE) 

State Operated Programs staff. These interviews were designed to understand VDOE’s supervisory 

and administrative responsibilities of  the educational programs in juvenile detention centers, including 

ongoing monitoring, support activities, and service provisions.   
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JLARC also interviewed staff  of  the Virginia Department of  Criminal Justice Services (DCJS) to 

understand DCJS’s roles and responsibilities in the juvenile justice system and opportunities to im-

prove the system.  

JLARC staff  also interviewed staff  of  the Office of  the Executive Secretary of  the Supreme Court 

of  Virginia, the Auditor of  Public Accounts, the Virginia Indigent Defense Commission, and the 

Department of  General Services. 

Leadership and staff of DJJ’s court service units 

JLARC staff  conducted 13 individual and group interviews with directors, supervisors, and intake, 

probation and parole officers of  Virginia’s court service units in different areas of  the state and of  

various sizes, including:   

 District 4 CSU – Norfolk,  

 District 14 CSU – Henrico,  

 District 16 CSU – Charlottesville,  

 District 17 CSU – Arlington,  

 District 18 CSU – Alexandria, 

 District 19 CSU – Fairfax, and 

 District 27 CSU – Pulaski. 

Interview topics focused on various aspects of  court service units’ responsibilities and services, in-

cluding training, support, and guidance for frontline staff, including training and implementation of  

EPICS—DJJ’s community supervision model. Interviews also gathered staff  perspectives on case-

loads and workloads, access to community-based services, recruitment and retention of  staff, coordi-

nation with district judges, effects of  COVID-19, and any unique challenges or practices within their 

district. 

Leadership and staff of DJJ’s juvenile correctional center 

JLARC conducted 10 individual and group interviews with leadership and staff  of  the Bon Air juve-

nile correctional center. Topics varied across interviews but were primarily designed to understand 

staff  roles and responsibilities in the facility and challenges providing juvenile justice interventions to 

committed youth. Interviews with front line staff  focused on topics including basic services provided 

to youth (e.g., education, health care); processes to ensure residents’ rights are respected and resident 

grievances are investigated; the adequacy of  the current facility and rehabilitative programming pro-

vided to youth; job satisfaction; staff  training, recruitment, and retention; and any opportunities to 

improve the services or interventions provided to youth.  

JD&R district court judges and attorneys 

JLARC staff  conducted 10 individual and group interviews with J&DR judges, commonwealth’s at-

torneys, and defense attorneys. The purpose of  these interviews was to gather judges’ and attorneys’ 

perspectives on several topics, including the quality of  attorney representation provided to youth and 

the timeliness of  the juvenile justice system in resolving juvenile delinquency cases. JLARC staff  in-

terviewed five J&DR judges in different regions of  Virginia and conducted group interviews with 



Appendixes 

Commission draft 

126 

commonwealth’s attorneys representing 10 localities in different regions of  Virginia and of  different 

sizes. JLARC staff  also conducted a group interview with Virginia public defenders who practice in 

juvenile law and several interviews with staff  of  the Virginia Indigent Defense Commission.  

Juvenile detention center directors and staff 

JLARC staff  conducted individual and group interviews with directors and post-dispositional program 

managers of  13 juvenile detention centers in Virginia of  various sizes, in different areas of  the state, 

and providing different placement options for youth, including:  

 Chesterfield Juvenile Detention; 

 Crater Juvenile Detention Home;  

 Fairfax Juvenile Detention Center;  

 Highlands Juvenile Detention;  

 Loudoun County Juvenile Detention Center; 

 Merrimac Center; 

 Northern Virginia Juvenile Detention Center; 

 Northwestern Regional Juvenile Detention Center;  

 Newport News Department of  Juvenile Services; 

 New River Valley Juvenile Detention Center; 

 Prince William County Juvenile Detention Center; 

 Rappahannock Juvenile Detention Center; and  

 Richmond Juvenile Detention Center.  

Interview topics focused on various aspects of  juvenile detention centers’ operations and services, 

including the impact of  DJJ’s transformation, other juvenile justice trends and the COVID-19 pan-

demic, provision of  educational and rehabilitative programming; transition and re-entry practices for 

post-dispositional youth; and satisfaction with DJJ guidance, monitoring, and technical assistance. In-

terviews also covered challenges juvenile detention centers encounter in providing placements and 

services for youth in the juvenile justice system.  

Regional Service Coordinator directors 

JLARC staff  conducted virtual interviews with the directors from both Regional Service Coordinators 

—AMIkids and Evidence Based Associates. Interview topics included an overview of  contractual 

obligations for regional service coordinators and direct service providers; processes for vetting, select-

ing, and removing service providers; quality assurance and monitoring systems; and a review of  service 

gaps analysis conducted by regional service coordinators. 

Stakeholders and subject-matter experts 

JLARC staff  interviewed various Virginia stakeholder groups and subject-matter experts, including 
representatives of: 

 RISE for Youth; 
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 The Children’s Defense Clinic of  the University of  Richmond School of  Law; 

 The Legal Aid Justice Center; 

 The Virginia Advisory Committee on Juvenile Justice; 

 The Virginia Association of  Commonwealth’s Attorneys; 

 The Virginia Association of  Criminal Defense Lawyers; 

 The Virginia Detention Association of  Post-Dispositional Programs; and 

 The Virginia Juvenile Detention Association. 

JLARC staff  interviewed various national subject-matter experts, including representatives of:  

 The Annie E. Casey Foundation;  

 The Council of  Juvenile Justice Administrators; 

 The Council of  State Governments;  

 The National Center for Juvenile Justice;  

 The National Conference of  State Legislatures;  

 The Office of  Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention of  the U.S. Department of  

Justice; 

 The Pew Charitable Trusts; and 

 The Vera Institute of  Justice. 

These interviews covered various topics to understand national juvenile justice trends in system in-

volvement; common challenges and concerns juvenile justice systems encounter; opportunities to im-

prove juvenile justice systems; and actions taken in other states to address challenges. Interviewees 

who had previously been contracted to provide assistance to Virginia’s juvenile justice system also 

provided insights into common challenges and concerns they had identified through their work with 

the system.   

Surveys  

For this study, JLARC staff  conducted surveys of: (1) court service unit directors, supervisors, and 

frontline staff, (2) juvenile detention center staff, (3) residents of  the Bon Air juvenile correctional 

center, and (4) youth and parents directly with direct knowledge of  Virginia’s juvenile justice system.  

Survey of court service unit directors, supervisors, and frontline staff 

The survey of  court service unit staff  was administered electronically to CSU directors, supervisors, 

and staff  with juvenile intake, diversion, probation, and/or parole responsibilities in all 34 CSUs.  

The survey was designed to obtain leadership and staff  perspectives on several topics, including staff  

responsibilities, support, training, and accountability; experiences during the COVID-19 pandemic; 

EPICS training and implementation; staffing and recruitment; collaboration with judges; community-

based services; caseload and workload; job satisfaction; and any additional training needs.   

The survey response rate was 64 percent, and JLARC staff  received responses from 29 directors, 90 

supervisors, and 260 staff  with juvenile intake, diversion, probation, and/or parole responsibilities.  
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Survey of juvenile detention center staff 

The survey of  juvenile detention center staff  was administered electronically to juvenile detention 

center directors in all 24 juvenile detention centers and to post-dispositional programs managers of  

the 21 facilities with post-dispositional programs.  

Most topics covered in the survey of  directors were also covered in the post-dispositional programs 

managers’ survey. These topics included their facility’s experiences during the COVID-19 pandemic; 

experiences and processes providing mental health, substance abuse, and behavioral services and sup-

ports; processes and challenges supporting residents’ transitions upon release from their facility; and 

rehabilitative services to reduce recidivism. The survey also asked about their satisfaction with DJJ’s 

oversight and technical assistance and educational services provided in their facility.  

JLARC received at least one response from all 24 juvenile detention centers in the state. Twenty-three 

of  the 24 directors (96 percent) responded to the survey. JLARC received responses from post-dispo-

sitional programs managers from 19 of  the 21 (90 percent) juvenile detention centers who had post-

dispositional program placements.  

Survey of residents of the Bon Air juvenile correctional center 

JLARC staff  administered an on-site paper survey of  residents of  Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Cen-

ter on July 21 and July 23, 2021. To ensure all youth had an opportunity to provide feedback, JLARC 

staff  read the survey aloud to small groups of  youth, were available to answer any questions, and 

provided both English and Spanish versions of  the survey. Translation assistance was also available to 

youth taking the Spanish version of  the survey. 

To understand whether youth perspectives have changed since DJJ’s recent reforms, JLARC’s survey 

included similar questions to those asked in surveys conducted in 2015 and 2018 among youth in 

Virginia’s juvenile correctional centers. Survey topics included residents’ perspectives on the safety, 

physical condition, services, and staff  of  the facility; whether residents were treated fairly in the facility; 

and family engagement.  

Of  the 105 residents in the facility on the dates the survey was administered, 90 residents participated 

(~86 percent).  

Survey of youth and parents with direct knowledge of Virginia’s juvenile justice system  

JLARC staff  administered an electronic survey to youth and parents of  youth with direct experiences 

with Virginia’s juvenile justice system over the past five years.  

