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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

BOARD OF CORRECTIONS

Regular Meeting
……………………………………………………………………...July 14, 2004


Location
………………………………………………………………………..6900 Atmore Drive


Richmond, Virginia

Presiding
………………………………………………………Sterling C. Proffitt, Vice Chairman

Present
…………………………………………………………………………….James H. Burrell


Jacqueline F. Fraser


Reneé T. Maxey


R. W. Mitchell


W. Randy Wright

Absent
……………………………………………………………………………Donald L. Cahill


Clay B. Hester


Gregory M. Kallen

10:00 a.m., Wednesday, July 14, 2004
6900 Atmore Drive, Richmond, Virginia
The meeting was called to order.   The Board Vice Chairman welcomed meeting attendees.  The roll was called by Mrs. Waskey.  Three members were absent.

I.
Board Vice Chairman (Mr. Proffitt)

1) Motion to Approve May Board Minutes

The MOTION was duly made by Mr. Mitchell and seconded by Mr. Wright.  The MOTION was unanimously APPROVED by verbally responding in the affirmative (Burrell, Fraser, Maxey, Mitchell, Wright).  There were no opposing votes.  As a tie-breaking vote was not necessary, the Vice Chairman’s vote was not noted.   Three members were absent.

II.
Public/Other Comment (Mr. Proffitt)

The Vice Chairman noted for the record that no one from the general public was present requesting to speak to the Board.  

III. Department Presentation by Board 

Resolution Upon the Retirement of Mr. Joseph W. Hagenlocker

Mr. Hagenlocker was present to receive the Resolution, which was read into the record in its entirety:

RECOGNIZING MR. JOSEPH W. HAGENLOCKER 

UPON HIS RETIREMENT FROM

THE VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

On Motion of the State Board of Corrections, Commonwealth of Virginia,

the following Resolution was adopted:

WHEREAS, Mr. Hagenlocker has served the Commonwealth faithfully since June, 1973, when he began his employment as Assistant Superintendent at the Chesterfield Juvenile Detention Home.  In 1976, he opened the Academy for Staff Development as the Assistant Superintendent, remaining there until 1985 and during the same period, was temporarily assigned as Assistant Warden for Operations at the Deerfield Correctional Center; and

WHEREAS, Mr. Hagenlocker, after working as a Business Manager at both Augusta (1985-1989) and Staunton (1989-1999) Correctional Centers, he accepted an appointment to the position of Manager of the Compliance & Accreditation Unit in March, 1999, and since that time, has facilitated the accreditation of 20 Department facilities/programs; and

WHEREAS, during 3 of his 31 years as an employee in good standing, Mr. Hagenlocker has served as liaison to the Board of Corrections, the Board’s Correctional Services Committee and the Board’s Liaison Committee.  During these years, Joe was instrumental in:  developing, reviewing, and revising Board Standards; revising and implementing the Department’s audit and inspection procedures; and developing the Board’s Model Plan to Administer Costs Associated with Prisoner Keep; and

WHEREAS, during his 31 years as an employee of the Virginia Department of Corrections, Mr. Hagenlocker foresaw trends and managed change in his Unit; and

WHEREAS, Mr. Hagenlocker, understanding the importance of his professional responsibility beyond the Department, served and retired as a Commander from the U.S. Naval Reserves after more than 31 years of service, and he became an active member of the American Correctional Association and the Correctional Accreditation Managers’ Association; and 

WHEREAS, Mr. Hagenlocker retires from active state service effective June 30, 2004.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the State Board of Corrections, this 14th day of July, 2004, publicly recognizes the contributions of Mr. Joseph W. Hagenlocker to the State Board of Corrections, the Virginia Department of Corrections, to the citizens of the Commonwealth of Virginia and to the citizens of the United States of America;

AND, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board extends its appreciation of his commitment to the Commonwealth and congratulations and best wishes for a long and rewarding retirement;

AND, BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that a copy of this resolution be presented to Mr. Joseph W. Hagenlocker and that this resolution be permanently recorded among the papers of the State Board of Corrections, Commonwealth of Virginia.

(The name of each Board member was noted individually on the bottom of the Resolution.)

After the reading, Mr. Proffitt thanked Mr. Hagenlocker for his work over the years and wished him the best.  Mr. Hagenlocker thanked the Board for the opportunity to have served them and departed the meeting.

