Virginia Criminal Sentencing Commission

September 21, 2015
 Meeting Minutes 
Members Present: 

Judge Edward L. Hogshire (Chairman), Judge Malfourd W. Trumbo (Vice-Chairman), Judge Rossie D. Alston, Jr., Mike Jagels (representing Linda L. Bryant), Judge Bradley B. Cavedo, Delegate Benjamin L. Cline, H.F. Haymore, Jr., Judge Lisa Bondareff Kemler, Judge Michael Lee Moore, Kemba Smith Pradia, Senator Bryce E. Reeves, Shannon L. Taylor, Esther J. Windmueller, and Judge James S. Yoffy

Members Absent:

Linda D. Curtis, Emily Renda and Judge Charles S. Sharp 

The meeting commenced at 10:05 a.m.  

Agenda  

I. Approval of Minutes

Judge Hogshire asked the Commission members to approve the minutes from the previous meeting, held on June 8, 2015.  The Commission unanimously approved the minutes without amendment.  
II.  Sentencing Guidelines Compliance & Probation Violation Guidelines – 
    FY2015 Preliminary Report 

Mr. Jody Fridley, Manager of the Training/Data Quality Unit, presented a preliminary compliance report for fiscal year (FY) 2015.  A total of 23,102 guidelines worksheets had been submitted to the Commission and automated as of September 1, 2015.  Mr. Fridley first presented a ten-year look back at guidelines compliance rates.  The overall compliance rate summarizes the extent to which Virginia's judges concur with recommendations provided by the sentencing guidelines, both in type of disposition and in length of incarceration.  Overall compliance, nearly 75% when the guidelines were first implemented in 1995, has fluctuated between 78% to 80% since FY2006.  For most offense groups, compliance and departure patterns remained stable during the most recent 10 years.  Some exceptions (e.g., Weapons, Burglary of Dwelling, Kidnapping, Murder, Rape, and Miscellaneous–Person/Property) were noted.   
For FY2015, judicial concurrence with the guidelines was 80.2%.  Departures from the guidelines were nearly evenly split between aggravations (9.2%) and mitigations (10.6%).  Mr. Fridley pointed out the high rate of dispositional compliance (defined as the degree to which judges agree with the type of sanction recommended by the guidelines).  For example, when a longer jail sentence or a prison term was recommended by the guidelines, the judges concurred with that type of disposition 86.5% of the time.  Durational compliance (defined as the rate at which judges sentence offenders to terms of incarceration that fall within the recommended guidelines range) was also high for the fiscal year at 81.5%.  
Mr. Fridley then discussed jury trials.  Under the parole system in the late 1980s, jury trials accounted for up to 6.5% of felony sentencing events, before the rate started to decline in FY1989.  In 1994, the General Assembly enacted provisions for a system of bifurcated jury trials, in which the jury establishes the guilt or innocence of the defendant in the first phase of the trial and then, in a second phase, the jury makes its sentencing decision. When bifurcated trials took effect on July 1, 1994 (FY1995), jurors in Virginia, for the first time, were presented with information on the offender's prior criminal record, to assist them in making a sentencing decision. In the fall of 1994, the General Assembly enacted legislation to abolish parole and institute truth-in-sentencing in Virginia (requiring felons to serve a minimum of 85% of the court’s sentence).  The introduction of bifurcated jury trials and truth-in-sentencing in Virginia appears to have contributed to a reduction in jury trials. Since FY2000, the percentage of jury trials has remained less than 2%.  During FY2015, 1.1% of felony sentencing events had involved jury trials.  Mr. Fridley explained that juries are much more likely than judges to give sentences above sentencing guidelines range (48% for juries versus 9% for judges).    
Mr. Fridley provided information on the departure reasons most frequently cited by judges. In mitigation cases, judges most often reported the decision to sentence an offender in accordance with a plea agreement as the reason for departing from the guidelines (cited in 33% of the mitigation departures).  Plea agreement was also the most common reason reported in aggravation cases (cited in 26% of the aggravations).  Mr. Fridley commented that the findings were consistent with those from previous years.  

Mr. Fridley next presented compliance rates across the 31 judicial circuits.  The highest compliance rate, 87.8%, was found in Circuit 11 (Petersburg area).   He also noted that Circuit 13 in Richmond had the lowest compliance rate, at 65.9%.  Showing compliance by offense group, Fraud and Drug/Other had the highest rates (84%).  The Kidnapping offense group recorded the lowest compliance rate in FY2015 (57.8%) and the highest rate of aggravation of all offense groups (26%).  The Robbery offense group recorded the highest rate of mitigation during FY2015 (26%).  