The survey was designed to collect youth’s and parents’ perspectives of  the juvenile justice system 

based on their direct experience, including any concerns or positive experiences they may have had 

with specific aspects of  the juvenile justice system, including attorneys, probation, juvenile detention 

centers, juvenile correctional centers, and re-entry. 

The survey was posted on JLARC’s website and made publicly available for about 40 days.  

There is no statewide list of  youth and families who have had experiences with Virginia’s juvenile 

justice system, so JLARC staff  worked with RISE for Youth and DJJ to promote the survey statewide. 

RISE for Youth, an organization that advocates for youth in the juvenile justice system, shared the 
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survey link through social media (Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter), on its website, and with its part-

ner youth-serving organizations. DJJ distributed the survey to parents of  youth at Bon Air Juvenile 

Correctional Center for whom they had email addresses; asked probation officers statewide to notify 

families about the survey; and provided the information to DJJ’s regional service coordinators for 

distribution to families with whom they work.  

Despite these efforts, JLARC staff  received only 15 responses from youth and parents with direct 

involvement in the juvenile justice system. 

Data Collection and analysis 

JLARC staff  collected several types of  data from DJJ, VDOE, and the Office of  the Executive Sec-

retary (OES) to analyze for this study. JLARC received youth-level data from DJJ on intake complaints, 

juvenile justice involvement, youth demographics, recidivism, and Youth Assessment and Screening 

Instrument (YASI) assessments. JLARC received additional data from DJJ on the utilization of  juve-

nile detention centers, serious incidents reports, and direct care grievances.  JLARC also received 

youth-level case file data from OES, and personnel and expenditure data from VDOE regarding the 

educational programs of  juvenile detention centers.   

JLARC staff  also accessed data from the U.S. Office of  Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

(OJJDP).  

Analysis of juvenile complaints and offenses (Chapter 1, 2, 3, 4) 

JLARC used DJJ intake data to analyze trends in the number of  complaints filed in Virginia’s juvenile 

justice system overall and by offense type, race, locality, and region between FY11 and FY21. 

JLARC also used data available through OJJDP’s Statistical Briefing Book (Easy Access to Juvenile 

Court Statistics and FBI Arrest Statistics) to compare trends in Virginia’s arrests and complaints to 

those nationally.  

Analysis of juvenile justice system involvement (Chapter 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 9) 

JLARC used juvenile justice involvement snapshot data from DJJ to calculate overall system involve-

ment and the number and proportion of  youth in the system by intervention setting and risk level on 

May 1 each year between 2011 and 2021. Juvenile justice intervention settings include formal diversion, 

probation, post-dispositional detention, post-dispositional programs, juvenile detention centers’ 

(JDCs) community placement programs, juvenile correctional centers, and parole. JLARC also ana-

lyzed the number of  youth placed in detention awaiting trial on May 1 each year between 2011 and 

2021. Risk levels included high-, moderate-, and low-risk of  reoffending, and youths’ risk levels were 

determined by DJJ using the Youth Assessment and Screening Instrument. JLARC primarily focused 

on risk level data for 2013 to 2021 since prior to this assessment data was limited.   

JLARC staff  used DJJ length-of-stay data to calculate the average, median, minimum, and maximum 

length of  time youth spent in each intervention between FY11 and FY21.  

JLARC used juvenile court statistics data available through OJJDP’s Statistical Briefing Book to com-

pare trends in Virginia’s juvenile justice involvement to those nationally.  
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Analysis of recidivism (Chapter 2, 5, 6, and 7) 

JLARC staff  used recidivism data from DJJ to calculate one-, two-, and three-year rearrest, reconvic-

tion, and recommitment rates for youth who had completed a juvenile justice intervention between 

FY11 and FY19. As defined by DJJ, youth are rearrested when they have a “petitioned juvenile intake 

complaint for a new delinquent act or an adult arrest for a new criminal offenses, regardless of  the 

court’s determination of  delinquency or guilt;” youth are reconvicted when they have a “delinquent 

adjudication for a new delinquent act or a guilty conviction for a new criminal offense;” and youth are 

reincarcerated when they “return to commitment, incarceration, or secure confinement subsequent to 

a rearrest, and reconviction for a new delinquent act or criminal offense.” Annual recidivism rates are 

based on the cohort of  youth that were released from a juvenile justice intervention that year. For 

example, FY17 two-year reconviction rates for probation were calculated as follows:  

# 𝑦𝑜𝑢𝑡ℎ 𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑑 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑖𝑛 𝐹𝑌17 𝑤ℎ𝑜 𝑤𝑒𝑟𝑒 𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ𝑖𝑛 𝑡𝑤𝑜 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑠

𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 # 𝑦𝑜𝑢𝑡ℎ 𝑟𝑒𝑙𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑑 𝑓𝑟𝑜𝑚 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑖𝑛 𝐹𝑌17
 

Recidivism rates were calculated overall as well as recidivism rates by intervention including probation 

releases, JDC post-dispositional programs, community placement programs, juvenile correctional cen-

ters, and successful diversions for FY11 through FY19. Recidivism rates for post-D programs and 

community placement programs were compared across JDCs. Recidivism rates were also compared 

for treatment programs in juvenile correctional centers, including aggression management, substance 

abuse, and sex offender treatment programs.    

JLARC also used recidivism data to analyze the offenses youth were rearrested, reconvicted, or re-

committed for over time and by intervention.  

Analysis of racial disproportionality in juvenile justice system involvement (Chapter 4) 

Because referrals are the greatest contributor to disproportionality within the juvenile justice system 

statewide (see Chapter 4), JLARC staff  assessed disproportionality in referrals at the CSU level from 

FY11 to FY20. Disproportionality at the CSU level was determined by comparing the rate of  com-

plaints referred per 1,000 Black youth to the rate of  complaints referred per 1,000 white youth for 

each CSU. The resulting rates of  disproportionality reflect how many times more likely a Black youth 

was to be referred to the CSU than a white youth during the same time period. 

It is important to control for offense severity when examining disproportionality within the juvenile 

justice system, as national research indicates Black youth tend to offend more than white youth with 

respect to serious person crimes (e.g., felonies). Analyzing disproportionality by type of  offense ac-

counts for differences in offending patterns across racial groups. To the extent that disproportionality 

persists across all types of  offenses, they cannot be attributed to differences in patterns of  offending.  

Analysis of YASI data (Chapters 2, 6, and 7) 

JLARC staff  analyzed youth-level youth assessment and screening instrument (YASI) data collected 

by DJJ. YASI data provides information on youths risk and protective factors, and overall risk level 

based on those factors. Risk and protective factors assessed pertain to various domains including legal 

history; family, school, community and peers; alcohol and drugs; aggression and violence; attitudes 

(e.g., pro-social attitudes); skills (e.g., problem-solving, or consequential thinking); employment and 
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free time; and mental health. Each domain consists of  multiple subcomponents that are used to de-

termine the youth’s risk score on that domain and overall risk score. A higher risk score indicates, if  

unaddressed, youth are more likely to reoffend upon release. This data was available for FY11 through 

FY21. 

JLARC used YASI data to analyze youths’ support needs, overall and by domain, in the juvenile justice 

system. Staff  also analyzed the differences in the number and proportion of  youth assessed to have 

high-, moderate-, and low-risk scores, overall and by domain, across interventions and over time.  

Analysis of juvenile justice spending (Chapter 1 and 9) 

JLARC staff  analyzed juvenile justice expenditure data collected by DJJ and VDOE. This data in-

cluded federal and state spending in the juvenile justice system. Expenditure data includes juvenile 

justice spending for DJJ central office, local and regional juvenile detention centers, state- and locally 

operated court service units, juvenile correction centers, and community-based services (such as 

VJCCCA and DJJ continuum spending). JLARC also analyzed total expenditures, including state, fed-

eral and local spending, on local and regional juvenile detention centers. DJJ data was available for 

FY11 to FY20, while VDOE data, which included educational funding data for juvenile detention 

centers, was available for FY17 to FY22.  

Analysis of juvenile detention center educational programs’ staffing and spending (Chapter 9) 

JLARC staff  analyzed working budget and staffing data collected by VDOE for educational programs 

in juvenile detention centers. This working budget data included federal and state funding for educa-

tional programs in these facilities overall and by JDC for FY17 to FY22. The staffing data included 

salary, benefits, and job descriptions for all school personnel in juvenile detention centers in FY19 and 

FY20.  

JLARC used juvenile detention center population data from DJJ and education staffing data from 

VDOE to calculate the student-to-teacher ratios in JDCs both statewide and by JDC. JLARC also 

collected school enrollment and staffing data for juvenile justice facilities in other states available 

through the U.S. Department of  Education (Civil Rights Data Collection) to calculate and compare 

student-to-teacher ratios in other states’ juvenile justice facilities to those of  Virginia’s JDCs.  

Estimates of consolidation savings for juvenile detention centers (Chapter 9) 

To identify consolidation opportunities for juvenile detention centers, JLARC staff  used DJJ utiliza-

tion data to calculate JDCs’ unused capacity, and Google Maps to calculate the distance between these 

facilities. The unused capacity was calculated by subtracting each facility’s maximum daily population 

between FY17 and FY21 from their respective licensed capacity. The team then determined which 

JDC’s could have their maximum daily populations met by the unused capacity of  other JDCs within 

a 30-, 45-, and 60- minute driving distance.  