IV. Presentation for the Board

Prisoner Re-Entry Program, Deputy Secretary Barry R. Green

Deputy Secretary Green began his presentation by giving some basic information as to the prison forecast.  He noted that prisoner re-entry has become an issue at the federal as well as state level.  He explained the forecast process and the fact that the state forecast for the next five years is projected to grow about 4.1 percent per year, and the local forecast is expected to grow about 4.5 percent per year.  He noted that for 10 of the last 11 years, the crime rate and arrest rates in Virginia have declined but at the same time, there is a ramping up of the population due to offenders serving more time, which accounts for about half of the population growth.  The other half of the growth is due to the increase in the number of technical violators; offenders who are not convicted of another crime but their parole or probation is revoked either by the Parole Board or by the judge.  

Mr. Green stated that even though there are still a lot of offenders eligible for parole, most of them in the system now are being driven by the new sentencing laws rather than old.  In 2002, of the 4,597 probation violators for both technical and new crimes, the number of offenders sent back to prison for technical violations only was 1,551.  Technical violators spend an average of an additional 22 months in prison.  During that same period, there were 10,751 commitments to prison. Re-incarcerated probation technical violators are counted in prison commitments, but are not counted in crime or arrest data.  In addition, from FY1993 to FY2003, the probation caseload increased from 23,036 to 41,106, where the parole caseload dropped from 12,044 to 4,769.  

With technical violators serving an average of 22 months, you then have 1500 people coming into the system, and they are in there for about two years, which accounts for about 3,000 in the prison population.  If the crime rate turns around, there will not be enough beds to deal with them.  We already had to have about $200 million authorized for new construction this year for the Department to add about 3400 new beds and that is driven by the current population numbers.  And, there is always the increasing backlog of state inmates who are legally required to be in the state system but there is no space for them.

The Virginia crime index shows crime rates are down as are Virginia crime arrest rates.  What we have is a system that is being forced to grow beyond what we think is feasible for the long term.  And you have jails that are packed with state inmates on top of their own, many of whom are technical violators.  There are about 4,000 offenders that actually were in jail at some point during the year because of technical violations.  So, we focus on some of the technical violations with the hope that if we make a difference with these offenders, we can reduce prison and jail populations or at least reduce the growth in those populations, and secondarily, a lot of what we are going to be doing will hopefully have an impact on recidivism.  

This was good timing for this program.  About a year ago, the National Governor’s Association put out a notice that they were going to be holding a policy academy for prisoner re-entry.  The Governor’s Association Best Practices office had grant money to provide for seven states to participate in academies.  We were one of either 21 or 22 states that applied.  We were accepted into the program in part because of what we are doing but also in part because of what we want to do or why we need to act.  So, Virginia formed a group that incorporates multiple agencies including outside of public safety.  

Our initial focus is on the re-entry of state offenders who are coming back into the local system or who are coming back to their localities.  And the reason we chose that, number one, is it’s a big dollar issue.  Number two, the state has more control over what state agencies do than what local agencies do.  So, we’re focusing on the state offenders because if we have an impact on the state system, we will have an immediate impact on the jails, too.  And we took this on understanding, number one, that we don’t have much in the way of additional resources so we’ve got to first take a look at what we can do with our existing resources, using them better, moving a few resources on hand, building a case, and doing some stuff on a pilot basis if need be to build a case to come back and try to get additional resources where we can use them.  

As to the jail re-entry program, Corrections did a pilot program two years ago using a local jail and offenders who were in their last 90 days before release, and moved them back to their local jail.  The first 45 days of their stay, Corrections provides or contracts for a position in the jail that does some programming on what an offender will face when they come out.  They work with them to develop a resumé, work on what types of skills they have, work on job development in the local community, so that for the last 45 days, if they’re not a violent or sex offender, they end up doing work release with them.  If they’ve been in prison two, three, four, ten years, it enables them to re-establish ties in their communities; it’s easier for their family to visit them, and if they can get a job, then at least they have work to go out to.  And, there are a lot of issues surrounding families.  People go home to their families and they’re out on the street within a month or two because of the tensions. 