Through these calculations JLARC determined that at least three JDCs could be closed. However, 

various aspects of  JDCs could not be accounted for in these determinations and should be considered 

through further study before consolidation decisions are made. Aspects that should be considered 

include, but are not limited to, each facility’s age, remodeling needs, distance from youths’ home com-

munities, staff  turnover rates, quality of  treatment programming, and availability of  treatment space.  
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The estimated savings were determined using JDCs’ annual operating costs and educational expendi-

tures—information which was provided by DJJ and VDOE. However, estimated savings did not ac-

count for costs of  operating placements for youth committed to DJJ custody, which would likely 

increase such estimates.  

Site visits 

JLARC staff  visited the Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center. During this site visit, JLARC staff  

conducted structured interviews with JCC leadership and staff, which focused on daily operations in 

the facility; staff  satisfaction; challenges providing interventions and support; and opportunities for 

improvement. Staff  also toured the Bon Air facility, including the residents’ units, treatment space, 

education classrooms, the health unit, cafeteria, and communal and recreational areas.  

JLARC staff  also visited three juvenile detention centers:   

 Blue Ridge Juvenile Detention,  

 Merrimac Center, and  

 Prince William County Juvenile Detention Home.  

During these site visits, JLARC staff  toured each facility, including residential units, treatment space, 

education classrooms, and communal and recreational areas.  

Review of national research 

JLARC staff  reviewed numerous publications and resources on juvenile justice from national organi-

zations, including resources from: 

 The Annie E. Casey Foundation;  

 The Council of  Juvenile Justice Administrators;  

 The Council of  State Governments;  

 The National Center for Juvenile Justice;  

 The National Conference of  State Legislatures;  

 The National Institute of  Corrections;  

 The National Research Council of  the National Academies of  Sciences;   

 The Pew Charitable Trusts; and  

 The Vera Institute of  Justice. 

JLARC staff  also reviewed academic research from other sources, such as government agencies and 

advocacy groups. For example, JLARC reviewed articles and publications by:  

 Evident Change (formerly the National Council on Crime and Delinquency and Children’s 

Research Center);  

 The Center for Juvenile Justice Reform at Georgetown University; 

 The John Jay College of  Criminal Justice;  

 The National Technical Assistance Center for the Education of  Neglected or Delinquent 

Children and Youth; 
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 The Office of  Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention of  the U.S. Department of  

Justice; 

 The U.S. Department of  Education; and 

 The Urban Institute’s Justice Policy Center. 

JLARC also reviewed national inventories of  evidence-based programs and practices maintained by 

the Office of  Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (Model Programs Guide), the Institute of  

Behavioral Science at the University of  Colorado Boulder (Blueprints for Healthy Youth Develop-

ment), the Washington State Institute for Public Policy, and the Substance Abuse and Mental Health 

Services Administration. 

Document review 

JLARC staff  reviewed numerous other documents and literature pertaining to juvenile justice in Vir-

ginia and nationwide, such as:  

 Virginia laws, regulations, and policies relating to the responsibilities and requirements of  

DJJ, VDOE, J&DR district courts, and juvenile detention centers;  

 federal laws, regulations, and policies relating to the responsibilities of  state juvenile justice 

agencies and state education agencies as they relate to the juvenile justice system; and  

 other states’ juvenile justice laws, regulations, policies processes, and facilities, such as their 

juvenile justice intervention options, implementation of  evidence-based practice require-

ments, and secure facilities. 
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Appendix C: Rearrest, reconviction, and reincarceration rates 

Chapter 2 of  this report provides summary information on recidivism trends over time. This appendix 

provides additional details on recidivism in Virginia by type of  juvenile justice intervention. For each 

type of  juvenile justice intervention, rearrest, reconviction, and reincarceration rates are reported for 

12-, 24-, and 36-month periods after release. (Note: reincarceration rates are not available for youth 

released from probation or diversion plans because they were not previously incarcerated.) 

The Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) tracks youth for three years after their completion of  a 

juvenile justice intervention (such as their release from probation or a juvenile correctional center) to 

determine if  they have been rearrested, reconvicted, or reincarcerated for an offense. Nearly all youth 

(97 released from one of  the system’s interventions) are included in the state’s recidivism rates. DJJ 

recidivism data includes data from the Virginia State Police, Virginia Criminal Sentencing Commission, 

Virginia Department of  Corrections, and the State Compensation Board.  

Technical violations, such as probation and parole violations or contempt of  court, are excluded from 

recidivism rates. 

Recidivism among youth released from probation 

TABLE C-1 

Rearrest rates among youth released from probation 

 Youth released in… 

Re-arrested 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months 32.4% 34.6% 33.2% 31.9% 33.1% 33.9% 34.5% 32.7% 31.7% 26.6% 

24 months 49.5% 50.3% 48.9% 48.0% 48.8% 50.0% 51.1% 47.2% 44.5%  

36 months 59.5% 59.4% 58.7% 58.2% 58.2% 58.6% 59.0% 55.2%   

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data.  

TABLE C-2 

Reconviction rates among youth released from probation 

 Youth released in… 

Re-convicted 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months 26.1% 27.6% 26.5% 24.6% 25.1% 25.9% 62.2% 24.7% 22.4%  

24 months 41.4% 42.5% 41.1% 38.9% 39.8% 40.2% 41.3% 37.8%   

36 months 52.3% 21.9% 51.8% 49.0% 49.7% 49.4% 50.0%    

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data.    
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Recidivism among youth released from post-dispositional programs at juvenile 

detention centers 

TABLE C-3 

Rearrest rates among youth released from post-dispositional programs at juvenile detention 

centers 

 Youth released in… 

Re-arrested 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months 49.8% 55.8% 51.3% 53.2% 46.6% 58.9% 56.8% 54.4% 59.1% 59.5% 

24 months 72.1% 74.3% 70.3% 71.3% 69.7% 76.2% 75.9% 73.0% 72.0%  

36 months 83.6% 82.9% 79.1% 77.1% 78.1% 83.9% 84.2% 79.7%   

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data.  

TABLE C-4 

Reconviction rates among youth released from post-dispositional programs at juvenile 

detention centers 

 Youth released in… 

Re-convicted 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months 42.4% 47.5% 43.1% 43.0% 38.1% 46.4% 46.2% 40.5% 44.6%  

24 months 66.9% 66.7% 60.9% 61.8% 60.9% 67.7% 66.2% 62.0%   

36 months 78.6% 77.6% 72.2% 69.4% 69.4% 79.8% 76.7%    

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data.   

TABLE C-5 

Reincarceration rates among youth released from post-dispositional programs at juvenile 

detention centers 

 Youth released in… 

Reincarcerated 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months 15.8% 19.5% 21.6% 21.7% 18.1% 21.8% 21.8% 17.3% 26.9%  

24 months 30.0% 39.5% 36.6% 38.2% 32.5% 42.3% 35.7% 31.2%   

36 months 33.7% 52.8% 45.9% 46.5% 42.2% 50.0% 45.1%    

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data. 
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Recidivism among youth released from DJJ custody 

Youth committed to DJJ custody are generally placed either at Bon Air Juvenile Correction Center or 

at one of  nine juvenile detention centers that operate a community placement program (CPP). DJJ 

contracts with juvenile detention centers to provide community placement programs for youth com-

mitted to DJJ custody 

This section shows recidivism rates among youth released from DJJ custody overall, from juvenile 

correctional centers, and from community placement programs. 

Recidivism among youth released from DJJ custody (overall)  

TABLE C-6 

Rearrest rates among youth released from DJJ custody  

 Youth released in… 

Re-arrested 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months 48.6% 50.4% 53.5% 51.9% 53.1% 49.9% 55.0% 56.3% 54.4% 49.7% 

24 months 69.9% 68.9% 71.6% 58.9% 72.4% 71.6% 75.4% 71.3% 72.2%  

36 months 76.9% 78.1% 77.4% 76.2% 79.5% 78.6% 82.7% 78.8%   

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data.  

TABLE C-7 

Reconviction rates among youth released from DJJ custody 

 Youth released in… 

Re-convicted 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months 42.8% 43.5% 45.6% 44.2% 43.7% 40.1% 45.3% 46.6% 46.0%  

24 months 63.8% 63.4% 66.8% 62.0% 64.2% 66.9% 68.7% 62.8%   

36 months 73.8% 74.2% 72.6% 70.6% 74.0% 74.7% 77.5%    

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data.   

TABLE C-8 

Reincarceration rates among youth released from DJJ custody 

 Youth released in… 

Reincarcerated 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months 7.3% 13.6% 21.0% 20.3% 20.5% 15.5% 21.6% 23.1% 17.8%  

24 months 18.4% 34.3% 42.1% 43.0% 36.0% 36.2% 41.3% 39.7%   

36 months 27.3% 50.5% 56.8% 51.0% 47.9% 47.0% 52.9%    

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data.   
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Youth released from DJJ-operated juvenile correctional centers 

TABLE C-9 

Rearrest rates among youth released from juvenile correctional centers 

 Youth released in… 

Re-arrested 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months 47.4% 49.6% 53.0% 52.6% 50.8% 47.3% 51.9% 52.5% 52.5% 43.9% 

24 months 69.0% 68.1% 71.7% 69.7% 71.6% 69.5% 70.2% 68.3% 68.7%  

36 months 76.2% 77.3% 77.7% 77.0% 78.5% 75.5% 78.6% 77.2%   

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data.  

NOTE: Only one juvenile correctional center (Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center) remains open in 2021. 

TABLE C-10 

Reconviction rates among youth from juvenile correctional centers 

 Youth released in… 

Re-convicted 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months 42.2% 43.3% 45.1% 45.0% 42.9% 37.7% 42.7% 40.6% 43.4%  

24 months 63.1% 63.2% 67.5% 62.3% 62.8% 65.0% 61.1% 53.5%   

36 months 73.3% 73.9% 73.4% 71.1% 72.2% 72.3% 71.8%    

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data.   

NOTE: Only one juvenile correctional center (Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center) remains open in 2021. 

TABLE C-11 

Reincarceration rates among youth released from juvenile correctional centers 

 Youth released in… 

Reincarcerated 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months 6.8% 13.4% 20.2% 20.8% 21.1% 12.3% 18.3% 19.8% 15.2%  

24 months 18.0% 34.4% 41.6% 44.5% 35.0% 35.0% 34.4% 32.7%   

36 months 27.0% 50.2% 27.7% 51.8% 46.4% 45.5% 46.6%    

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data. 

NOTE: Only one juvenile correctional center (Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center) remains open in 2021. 

 



 

Commission draft 

138 

 

Youth in DJJ custody released from CPP programs at juvenile detention centers 

TABLE C-12 

Rearrest rates among youth released from CPP programs  

 Youth released in… 

Re-arrested 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months     67.6% 48.1% 60.4% 61.1% 59.1% 57.9% 

24 months     83.1% 71.3% 81.9% 75.9% 76.0%  

36 months     85.9% 79.6% 86.8% 81.5%   

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data.  

NOTE: Nine juvenile detention centers operated CPP programs as of November 2021.  

TABLE C-13 

Reconviction rates among youth from CPP programs 

 Youth released in… 

Re-convicted 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months     50.7% 41.7% 50.0% 51.2% 50.3%  

24 months     73.2% 67.6% 78.5% 69.1%   

36 months     83.1% 75% 84.7%    

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data.   

NOTE: Nine juvenile detention centers operated CPP programs as of November 2021.  

TABLE C-14 

Reincarceration rates among youth released from CPP programs 

 Youth released in… 

Reincarcerated 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months     19.7% 20.4% 24.3% 25.9% 19.9%  

24 months     43.7% 37.0% 46.5% 45.7%   

36 months     57.7% 50.0% 58.3%    

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data. 

NOTE: Nine juvenile detention centers operated CPP programs as of November 2021.  
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Recidivism among youth released from parole 

TABLE C-15 

Rearrest rates among youth released from parole  

 Youth released in… 

Re-arrested 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months 53.5% 57.2% 56.7% 59.6% 54.2% 56.6% 53.5% 55.5% 57.6% 52.3% 

24 months 72.1% 73.6% 74.9% 74.0% 69.0% 69.9% 69.7% 71.8% 66.2%  

36 months 81.2% 82.8% 80.8% 79.7% 77.0% 76.7% 78.3% 79.4%   

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data.  

TABLE C-16 

Reconviction rates among youth from parole 

 Youth released in… 

Re-convicted 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months 50.4% 51.4% 50.2% 54.8% 47.4% 47.2% 49.4% 48.2% 50.7%  

24 months 67.9% 68.3% 71.2% 69.9% 62.5% 62.4% 65.0% 67.1%   

36 months 79.0% 79.0% 78.3% 75.8% 71.8% 70.2% 72.9%    

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data.   

TABLE C-17 

Reincarceration rates among youth released from parole 

 Youth released in… 

Reincarcerated 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months 7.3% 14.9% 20.7% 27.0% 25.2% 14.9% 19.1% 21.9% 18.6%  

24 months 18.2% 33.8% 42.9% 48.8% 40.5% 34.7% 36.3% 38.9%   

36 months 26.8% 50.3% 56.4% 57.1% 52.1% 48.0% 47.8%    

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data. 
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Recidivism among youth who completed diversion plans 

TABLE C-18 

Rearrest rates among youth who completed diversion plans   

 Youth released in… 

Re-arrested 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months  13.6% 14.6% 14.5% 13.3% 13.6% 13.1% 12.2% 12.4% 8.8% 

24 months  22.9% 24.4% 24.7% 23.2% 23.2% 21.7% 19.9% 18.7%  

36 months  29.9% 32.1% 32.6% 31.0% 30.4% 28.2% 25.5%   

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data.  

NOTE: Recidivism data for youth who successfully completed a diversion plan started being collected in FY12.  

TABLE C-19 

Reconviction rates among youth who completed diversion plans 

 Youth released in… 

Re-convicted 

within… FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 

12 months  6.2% 6.9% 6.7% 6.1% 6.1% 5.9% 5.0% 4.7%  

24 months  12.8% 13.7% 13.6% 13.1% 12.7% 12.6% 9.8%   

36 months  18.7% 20.8% 20.8% 20.1% 19.0%     

SOURCE: DJJ recidivism data.  

NOTE: Recidivism data for youth who successfully completed a diversion plan started being collected in FY12. Diversion measure shows 

proportion of youth who completed a diversion plan and were convicted, rather than reconvicted, within two years.  
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Appendix D: Racial disparities in the juvenile justice system 

Chapter 4 of  this report discusses various aspects of  racial disparities between Black and white youth 

in Virginia’s juvenile justice system. This appendix provides additional details regarding racial dispari-

ties, including: (1) disproportionality in complaints referred to the juvenile justice system by court 

service unit (CSU) and (2) disparities within the juvenile justice system by offense type and region.  

In these analyses, complaints were used rather than cases to control for offense severity. In the context 

of  an overall case, a single complaint is the equivalent of  a charge in the adult criminal system, meaning 

youth may have more than one complaint as part of  a single case. However, disparities are not at-

tributable to differences in number of  complaints, as white and Black youth have a comparable num-

ber of  complaints per case. From FY11–20, white youth had an average of  1.4 complaints per case, 

while Black youth had an average of  1.5 complaints per case.  

Disproportionality in complaints referred to the juvenile justice system 

Because referrals are the greatest contributor to disproportionality within the juvenile justice system 

statewide, JLARC staff  assessed disproportionality in referrals to each CSU. Complaints can be re-

ferred to CSUs by any member of  the public, but are most commonly referred by law enforcement 

and schools. From FY11 to FY20, Virginia’s 133 localities were served by 34 CSUs (Table D-1). Some 

CSUs serve a single locality, such as Virginia Beach or Henrico County, while others serve multiple 

localities. During this 10-year period, there were 583,000 total juvenile complaints statewide, or an 

average of  1,700 complaints per CSU per year. Total complaints vary by CSU, ranging from an average 

of  400 complaints per year for Accomac CSU to over 4,000 complaints per year for Fairfax CSU.  

TABLE D-1 

From FY11–20, Virginia’s 133 localities were served by 34 court service units (CSUs)  

CSU  

number CSU name Localities in CSU district 

1 Chesapeake Chesapeake 

2 Virginia Beach Virginia Beach 

2A Accomac Accomack County; Northampton County 

3 Portsmouth Portsmouth 

4 Norfolk Norfolk 

5 Suffolk Franklin; Isle of Wight County; Southampton County; Suffolk 

6 Hopewell 
Brunswick County; Emporia; Greensville County; Hopewell; Prince George County; 

Surry County; Sussex County 

7 Newport News Newport News 

8 Hampton Hampton 

9 Williamsburg 

Charles City County; Gloucester County; James City County; King and Queen County; 

King William County; Mathews County; Middlesex County; New Kent County; 

Poquoson; Williamsburg; York County 

10 Halifax 
Appomattox County; Buckingham County; Charlotte County; Cumberland County; 

Halifax County; Lunenburg County; Mecklenburg County; Prince Edward County 
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11 Petersburg Amelia County; Dinwiddie County; Nottoway County; Petersburg; Powhatan County 

12 Chesterfield Chesterfield County; Colonial Heights 

13 Richmond City of Richmond 

14 Henrico Henrico County 

15 Fredericksburg 

Caroline County; Essex County; Fredericksburg; Hanover County; King George County; 

Lancaster County; Northumberland County; Richmond County; Spotsylvania County; 

Stafford County; Westmoreland County 

16 Charlottesville 
Albemarle County; Charlottesville; Culpeper County; Fluvanna County; Goochland 

County; Greene County; Louisa County; Madison County; Orange County 

17 Arlington Arlington County; Falls Church 

18 Alexandria Alexandria 

19 Fairfax City of Fairfax; Fairfax County 

20L a Loudoun Loudoun County 

20W a Warrenton Fauquier County; Rappahannock County 

21 Martinsville Henry County; Martinsville; Patrick County  

22 Rocky Mount Danville; Franklin County; Pittsylvania County 

23 a Salem Roanoke County; Salem 

23A a Roanoke City of Roanoke 

24 Lynchburg Amherst County; Bedford County; Campbell County; Lynchburg; Nelson County 

25 Staunton 

Alleghany County; Augusta County; Bath County; Botetourt County; Buena Vista; Cov-

ington; Craig County; Highland County; Lexington; Rockbridge County; Staunton; 

Waynesboro 

26 Winchester 
Clarke County; Frederick County; Harrisonburg; Page County; Rockingham County; 

Shenandoah County; Warren County; Winchester 

27 Pulaski 
Bland County; Carroll County; Floyd County; Galax; Giles County; Grayson County; 

Montgomery County; Pulaski County; Radford; Wythe County 

28 Abington Bristol; Smyth County; Washington County 

29 Tazewell Buchanan County; Dickenson County; Russell County; Tazewell County 

30 Gate City Lee County; Norton; Scott County; Wise County 

31 Manassas Manassas; Manassas Park; Prince William County 

SOURCE: DJJ website. 