This last year programs were put in five jails.  We got funding from the Legislature this year for another five, and then another five for the next fiscal year, so that by the end of biennium, we should have 15 or 16 of these programs in place with an average of 25 offenders at any given time.  It’s a contracting program.  We pay the jails to do it.  It’s a win-win for the jails because even if they have a big state backlog, they get more money for these people, and then on top of it, we take an offender in.  We give them an offender that’s on their way out and take in an offender that’s on their way in that we wouldn’t have room for otherwise.  So they’re getting rid of a harder-to-handle offender, and we’re getting them into our system; and we’re more suited to handle the tougher offenders and the offenders with more problems, and they get somebody who’s a little more easy to handle and if they get into a work release program that last 45 days, it’s easier for the jail to manage.  They don’t have to worry about them during the day and it requires less security, and the offender pays the jail something for their upkeep.  There is some language in the Appropriation Act the General Assembly put in as a condition of providing us some funding for this.  It’s not expensive because basically what we’re doing is there’s some jail contracting money, which is more than the state would normally pay a jail for holding somebody, and then there is the funding for a position that either the Department hires and puts there, or they may contract with somebody else who provides these services.  And we’re looking at a couple of other options for job development for these offenders and there are some private sector people who have expressed some interest, and the Employment Commission actually has been working with some people to try to do job development for offenders.  It may not be suited to all offenders, but if we are limited to 25 per jail at any given time, and if we can make a success of it, 250 once we have 10 jails in place, that’s a lot of offenders.

In addition, currently federal money is being used to provide therapeutic community beds where offenders come out of the therapeutic community for substance abuse within the Department and are placed into a halfway house that has some treatment involved.  They receive some treatment as well as some job development training.  It is a six-month program and then they go to the community.  The bad thing about it is there is a limited number of halfway houses and while the Department tries, generally you’re not going to be placed within your community.  Gemeinschaft is in Harrisonburg, and they have offenders that have been placed there who have come out of Tidewater or Richmond.  Some of them end up staying in that area because they are working for somebody there and they are offered continuing employment.  And, the program there offers them some support after they’re out of it.  It would be nice to have those programs more spread out but right now we’re looking at only five resources.  A lot of those beds the Department purchases on a contract basis, as well as some more traditional halfway house bed space.  

We asked the General Assembly to give us General Funds in order to continue those, and we received that.  That is $1.2 million per year.  Then we asked to expand the program in the first year, but they didn’t give us as much as we requested.  The second year they did.  We only got $200,000 this year.  We got $1.8 million next year because next fiscal year is the base budget for the biennium afterwards.  That means you have $1.8 million per year after this year to do this.  $1.8 million will buy us between 80 and 90 beds depending on what programs and what services the offenders require.

There was some legislation a year and a half ago by Delegate Watts for the Department to be able to use some of these types of facilities for pre-release; meaning, if you have somebody who’s going to be released in three months, the Department can move them, if they’re suitable, into one of these programs.  In effect, they’re an inmate for the first three months there.  The second three months they’re post release.  What that does is that buys us additional capacity because we have people who would otherwise be inmates and we  move them out but they still get the benefit of having the treatment here in the Department and having a transitional treatment as soon as they go out.  And some of them need the residential service because they need the structure:  they don’t have another place to live, they don’t have a job and they’re not really ready to go into a job.  They may have a skill but they don’t know how to work.  So we received money for about another 85 beds for that.  We also had some grants that were allowing us to provide substance abuse treatment, primarily treatment on the community side.  They were also running out, and we got almost $1 million a year in General Funds to make up for that.  So it’s not a new service, but we would have had to close it down if we didn’t get this additional money.  And then also there was the provision for 25 additional probation and parole officers.  A lot of this is driven by the fact that workloads are increasing and increasing and increasing, and I think we got 15 new positions and that’s basically it.  So they will be able to devote a little more attention to these offenders and hopefully be able to intervene when there’s something going on and they have a technical violation.

We are institutionalizing this program hoping it will go at least a couple of years after this Administration ends.   The group meets on a monthly basis.  We have worked up an additional work plan, and I’ll go over some of the key elements here.  Number one, just using the title begin re-entry planning at intake.  The Department is looking at a risk assessment tool to be done while inmates are in intake, while they’re being classified, and basically we’d use that instrument then to determine what is going to be the biggest problem when they leave, try to schedule the programming needed whether it’s treatment, Correctional Education training, whatever the case may be, schedule it so that number one, it fits best with what’s they’re going to have to transition to in the community so you don’t get somebody who’s learning a vocational skill now and he’ll be in for eight years and by the time they get out, that technology has changed or the labor market has changed.  We will work with the Employment Commission to determine where they’re going back to; what is that labor market demand for where they’re going back to.  We need to know if they can get training, what’s going to do them the most good when they get back.  And then with Jim’s staff working with them up front so that we have a plan when they go back to the community, there ought to be a plan in place that carries them.  If they’re in treatment, there’s some treatment on the community side.  It sort of moves together and they’re tied together.  It’s the same type of treatment but you don’t rehash stuff that they went through on the institutional side.  You don’t do something new that creates a gap between the institution and the community.  