NOTE: a DJJ consolidated CSUs 20L and 20W, as well as CSUs 23 and 23A as of July 1, 2021, for a total of 32 CSUs statewide.  

Disproportionality at the CSU level was determined by comparing the rate of  complaints referred per 

1,000 Black youth to the rate of  complaints referred per 1,000 white youth for each CSU district. The 

resulting rates of  disproportionality reflect how many times more likely a Black youth was to be re-

ferred to the CSU than a white youth during the same time period. Racial disproportionalities were 

found in all CSU districts, but the extent of  that disproportionality varied across the state. For example, 

in Alexandria, Black youth were 1.3 times more likely to be referred to the CSU, whereas in Richmond 

they were 4.7 times more likely. Rates of  disproportionality at the CSU level for all types of  offenses 

are shown in Table D-2.  
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TABLE D-2  

From FY11–20, rate of disproportionality in referrals to DJJ varied across the state by CSU 

CSU  

number CSU name 

Percent  

Black youth 

population 

Black  

referral rate 

per 1,000 

Percent 

white youth  

population 

White  

referral rate 

per 1,000 

Rate of  

dispropor-

tionality 

1 Chesapeake 32 % 102.8 56 % 37.7 2.73  

2 Virginia Beach 24  111.4 58  42.6 2.61  

2A Accomac 36  118.9 48  88.6 1.34  

3 Portsmouth 66  166.0 27  62.4 2.66  

4 Norfolk 57  191.1 31  69.2 2.76  

5 Suffolk 44  104.6 49  30.9 3.38  

6 Hopewell 49  130.3 42  55.4 2.35  

7 Newport News 52  199.4 33  118.3 1.69  

8 Hampton 59  165.9 30  79.0 2.10  

9 Williamsburg 15  122.4 74  51.8 2.36  

10 Halifax 36  111.1 59  63.2 1.76  

11 Petersburg 39  188.9 55  81.9 2.31  

12 Chesterfield 26  166.1 59  71.5 2.32  

13 Richmond 68  160.8 21  34.1 4.71  

14 Henrico 35  153.9 49  49.2 3.13  

15 Fredericksburg 20  107.7 67  47.4 2.27  

16 Charlottesville 15  126.4 74  44.9 2.81  

17 Arlington 11  278.9 58  58.5 4.77  

18 Alexandria 28  132.7 39  101.0 1.31  

19 Fairfax 11  96.5 50  38.7 2.49  

20L a Loudoun 8  85.1 59  41.1 2.07  

20W a Warrenton 8  98.0 80  30.0 3.26  

21 Martinsville 25  97.5 65  62.7 1.55  

22 Rocky Mount 28  159.6 67  67.5 2.36  

23 a Salem 8  244.0 84  79.0 3.09  

23A a Roanoke 40  182.3 46  88.2 2.07  

24 Lynchburg 21  155.9 73  55.6 2.80  

25 Staunton 7  137.1 87  66.0 2.08  

26 Winchester 6  189.1 79  70.9 2.67  

27 Pulaski 5  180.0 89  67.2 2.68  

28 Abington 3  161.6 93  74.7 2.16  

29 Tazewell 2  151.7 95  89.8 1.69  

30 Gate City 2  86.0 96  81.6 1.05  

31 Manassas 22  89.7 41  61.1 1.47  

SOURCE: Referral data via DJJ intake complaint data; locality youth population data via the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention.   

NOTE: Rate of disproportionality calculated by dividing CSU referral rate of Black youth ages 10–17 per 1,000 by CSU referral rate of 

white youth ages 10-17 per 1,000. Includes referrals for all types of offenses (e.g., felonies, misdemeanors, status offenses, violations).  
a DJJ consolidated CSUs 20L and 20W, as well as CSUs 23 and 23A as of July 1, 2021, for a total of 32 CSUs statewide. These CSUs are 

shown separately here because they were not consolidated until after the time period used for this analysis.  
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Disparities within the juvenile justice system by offense type and region 

It is important to control for offense severity when examining disparities within the juvenile justice 

system, as research suggests Black youth tend to offend more than white youth with respect to serious 

person crimes (e.g., violent felonies). Analyzing disparities by type of  offense helps to account for 

differences in offending patterns across racial groups. To the extent that disparities persist across all 

types of  offenses, they cannot be attributed solely to differences in patterns of  offending. As shown 

in the following figures, similar trends in racial disparities persist across each type of  offense, including 

felonies against persons, non-person felonies, misdemeanors against persons, and non-person misde-

meanors.  

As discussed in Chapter 4, differences in the treatment of  Black and white youth within the juvenile 

justice system are far less pronounced than in the referral process. Black youth are much more likely 

to be referred to the system than they are to be petitioned, detained prior to their adjudication, trans-

ferred to circuit court, adjudicated delinquent, or committed. However, Black youth are still more 

likely than white youth to move forward in the process across key decision points, though to varying 

degrees.  

In addition to measuring the extent of  racial disparity at each decision point within the juvenile justice 

system, JLARC staff  also assessed the statistical significance of  these disparities. Reaching definitive 

conclusions about the extent of  disparity that can be attributed solely to race is not possible, as there 

are many other factors that may also contribute to disparities within the juvenile justice system, such 

as family income or law enforcement presence and practices. However, to conclude that at least some 

portion of  disparities observed are attributable to race, JLARC staff  assessed the relationship between 

race and the decision to move forward at each step of  the process, and for each type of  offense, to 

determine whether there was a statistically significant relationship between race and each decision to 

move forward within the juvenile justice system. The results of  this analysis found that there is gen-

erally a statistically significant relationship between race and the likelihood to move forward at each 

step of  the process, with the exception of  some decisions in the process for misdemeanors against 

persons, which are identified in the footnote of  Figure D-3.  

Finally, JLARC staff  also assessed the rates of  disparity at each step of  the process across regions by 

type of  offense (Figure D-5, Figure D-8). While JLARC staff  were able to calculate rates of  disparity 

for most offense types across regions, some rates were not calculated because of  insufficient data. 

Regions were determined to have insufficient data if  there were fewer than 10 complaints per year at 

that particular decision point. For example, rates are not shown for transfer decisions for any misde-

meanor complaints, because so few misdemeanors complaints are transferred to circuit court each 

year for adjudication. Requiring regions to have a minimum average of  10 complaints per year at a 

particular decision point ensures there is sufficient data upon which to draw meaningful conclusions 

about the disparities within that region.  
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FIGURE D-5 

Racial disparities between Black and white youth in the juvenile justice system across regions 

for felonies against persons 

 

SOURCE: DJJ intake complaint data for felonies against persons, FY11–20. 

NOTE: Racial disparities across regions determined by dividing the proportion of Black youth moving forward at each decision point by 

the proportion of white youth moving forward at each decision point. For example, a rate of 1.5 indicates that Black youth are 50 percent 

more likely than white youth to move forward at that decision point. a Rate of detention based on total number of petitioned complaints. 
b Rate of transfer based on total number of petitioned complaints. c Rate of delinquent adjudications based on total number of peti-

tioned complaints. d Rate of commitment based on total number of complaints adjudicated delinquent.  

FIGURE D-6 

Racial disparities between Black and white youth in the juvenile justice system across regions 

for non-person felonies 

 
SOURCE: DJJ intake complaint data for non-person felonies, FY11–20. 

NOTE: Racial disparities across regions determined by dividing the proportion of Black youth moving forward at each decision point by 

the proportion of white youth moving forward at each decision point. For example, a rate of 1.5 indicates that Black youth are 50 percent 

more likely than white youth to move forward at that decision point. a Rate of detention based on total number of petitioned com-

plaints. b Rate of transfer based on total number of petitioned complaints. c Rate of delinquent adjudications based on total number of 

petitioned complaints. d Rate of commitment based on total number of complaints adjudicated delinquent.  
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FIGURE D-7 

Racial disparities between Black and white youth in the juvenile justice system across regions 

for misdemeanors against persons 

SOURCE: DJJ intake complaint data for misdemeanors against persons, FY11–20. 