Strengthen relationships/reduce tensions between offenders and families.  The key on this is a lot of offenders, at least the technical violations, violations are driven by frustration.  They can’t deal with things in the outside world.  Family is a major source of frustration, more for women than for men but for men, too.  The demands placed on you when you come back.  As much as your family wants you back, it’s a change.  You’re not used to having those demands.  A lot of these offenders leave their homes and they’re out on the street in a couple of days, and that’s the ideal time to use drugs or get involved with something.  So, working with the families, preparing them, working with these offenders to prepare them to go back to their families.  You have to have the family prepared to know what to expect when these offenders come back to them because they’re different and they’ve been away.  And if you put too many pressures on them right up front, you’re going to lose them, and they’re going to come back in the system or wind up in jail.  The second part of this is the kids, and even though it’s not part of re-entry, you still need to focus on it.   You take a look at who’s in the system and what percentage of them have parents who are incarcerated.  You have two things.  One is they’re not getting the support they need at home and two is, for some of these kids, they’re visiting their parents or they know that their parents or their neighbors are locked up, and it just becomes an acceptable thing.  You don’t have the same negative aspect of being incarcerated that people sitting around this table might have, so if there’s any way to change that, we’re trying to look at that, too.

Increase employment opportunities.  These are things that affect everybody:  you have a job because you have to have a way to make money, and you have to have some place to live, you have to have some place you’re comfortable going to so you’re not on the street a whole lot.  We’re working with the Employment Commission and there’s some stuff at the federal level that we’re trying to get done.  Basically, schedule the training and plan who gets what training and then also job development; working with the employment community.  There are also a number of barriers that offenders have – legal barriers or regulatory barriers where you can’t work at certain jobs.  You can’t live in certain places in public housing.  Those are real barriers to offenders trying to get a job who really do want to get a job.  Not all of them do but most do and they want to have a decent place to live or be reunited with their family.  And on the housing side, it’s not just you can’t go into public housing if you’ve been convicted of certain offenses.  Your family may already be living there so you can’t be with your family.   Some public housing areas, because of the drug problems, you’re not even allowed to walk on the property and so you can’t see your family unless they come off.  You may be putting the family at risk as well as the offender.  There’s a line that we have to draw where it’s okay to bend these rules and others where the rules don’t need to be bent.  We’re still working on that with the housing people.

The average offender when they get out has a lot of money that they owe.  We don’t even know what that sum is for the most part when they come out.  Almost all of them have court fines, fees.  Some have restitution.  A lot of them have child support.  Without getting into great detail on child support, the current state rule is that if you’re incarcerated, then you’re considered unemployed voluntarily, and the amount you’re required to pay in child support remains the same as though you were employed.  You’re not working, obviously, but once you get in the prison system, you still have to pay it off.  So that’s building up along with interest while you are incarcerated.  If you get out after two or three or four years, then you owe a lot of money.  We don’t always know what that amount is until a person gets out of prison.  We’re not getting it from Social Services and it’s a big item for us because a lot of these offenders will work two or three jobs, really try hard, and they still can’t make it.  They still cannot afford a place to live.  It’s a big strain, too.  It’s something that most of us couldn’t face let alone someone who has a lot stacked against them to begin with.  And that’s the same for restitution.  I think child support is probably the single biggest dollar item.  Fines and fees generally are not that much but for some offenders they’re considerable.  Now, we’ll know and one of the things we need to do is let these offenders know before they get out what they’re facing and second, is try to work with some of these agencies the best payment plan possible, sort of a joint payment plan, so we don’t have five different entities trying to get money off of them and pushing them in five different directions.  We talked a little bit about housing.  Some stuff is simple to do.  Some is pretty tough.  