NOTE: Racial disparities across regions determined by dividing the proportion of Black youth moving forward at each decision point by 

the proportion of white youth moving forward at each decision point. For example, a rate of 1.5 indicates that Black youth are 50 percent 

more likely than white youth to move forward at that decision point. Decisions to transfer complaints to circuit court for adjudication are 

not shown because of insufficient data. a Rate of detention based on total number of petitioned complaints. b Rate of delinquent adjudi-

cations based on total number of petitioned complaints. c Rate of commitment based on total number of complaints adjudicated delin-

quent.  

FIGURE D-8 

Racial disparities between Black and white youth in the juvenile justice system across regions 

for non-person misdemeanors 

SOURCE: DJJ intake complaint data for non-person misdemeanors, FY11–20. 

NOTE: Racial disparities across regions determined by dividing the proportion of Black youth moving forward at each decision point by 

the proportion of white youth moving forward at each decision point. For example, a rate of 1.5 indicates that Black youth are 50 percent 

more likely than white youth to move forward at that decision point. Decisions to transfer complaints to circuit court for adjudication are 

not shown because of insufficient data. a Rate of detention based on total number of petitioned complaints. b Rate of delinquent adjudi-

cations based on total number of petitioned complaints. c Rate of commitment based on total number of complaints adjudicated delin-

quent.  
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Appendix E: Youth safety at Bon Air JCC 
The Department of  Juvenile Justice (DJJ) has processes to ensure the health and safety of  committed 
youth at Bon Air Juvenile Correctional Center (JCC). For example, DJJ’s Certification Unit conducts 
formal audits of  Bon Air JCC every three years, as well as annual monitoring visits, to ensure the 
facility complies with the safety and security standards outlined in DJJ’s regulations. DJJ’s regulations 
also detail the rights of  residents (e.g., sanitary living conditions, visitation, activities) while committed 
to a juvenile correctional center, and DJJ staff  provide a copy of  these rights and review them with 
youth upon their admission to Bon Air JCC. 

DJJ also has a Rights and Accountability Unit, which investigates grievances from youth at Bon Air 
JCC to help ensure youth are being treated appropriately and that any issues that arise are addressed 
in a timely manner. Grievances may be submitted by youth at any time, and DJJ policies require all 
grievances to be investigated within seven days. The Rights and Accountability Unit operates inde-
pendently of  DJJ’s Residential Services Division. 

The federal government also requires juvenile facilities to be audited once every three years to ensure 
they are in compliance with federal standards. These audits consist of  site visits, staff  and resident 
interviews, and document reviews. Bon Air JCC was most recently audited in fall 2020, and the federal 
audit found that the facility was in compliance with relevant federal standards. Notably, Bon Air JCC 
exceeded standard requirements for promptly notifying residents of  their rights upon admission to 
the facility. 

Grievances have declined in recent years, and more youth report feeling safe at Bon Air. The number 
of  resident grievances at Bon Air JCC has declined since the start of  DJJ’s transformation. From 
2016–2020, the number of  resident grievances at Bon Air JCC has declined by 76 percent, from 1.5 
grievances per youth in 2016, to 0.3 grievances per youth in 2021. JLARC survey results of  youth at 
Bon Air JCC are consistent with improved safety. According to surveys of  youth at Bon Air JCC, a 
higher proportion of  youth report feeling safe now than in recent years. In 2015, only 43 percent of  
these youth responded positively to the statement: “I feel safe here.” However, this proportion grew 
to 79 percent of  youth in 2021. 
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Appendix F: Education at Bon Air JCC  

One of  the basic and required services DJJ provides to youth placed at Bon Air Juvenile Correctional 

Center (JCC) is education services. DJJ’s education division operates the Yvonne B. Miller High School 

at Bon Air JCC, staffed by administrators and teachers who are licensed by the Virginia Department 

of  Education. For youth who have already completed high school, the education division also offers 

post-secondary programs to provide college and career training opportunities, such as forklift and 

welding simulators and community college courses in business and entrepreneurship. 

Compared with the statewide student population, a higher proportion of  youth placed at Bon Air JCC 

receive special education services. For example, in 2019, the proportion of  students with disabilities 

at Bon Air JCC was 42 percent, in comparison to 13 percent of  Virginia’s total student population. 

Of  students receiving special education services at Bon Air JCC, the largest proportion (38 percent) 

have an emotional disability, which is similar to trends observed across middle and high school stu-

dents receiving special education services statewide.  

Quantitatively measuring education outcomes over time for youth at Bon Air JCC is challenging. Be-

cause youth are placed at and released from Bon Air JCC throughout the year, DJJ has had difficulty 

monitoring education outcomes, because there is not a traditional cohort of  students for which pro-

gress can be measured from year to year. DJJ has recently improved its data collection about educa-

tional outcomes to improve the availability of  educational outcome data. 

The latest cohort of  eligible youth at Bon Air all graduated from high school. All 35 eligible high 

seniors graduated during the 2019–2020 school year. The majority of  these youth (21) earned standard 

high school diplomas. The remainder earned Penn Foster High school diplomas (six), GED certifi-

cates (six), or applied studies diplomas (two). Many youth also completed at least one post-secondary 

course while at Bon Air. 

Despite the challenges with using historical educational outcomes, there is some evidence of  recent 

improvement in certain Standards of  Learning (SOL) test scores. A higher proportion of  youth who 

had been placed at Bon Air JCC passed SOL tests in 2019 than in 2017, for example: 

 Algebra I pass rates increased from 20 percent to 52 percent; and 

 Earth science pass rates increased from 54 percent to 62 percent. 

Youth at Bon Air also respond more positively about the education they receive when compared with 

prior years. For example, the proportion of  youth responding when surveyed that their “school pro-

gram is good” more than doubled from 31 percent to 64 percent, in 2015 compared with 2021. Ad-

ditionally, a higher percentage of  youth in Bon Air are positive about their teachers. When asked 

whether “teachers [at Bon Air] care about students learning,” 79 percent of  youth responded favorably 

in 2021. This is an increase over the 75 percent and 64 percent responding favorably in 2018 and 2015, 

respectively. 
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Appendix G: Expungement of juvenile records 

A lack of  an expungement process for certain juvenile records likely creates barriers to youth success-

fully re-entering their communities upon release. These barriers are known as collateral consequences, 

which are defined by the federal Office of  Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) as 

“sanctions and disqualifications that can place an unanticipated burden on rehabilitated youth transi-

tioning back to their communities following out-of-home placement.” Common examples of  collat-

eral consequences for youth include difficulty (1) obtaining employment, (2) finding and maintaining 

housing, (3) accessing higher education, or (4) joining the military (Table G-1).  

TABLE G-1 

Collateral consequences may hinder the ability of youth to successfully re-enter their 

communities upon release  

Collateral consequence Example of negative impact 

1. Difficulty obtaining employment 

Employers may ask youth to disclose any prior criminal convictions or delin-

quency adjudications on job applications and may decline to hire applicants 

based on past criminal history.  

2. Difficulty finding and maintaining  

    housing 

Landlords may ask youth and families to disclose juvenile and criminal rec-

ords as part of the prescreening process and use them as the basis to deny 

housing. These records may also be used to evict youth and families, even if 

courts dismiss charges.  

3. Difficulty accessing higher education 

Many higher education institutions use the Common Application, in which 

youth may be asked to disclose any prior criminal convictions or delin-

quency adjudications. It is estimated that about 20 percent of institutions 

that ask applicants about their criminal history deny admission to applicants 

with juvenile records.  

4. Difficulty joining the military 

Pursuant to federal requirements, the military has full access to criminal and 

juvenile records for admission to the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine 

Corps. The military also has a “moral qualification” for admission, and while 

youth can request a waiver if they have a juvenile record, it may not apply 

for certain offenses, such as assault and battery. 

SOURCE: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.  

To mitigate the impact of  collateral consequences, states can seal or expunge juvenile delinquency and 

criminal records. Sealing and expunging are two similar, but distinct processes. Sealing refers to a 

process in which both paper and electronic records are removed from public view but are still retained 

for any authorized dissemination purposes (e.g., Virginia State Police for employment screening). In 

contrast, expungement refers to a process in which records are completely destroyed. Sealing or ex-

punging records of  juvenile offenses reduces the circumstances in which youth have to publicly report 

the existence of  such records. For example, youth whose prior records have been expunged no longer 

have to disclose information regarding past convictions on most job applications.  
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Currently in Virginia, only some juvenile delinquency and criminal records are eligible to be sealed/ex-

punged. This appendix outlines the circumstances in which records are currently eligible for seal-

ing/expungement, as well as changes that could be made to increase the number of  youth who are 

able to benefit from these processes. The specific recommendations and policy options to implement 

these changes are discussed further in Chapter 8, and if  implemented, could benefit over 6,000 youth.  

Expungement of juvenile felony records for cases adjudicated in J&DR court 

Most youths’ cases are adjudicated in juvenile and domestic relations (J&DR) district courts and are 

eligible to be automatically expunged after certain conditions are met. For less serious offenses (e.g., 

misdemeanors, status offenses), the Code of  Virginia requires courts to automatically expunge delin-

quency records once a year for all youth who have reached 19 years of  age (or 29 for certain offenses 

that must be reported to the Department of  Motor Vehicles), if  five years have passed since the date 

of  their last hearing (including hearings for any subsequently committed offenses). Because this pro-

cess is “automatic,” no action is required by the individual to have his or her record expunged. After 

records have been expunged, the court and law enforcement agencies are expected to act as if  these 

records never existed, and the youth does not have to report that any such record existed. From FY11–

20, nearly 40,000 youth were adjudicated delinquent in J&DR court for non-felony offenses eligible 

for automatic expungement.  