Health/mental health/substance abuse.  Mental health and substance abuse, particularly health, is a public safety issue because some of these offenders get out and they have communicable diseases and they can’t go into treatment.  We may give them 30 days of drugs for whatever they have but there are a lot of restrictions.  There are a lot of limits on funding at the local level.  A lot of these offenders do not qualify for Medicaid.  One of the things we’re trying to work on is get them qualified for disability and/or Medicaid before they leave the system.  I thought that would only mean we would have to do it 60 or 90 days before getting the application done.  It’s a much bigger issue than that.  We need the local social services people.  We have the Secretary of Health and Human Resources involved trying to get something done on this.  It’s the same with mental health services.  At the jail level, when they go back to the community, there is the local community services board that provides those services.  The state provides them some money but they get most of their money from the localities.  They have a local, independent board that runs them.  They don’t have enough resources to provide the services they need for the citizens who are not offenders, and they really don’t want to do more for offenders than they do for the average joe out on the street.  But that’s a big issue because those offenders are least able to be able to go back into their communities and if they have a major mental health problem, they’ll help with it, but it’s the offenders that are between minor and just short of major that we really have problems with, and they’ll end up back in jail.  Any of the people around the table involved in jails know that those offenders are going to be back in within a couple of weeks, at least for a few days.  They’ll go back out on the street, come in again, go out, and come in again.  That’s a real revolving door.  And then there a number of other things.

We’re looking at improving the availability of alternative sanctions and coming up with some additional alternative sanctions so if somebody is not a threat to the public but they need to have a sanction applied, that there are some things that are available.  The Department is doing some more now.  We got authorization in the Appropriation Act last year that the probation and parole people, under certain circumstances, can place offenders directly into diversion and detention centers instead of having only the judge doing it.  That’s given us some ability to do something to these offenders, to threaten them with something that we couldn’t do without taking them to the judge, and if you go to the judge, it’s a crapshoot.  They may end up in prison.  We’re looking at a number of other things.  Expanding some other programs, which will take some money.  Hopefully, we’ll have a package to bring to this General Assembly to give us some other alternatives, number one, so that somebody doesn’t get locked up if they don’t have to be locked up, but number two, something that if somebody is managing to do okay in the community with the exception of some rules, that we can keep them close to the community, sanction them, maybe even put them on work release if they’re working, but not have to put them back into full incarceration where they lose whatever job they have and stop making their child support payments and lose family contact.

Mr. Green noted in closing that there will be a large stakeholders’ meeting in August and we are going to ask one or two members of the Board to come sit in on it.

After some general discussion, Mr. Green’s presentation was concluded.  Mr. Proffitt thanked Mr. Green for his presentation.

V. Liaison Committee (Mr. Proffitt)

The Committee met on July 13.  Mr. Proffitt chaired the meeting as Mr. Roy Cherry was at NIC Training in Colorado.  He noted that Board members Fraser, Burrell and Mitchell were in attendance and that it was a very good meeting with very good discussion.      

Mr. Proffitt stated Mr. Bert Jones had presented the committee with updated funding information as a result of the new fiscal year being:  funding for a new medium-security facility of 1,024 beds in Tazewell County; 1,024 beds in Pittsylvania County; Phase II of St. Brides, 800 beds; and expand Deerfield by 600 beds.  Mr. Jones indicated to the committee that Phase I of St. Brides is scheduled for completion in November of this year.  And it is estimated that the new facilities are expected to be on line sometime in 2006.  

Mr. Proffitt noted Mr. Jim Parks was introduced at the meeting.  He is replacing Mr. Jim Sisk as the Manager of Classification and Records.

Mr. Ron Elliott then presented his report on the population of jails and prisons.  He noted that as of July 6, the Department population stood at 31,436, including 515 contract prisoners, which compares to 31,446 on May 17.   The local jail population as of May 18, 2004, stood at 24,521, of which 1,630 were federal prisoners.  Their capacity is 16,920.  The Department continues to address the out-of-compliance figure, and Mr. Proffitt remarked that of the five jails represented at the meeting, none had any complaints as to how the Department was handling the issue.  

During the jail construction portion of his report, Mr. Elliott noted the site work and foundations for Middle River are completed, and they estimate completion in February, 2006.  Loudoun County anticipates requesting Board approval for the installation of double bunking prior to final project inspection.  Virginia Beach:  estimated completion date for the new addition is October, 2004, with renovations being completed in October, 2005.  Southwest Virginia Regional Jail:  three separate sites with an estimated date of completion is March, 2005.  Chesterfield County Jail:  construction began mid-November, 2003, with an estimated completion date of October, 2005.  

Moratorium-exempted projects for the 2004 General Assembly:  Eastern Shore Regional Jail had a revised community-based corrections plan and planning study approved by this Board in September, 2003, and early site work is underway.  Botetourt/Craig:   construction bids are expected to be let in January, 2005, with an estimated completion date of August, 2006.  Prince William/Manassas: had a revised community-based corrections plan and planning study approved by the Board in November, 2003, and the estimated project start date is December, 2004, with an estimated completion date of December, 2006.  

Exempted from the state moratorium by a budget amendment in the 2004 Appropriation Act were Clarke/Fauquier/Frederick/Winchester Adult Detention Center; Appomattox/Amherst/Nelson Regional Jail; Hampton Roads Regional Jail; Gloucester County Jail; Roanoke County/City of Salem Jail; Riverside Regional Jail, and the Rappahannock Regional Jail.

As to the Jail Contract Bed/Work Release program, there were 191 actually in the program pending a transfer of 90 for a total of 281.  Mr. Elliott reported that this number could increase by several hundred in the second year of the biennium.

The report was completed.  No action on the report is required by the Board.

VI.
Administration Committee (Mr. Wright)

1) Overtime Report for 3rd Quarter Ended March 31, 2004

Mr. Proffitt noted that a hard copy had been provided to each Board member.  Mr. Wright reported that overtime expenditures were the topic of conversation during the committee meeting.  Year to date, there has been an increase of $1.4 million over the same period last year, none of which was a result of expenses incurred during Hurricane Isabel.  It was noted that the Department has applied to FEMA for reimbursement of expenses incurred during the hurricane.  Military absences and the resulting overtime associated with those absences continue to be a major contributor to the overtime excess.

Mr. Wright noted an interesting fact; that two major contributing factors to the overtime excess situation are understaffing and overstaffing as a result of training, because while you are paying employees during their training, you still have to pay overtime to those employees who are actually performing the training duty.  Mr. Wright reported the committee had requested additional information from the Department to be provided at the next meeting as a result of their discussion, and the year-end figures will be available as well.

There being no questions, Mr. Proffitt thanked Mr. Wright.  No Board action was necessary on the report.

VII.
Correctional Services Committee Report/Policy & Regulations (Ms. Maxey)

Ms. Maxey remarked that Mr. Frank Mardavich from the Danville Adult Detention Center appeared before the Committee to request an appeal of a finding of non-compliance from his last audit, Standard 6VAC15-40-870, because the facility did not have an inventory of firearms and ammunition when the audit team was there.  The committee had recommended that the appeal be denied and he has been asked to submit a corrective plan of action to the Department.  A motion on the committee’s recommendation will follow.

By MOTION duly made by Ms. Maxey, the following recommendations were presented to the Board for approval:

Unconditional Certification for the Pocahontas Correctional Unit #13 with waivers for Standards 3-4 131 and 3-4147; and, 

Virginia Beach Lockup #2 (100% compliance) with certification to hold male and female juveniles in accordance with Section 16.1-249(g) of the Code of Virginia; and, 

Norfolk City Jail and the Petersburg City Jail Annex as a result of 100% compliance); and,

that the Petersburg City Jail, Tazewell County Jail, Fauquier County Jail, and Danville Adult Detention Center also be unconditionally certified.

The motion was seconded by Mr. Wright.  After the call for question and discussion, the MOTION was unanimously APPROVED by verbally responding in the affirmative (Burrell, Fraser, Maxey, Mitchell, Wright).  There were no opposing votes.  As a tie-breaking vote was not necessary, Mr. Proffitt’s vote was not noted.  Three members were absent.

Suggested Board Motion to Approve Suspension of Certain Unannounced Inspections

Section 53.1-68 of the Code of Virginia authorizes the Board of Corrections to suspend annual Life, Health and Safety inspections for those facilities having attained 100% compliance during the triennial Certification Audit.  In 2004, 12 jails and lockups have achieved 100% compliance with Board Standards as noted by the following motion read into the record by  Ms. Maxey:

“The Board of Corrections, in recognition of the outstanding achievement of 100% compliance with Standards, approves suspension of the 2004 Annual Inspection for the jails and lockups noted below:

Blue Ridge Regional Jail (Lynchburg), Danville City Jail, Norfolk City Jail, Petersburg City Jail Annex, Piedmont Regional Jail, Rockbridge Regional Jail, Virginia Peninsula Regional Jail, Bath County Lockup, Colonial Beach Town Lockup, Galax City Lockup, Greene County Lockup, and Virginia Beach City Lockup #2.”