However, youth who are adjudicated delinquent in J&DR court for felony equivalent offenses are not 

eligible to have these records expunged. Statute explicitly states that records are to be retained for 

juveniles who are adjudicated delinquent of  a felony offense. As a result, these youth are more likely 

to experience collateral consequences from the continued existence of  these records. Unlike other 

juvenile records, which are generally treated as confidential, these records are open to public inspection 

for youth who are over age 14, unless ordered by a judge to remain confidential. While these youth 

may answer on applications that they have not been “convicted” of  a crime, because these records are 

open to the public, potential employers and others may still search court records for these types of  

juvenile adjudications. The general public also may not discern the difference between being found 

“guilty” and “adjudicated delinquent,” which may further exacerbate youths’ collateral consequences 

from these records. Over the past decade from FY11–20, approximately 9,600 youth were adjudicated 

delinquent for felony equivalent offenses in J&DR court.  

Modifying expungement eligibility for youth adjudicated delinquent of  felony equivalent offenses in 

J&DR court would likely require the establishment of  a separate process for these records, so as not 

to conflict with other aspects of  existing state law. The Code of  Virginia prohibits individuals under 

age 29 who were adjudicated delinquent of  felony equivalent offenses from possessing or transporting 

a firearm (§ 18.2-308.2). Therefore, these records may first need to be sealed until the individual is 29 

years old (to allow them to remain available for authorized dissemination purposes), at which point 

they could be expunged. However, this process could still be set up to be automatic, rather than peti-

tion-based, to align with how other juvenile delinquency records are treated.  

The General Assembly would also need to determine the period of  time individuals must wait before 

their records are eligible to be sealed, which felony equivalent offenses committed by youth should be 

eligible for sealing, as well as any other eligibility requirements. For example, it may be appropriate for 

some more serious felonies to not be eligible or only after a longer period of  time. Additionally, the 
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General Assembly needs to determine what, if  any, additional eligibility requirements should apply, 

such as not being convicted or adjudicated delinquent of  any additional offenses during the applicable 

waiting period.  

Sealing of criminal records for youth tried as adults in circuit court 

While most youths’ cases are adjudicated in J&DR court, some are transferred to circuit court for 

adjudication. Cases may generally only be transferred to circuit court if  (1) the juvenile is at least 14 

years of  age and (2) is alleged to have committed an offense which would be a felony if  committed 

by an adult. However, after a youth has been tried and convicted as an adult for one offense, he or she 

must be tried as an adult in all future criminal cases, including felonies as well as other types of  of-

fenses. From FY11–20, approximately 700 youth were found guilty of  one or more offenses in circuit 

court.  

Similar to felony offenses in J&DR court, records for youth tried as adults in circuit court are not 

treated as confidential, and until recently, were generally not eligible to be sealed or expunged. Prior 

to 2021, adult criminal records and records for youth tried as adults in circuit court could only be 

expunged in very limited circumstances in which the individual was acquitted or the charge was nolle 

prosequied (i.e., not prosecuted).  

However, during the 2021 Special Session, the General Assembly passed HB 2113, which sets up a 

process for sealing criminal records for certain types of  offenses, including for youth tried as adults 

in circuit court. Some offenses are eligible to be sealed automatically—such as petit larceny, trespass-

ing, disorderly conduct, and marijuana possession—while others, including other misdemeanor of-

fenses and certain Class 5 or 6 felonies, are eligible to be sealed via petition. The petition-based process 

requires individuals to submit a petition to the court containing information pertinent to the record 

to be sealed (i.e., arresting agency, date of  final disposition of  the charge or conviction, etc.), as well 

as attend a hearing before a judge. Records may only be sealed after a seven-year waiting period for 

misdemeanors and a 10-year waiting period for felonies, provided that the individual has not been 

convicted of  any additional offenses during this period. Additionally, individuals may only have two 

petitions granted pursuant to these provisions within their lifetime. Records are no longer open to the 

public after they have been sealed, and, except for authorized dissemination purposes, individuals 

whose records have been sealed may deny or not disclose such an arrest, charge, or conviction oc-

curred.  

While this new sealing process takes important steps to reduce collateral consequences of  criminal 

records, it may still be insufficient for juvenile offenders given the rehabilitative goals of  the juvenile 

justice system. The juvenile justice system is distinctly different from the adult criminal system be-

cause it is intended to rehabilitate youth and prevent further delinquent behavior, so that youth may 

live successful lives in their communities. However, these rehabilitative goals may be hindered because 

of  the petition-based nature of  the sealing process and long waiting periods. A petition-based process 

is generally considered to be less equitable than an automatic process because it can be time consuming 

and difficult to navigate without an attorney. Many individuals may be unable to have their records 

sealed if  they do not have the time and resources needed to complete this process. Additionally, the 

continued existence of  these records for 7–10 years following youths’ release from DJJ custody could 
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negatively affect youth by limiting their ability to attend college or obtain employment, which seems 

contrary to the rehabilitative goals of  the juvenile justice system. 

To further reduce collateral consequences and promote the rehabilitative goals of  the juvenile justice 

system, the General Assembly could modify the process for sealing criminal records for juveniles tried 

as adults in circuit court. In doing so, the General Assembly could consider (1) reducing the waiting 

period to seal juvenile criminal records maintained by circuit courts and (2) adding these records to 

the automatic process to eliminate the need for youth to file a petition to have their records sealed. 

This would align the treatment of  these records with the existing process for expunging juvenile de-

linquency records in J&DR court. 
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Appendix H: Serious or Habitual Offender Comprehensive 

Action Program 

House Bill (HB) 1777 was referred to JLARC during the 2021 Session by the chair of  the House 

Courts of  Justice Committee to be considered as part of  JLARC’s juvenile justice review. The bill 

proposed to expand the population of  youth who could be eligible for the Serious or Habitual Of-

fender Comprehensive Action Program (SHOCAP).  

SHOCAP is an interagency case management and information system that is intended to help the 

juvenile justice system, schools, and social services agencies share information about certain high-risk 

youth in the juvenile justice system. It is intended to improve the supervision and rehabilitation efforts 

and provide a more coordinated approach to addressing juvenile delinquency. The program is optional 

for localities and was allowed in Virginia beginning in 1993.  

HB 1777 would make changes to both to the list and frequency of  offenses that could qualify a youth 

for the program. The list of  offenses for which youth would be eligible would change from “murder, 

attempted murder, armed robbery, felony sexual assault or malicious wounding, or felony violation of  

a gang-related crime” to “any offense that would be a felony if  committed by an adult”. It would also 

allow youth to be eligible for SHOCAP if  they had been adjudicated delinquent of  two or more 

offenses that would be Class 1 misdemeanors, rather than requiring three or more offenses that would 

be felonies or Class 1 misdemeanors, as is currently in statute.  

Although SHOCAP is based off  a national concept that was promoted by Office of  Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) in the 1990s, there are no national eligibility standards, and the 

small group of  states that appear to have SHOCAP programs vary in who they define as SHOCAP 

eligible. JLARC staff  reviewed state statutes and identified only four other states with the program, 

including Florida, Illinois, Utah, and California. SHOCAP programs in these states have eligibility 

requirements that are both more prescriptive and less prescriptive than the requirements proposed in 

HB 1777 (Table H-1). For example, Illinois’s statute includes no statewide eligibility standards; local 

SHOCAP committees are authorized to define eligibility for the program in their communities.  

Very few Virginia localities appear to participate in the SHOCAP program. For example, only one 

court service unit (CSU) director (of  the 29 who responded to the JLARC survey) indicated that a 

locality in their district has an operational SHOCAP program or has had an operational program in 

the past five years. Some Virginia localities list the SHOCAP program on their website, but interviews 

with individuals in some of  these localities indicate that the program is not currently operating or fully 

functioning. A CSU director of  one large locality interviewed by JLARC staff  noted that his locality 

was in the process of  revamping its SHOCAP program out of  concerns about its effectiveness. An-

other locality interviewed about their program noted they had a program, but that it was minimally 

used. 

There is very limited national research on the effectiveness of  SHOCAP affecting juvenile offending. 

SHOCAP is not included in any of  the national inventories of  evidence-based programs and practices 

(Office of  Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention’s Model Programs Guide, the University of  
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Colorado Boulder’s Blueprints for Healthy Youth Development, or the Washington State Institute for 

Public Policy). 

TABLE H-1 

Examples of state criteria for SHOCAP (or equivalent program) eligibility 

State SHOCAP eligibility requirements 

Florida 

Youth is adjudicated delinquent and meets one or more of the following criteria:  

1. Is arrested for a capital, life, or first degree felony offense or sexual battery. 

2. Has five or more arrests, at least three of which are for felony offenses. Three of such ar-

rests must have occurred within the preceding 12-month period. 

3. Has 10 or more arrests, at least 2 of which are for felony offenses. Three of such arrests 

must have occurred within the preceding 12-month period. 

4. Has four or more arrests, at least one of which is for a felony offense and occurred within 

the preceding 12-month period. 

5. Has 10 or more arrests, at least 8 of which are for any of the following offenses: 

a. petit theft; 

b. misdemeanor assault; 

c. possession of a controlled substance; 

d. weapon or firearm violation; or 

e. substance abuse. 

Four of such arrests must have occurred within the preceding 12-month period. 

6. Meets at least one of the criteria for criminal gang membership. 

California 

Youth who has been adjudicated delinquent and  

1. has accumulated five total arrests, three arrests for crimes chargeable as felonies and 

three arrests within the preceding 12 months. 

2. has accumulated 10 total arrests, two arrests for crimes chargeable as felonies and three 

arrests within the preceding 12 months. 

3. has been arrested once for three or more burglaries, robberies, or sexual assaults within 

the preceding 12 months; or 

4. has accumulated 10 total arrests, eight or more arrests for misdemeanor crimes of theft, 

assault, battery, narcotics or controlled substance possession, substance abuse, or use or 

possession of weapons, and has three arrests within the preceding 12 months. 

Illinois 
Local discretion – “The [county] SHOCAP committee shall adopt, by a majority of the members cri-

teria that will identify those who qualify as a serious habitual juvenile offender.” 

Utah Local discretion – No specific eligibility requirements other than they be “youthful offenders.”  

SOURCE: JLARC review of other states’ statutes.  

According to proponents of  the bill, the purpose of  HB 1777 was to find a way to increase infor-

mation-sharing capabilities across agencies and, as a result, improve localities’ prevention and early 

intervention capabilities. As one proponent mentioned: “We didn’t want SHOCAP, but SHOCAP is 

the framework that provides the information sharing that we’re looking for.” The proponent cited an 

example of  using the SHOCAP program to identify and provide services to siblings of  youth in 

SHOCAP as a way prevent them from also becoming juvenile offenders.  

The state could take different approaches to improve information sharing across agencies and possibly 

pursue the goals of  HB 1777 more directly. For example, Missouri statute requires their juvenile courts 
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and departments of  social services, mental health, elementary and secondary education, and health, 

to share information about children who have been involved with the state’s juvenile justice system. 

Certain restrictions apply, including that the department of  education and secondary education is only 

allowed to share information about students who have committed an act that would be a felony or 

misdemeanor if  committed by an adult. Missouri statute also includes provisions regarding the confi-

dentiality of  these records. 

An approach used by the 2021 General Assembly to explore options to improve data sharing among 

youth involved in both the child welfare system and the juvenile justice system (“crossover youth”) 

could be used to identify strategies to improve information sharing for the purposes of  crime preven-

tion. The General Assembly directed the Commission on Youth to convene a workgroup that included 

representatives from the Department of  Juvenile Justice, the Department of  Social Services, the De-

partment of  Behavioral Health and Developmental Services, the Department of  Education, youth 

and families with experience in the juvenile justice and child welfare systems, representatives of  Vir-

ginia juvenile justice advocacy groups, representatives of  local public defender offices, and represent-

atives from other relevant state or local entities.  

The workgroup was directed to “review current data and record sharing provisions with regard to 

youth served by the juvenile justice and child welfare systems and make recommendations on best 

practices for the sharing, collection, and use of  such data and records while respecting the privacy 

interests of  youth and families.”  

If  the goal of  HB 1777 is to improve information sharing across local agencies for the purposes of  

crime prevention, and the General Assembly wishes to move forward with that goal, it could direct 

the Commission on Youth to conduct a similar review. The commission could be directed to recom-

mend changes, where appropriate, that could be made to statute or regulations to improve information 

sharing among local agencies, including law enforcement, while protecting the privacy interests of  

youth and families and confidentiality of  juvenile records. In addition to the members on the Com-

mission on Youth’s 2021 crossover youth workgroup, the General Assembly could include represent-

atives of  local and state law enforcement agencies.  
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Appendix I: Agency responses 

As part of  an extensive validation process, the state agencies and other entities that are subject to a 

JLARC assessment are given the opportunity to comment on an exposure draft of  the report. JLARC 

staff  sent an exposure draft of  relevant sections of  the report to staff  from the following organiza-

tions: 

 Department of  Criminal Justice Services, 

 Department of  Juvenile Justice, 

 Office of  the Executive Secretary, Supreme Court of  Virginia, 

 secretary of  public safety and homeland security, 

 Virginia Department of  Education, and 

 Virginia Indigent Defense Commission.  

Appropriate corrections resulting from technical and substantive comments are incorporated in this 

version of  the report. This appendix includes a response letter from the Department of  Juvenile 

Justice. 

 

 

 



 
 
 
 
 
                        
 
 
 

December 7, 2021 
 
 
 
Mr. Hal E. Greer, Director 
Joint Legislation Audit and Review Commission 
919 East Main Street 
Suite 2101 
Richmond, VA 23219 
 
Dear Director Greer: 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the exposure draft of the JLARC report, Improving 
Virginia’s Juvenile Justice System. We, at the Department of Juvenile Justice (DJJ), would like to 
express our appreciation for the collaborative atmosphere in which the JLARC team approached this 
comprehensive review. It is evident that the research and interviews conducted led to very thoughtful 
recommendations.   
 

DJJ firmly believes justice-involved youth deserve the most effective approaches at all stages 
of the juvenile justice system. Although DJJ has the primary responsibility for juvenile justice in 
Virginia, it is just one part of the entire juvenile justice system. Our response will focus on the 
recommendations that most directly impact DJJ and the youth we serve. It is important to note that 
this report comes while we are nearly two years into responding to the COVID-19 pandemic and thus 
our progress in many of our initiatives has been impacted by our need to respond and adjust to the 
pandemic. 
 

Overall, the DJJ is supportive of the recommendations that are specific to our agency. We 
pride ourselves as a learning organization, welcoming the opportunity to review feedback and 
suggestions; enhancing public safety by seeking better ways to provide services to youth, families, 
and the community. In that vein, we offer the comments below.  
 

We find it important to reiterate that we certainly want to provide services that are effective in 
rehabilitating youth and use evidence based principles. Aggression Replacement Therapy (ART) is 
used as one of our options for addressing aggression management as well as skill building. There are 
varying expert opinions regarding ART as an evidence-based program that provides positive 
outcomes in juvenile justice populations. When held to fidelity, ART remains a promising program 
recognized by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention and the California Clearing 
House. We are, however, closely monitoring the most recent literature and fidelity to the model and 
prepared to make adjustments as necessary.   
  

COMMONWEALTH Of VIRGINIA 
Department of Juvenile Justice 

 
Valerie P. Boykin 
Director 

P.O. Box 1110 
Richmond, VA 23218 

(804) 371.0700 
Fax: (804) 371.6497 

www.djj.virginia.gov 



 
 
Mr. Hal Greer, Director 
December 7, 2021 
Page Two 
 
 

We agree that recidivism is an important measure within juvenile justice systems, and there is 
need for improvement. While recidivism rates have not decreased substantially, there are some 
promising signs of improvements, such as decreasing rearrest rates for youth on diversion plans. DJJ 
is focusing on one-year rearrest rates for closest to real-time feedback of our work. The one-year 
rearrest rates provide the quickest method of monitoring if our changes to programming might be 
impacting outcomes. In addition to recidivism, we are incorporating other outcome measures into our 
agency performance measures and quality assurance work.  
 

We value the need to evaluate programs, policies, and processes and support the 
recommendations that include these initiatives such as a needs assessment of community-based 
services, the Standardized Dispositional Matrix, and quality of services. In fact, work is underway in 
these areas.  It may be worth noting that completing comprehensive assessments and evaluations in 
numerous areas will require additional resources or prioritizing. 
 

In response to recommendations made regarding training of our Court Service Unit staff to 
improve staff proficiency of the Effective Practices in Community Supervision (EPICS) skills and 
implicit bias and cultural competency training is ongoing. Our Practice and Improvement Unit offers 
multiple coaching opportunities through state level coaches and implementation specialists who 
regularly meet with staff and supervisors for guided practice and coaching. Our Equity Work Group 
Chairs developed introductory Race Equity Awareness Training and Discussion Sessions that were to 
be deployed regionally but were delayed due to the pandemic.  Much of our work to sustain our 
transformation efforts are part of our strategic planning process and will continue as we move 
forward. 
 

Again, we thank you for the opportunity to review the JLARC report and provide our 
perspective to this comprehensive review of Virginia’s Juvenile Justice system. We look forward to 
continued collaboration to implement your recommendations accepted by the General Assembly. 
There continues to be much work to be done to improve outcomes for justice-involved youth. 

 
     Sincerely, 
 
 
 
     Valerie P. Boykin 
 

cc: The Honorable Brian Moran, Secretary of Public Safety and Homeland Security 
 Jae K. Davenport, Deputy Secretary of Public Safety and Homeland Security 
 Justin C. Brown, Senior Associate Director, JLARC 
 Drew Dickinson, Chief Legislative Analyst, JLARC 
 





JLARC.VIRGINIA.GOV
919 East Main Street   Suite 2101   Richmond, VA   23219
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