The motion was seconded by Mr. Burrell.  After the call for question and discussion, the MOTION was unanimously APPROVED as presented by verbally responding in the affirmative (Burrell, Fraser, Maxey, Mitchell, Wright).  There were no opposing votes.  As a tie-breaking vote was not necessary, the Vice Chairman’s vote was not noted.  Three members were absent.

For informational purposes, the facilities which had received 100% compliance on their unannounced inspections were noted for the record.  Those facilities are:  the Altavista Town Lockup, Bedford County Adult Detention Center (Blue Ridge Regional Jail), Brunswick County Jail, Campbell County Adult Detention Center (BRRJ), Central Virginia Regional Jail, Culpeper County Jail, Fairfax County Mason District and Mount Vernon District Lockups, Henrico County Jail – East, Madison County Lockup, Moneta Adult Detention Center (BRRJ), Newport News City Jail Farm, Prince William County Garfield District Lockup, and Roanoke County Jail.  No Board action is required.


The committee again discussed the issue of probation and parole offices being found non-compliant because the physical examination standard is not being met.  This item has been under discussion for some time but no closure had been affected.  The committee decided to revisit the item again in September.  In the meantime, Mr. Broughton advised the issue has been resolved to be effective August 1, 2004.  

In closing, she noted that in her experience on the Board, the Board had reviewed only the Standards and that the Committee is interested in a review of the compliance documentation and how the compliance document may or may not be interpreted.  It is hoped that this item will be on the November Board meeting agenda


There being nothing further, Mr. Proffitt thanked Ms. Maxey for her report. 

VIII. Other Business (Mr. Johnson)
The Director had nothing to report.  

IX. Closed Session 

There were no items to be discussed during closed session.
X. Board Member Comment

Ms. Maxey remarked how interesting she found Deputy Green’s report on the prisoner re-entry program.  Mr. Proffitt noted several items, one of which was his recent attendance at a graduation ceremony at the Central Shenandoah Criminal Justice Training Academy.  He encouraged any of the Board members to go and visit any of the training academies in the areas where they live or if called upon to address any of the graduating classes, whether it be law enforcement and/or the basic schools, to avail yourselves of the opportunity.

In addition, Mr. Proffitt noted that Mr. Cahill had not been reappointed to the Board and that the Governor would be appointing someone to fill his spot very shortly.  Mr. Proffitt stated he wanted to thank Mr. Cahill for his many years of service on the Board.  Mr. Cahill was appointed during the Allen Administration and had given many years of service to the Board.  Mr. Proffitt noted that he wished him well.

In addition, congratulations were offered to Ms. Donna Lawrence on her promotion to manager of the Compliance & Accreditation Unit, replacing Mr. Joe Hagenlocker.

There being no further discussion, the Vice Chairman moved to conclude the meeting.

XI.
Future Meeting Plans

This information has been provided to Board Members previously and is provided now for the purposes of the record.  The Vice Chairman remarked only that the next Board meeting is September 15.    

The September meetings are scheduled as follows:

Liaison Committee – 10:00 a.m., Board Room, 6900 Atmore Drive, Richmond, Virginia, September 14, 2004.

Correctional Services/Policy & Regulations Committee – 1:00 p.m., Board Room, 6900 Atmore Drive, Richmond, Virginia, September 14, 2004.

Administration Committee – 9:30 a.m., Room 3082, 6900 Atmore Drive, Richmond, Virginia, September 15, 2004. (From 3rd floor elevators, go down left hallway, to end turn right, thru door turn left, glass wall turn left)

Board Meeting – 10:00 a.m., Board Room, 6900 Atmore Drive, Richmond, Virginia, 

September 15, 2004.

XII.
Adjournment
There being nothing further, by MOTION duly made and seconded and unanimously APPROVED by those members in attendance (Burrell, Fraser, Maxey, Mitchell, Wright), the meeting was adjourned.  There were no opposing votes.  As a tie-breaking vote was not necessary, a vote by the Vice Chairman was not noted.  There were three absences.


(Signature copy on file)



_______________________________________


STERLING C. PROFFITT, VICE Chairman

____________________________________

RAYMOND W. MITCHELL, Secretary