Mr. Fridley continued by describing the system of midpoint enhancements built into the sentencing guidelines.  Section 17.1-805 of the Code of Virginia specifies the framework for midpoint enhancements, which are designed to significantly increase the guidelines recommendation for offenders with current or prior convictions for violent offenses.  Approximately one in five felons qualifies for a midpoint enhancement.  In FY2015, as in previous years, judges departed from the guidelines recommendation more often in midpoint enhancement cases than in cases without enhancements and they were significantly more likely to sentence below the recommended range in enhancement cases.

Mr. Fridley gave an overview of the Commission’s nonviolent offender risk assessment instrument, used in conjunction with the guidelines for fraud, larceny and drug offenses.  The purpose of this instrument is to identify offenders who are statistically less likely to recidivate so that judges may consider them for alternative sanctions in lieu of prison or jail incarceration. Pursuant to a directive from the General Assembly, the Commission implemented the risk assessment instrument statewide in 2002.  Because it had been a number of years since the risk assessment instrument was last examined, the Commission, in 2010, directed staff to begin a new recidivism study to evaluate the instrument and potentially update it based on more recent felony cases from Virginia’s circuit courts.  This complex, multi-stage project was completed in 2012.  The Commission recommended that the existing risk assessment instrument be replaced with offense-specific instruments developed based on the results of the new study of felony recidivism.  The General Assembly accepted the recommendation and the new instruments were implemented at the beginning of FY2014.  Of the 6,470 cases analyzed for FY2015, nearly 50% of the eligible offenders were recommended for an alternative sanction; of those, 41% received an alternative. Mr. Fridley noted that staff would continue to monitor the use of the new risk assessment tools.  

He then provided preliminary compliance information for changes to the guidelines that took effect on July 1, 2013.  He described the change made to the Burglary/Dwelling and Burglary/Other guidelines.  Following thorough analysis of the data, the Commission had recommended adding a new factor to both Burglary guidelines to increase the prison sentence recommendation for offenders who used a deadly weapon and had an accompanying offense of murder or malicious wounding.  The General Assembly accepted the Commission’s recommendation.  Judicial compliance among the six cases involving this combination of offenses received in FY2015 was 83%.  Mitigations were more prevalent (17%) than aggravations (0%).  
That same year, the Commission had recommended changes to the guidelines for vehicular involuntary manslaughter to automatically recommend a prison term for those offenders and to increase the prison sentence recommendation in cases in which there was an accompanying felony conviction for hit and run.  The changes were expected to result in a compliance rate of approximately 65%, with an even balance between mitigating and aggravating departure. However, judicial compliance among the 20 cases received in FY2015 was 50%, with aggravations more prevalent (40%) than mitigations (10%).  Ms. Taylor inquired as to the basis the high aggravation rate.  Judge Cavedo commented that the high aggravation rate could be associated with jury trials.  Judge Alston questioned if any of the cases had multiple victims.  Mr. Fridley noted the relatively small number of cases in FY2015, stating that compliance could vary from year to year because of the small numbers. 
Mr. Fridley reported on two larceny offenses added to the guidelines system as of July 1, 2013.  Compliance with the guidelines for larceny with intent to sell (value $200 or more) was 79% in FY2015 and departures were evenly split.  Compliance with the guidelines for larceny with intent to sell (aggregate value $200 or more) was 91.7% and all of the departures were below the recommended range.  
Mr. Fridley continued by discussing changes to the guidelines that took effect July 1, 2014.  Those changes affected the offenses of using a communications system to solicit a child, production of child pornography, aggravated malicious wounding, and certain burglary offenses.  For FY2015, compliance with the guidelines (following the changes) improved for all of the affected offenses, although aggravation departures remained higher than mitigation departures for most of those offenses.  Staff will continue to monitor the impact of changes made to the guidelines.
Mr. Fridley then presented an overview of the Commission’s sentencing revocation report (SRR) and compliance with the probation violation guidelines.  The SRR is a simple form, implemented in 1997, designed to capture the reasons for, and the outcomes of, community supervision violation hearings. Mr. Fridley showed that Circuit 26 (Harrisonburg area), Circuit 29 (Buchanan area), and Circuit 1 (Chesapeake) had submitted the largest number of SRR reports for FY2015.  For the cases received, 50% of the SRR reports involved an offender committing a new offense and 50% involved other types of violations, such as missing an appointment with the probation officer or testing positive for drug use. Mr. Fridley displayed information showing that offenders who commit a new felony while under supervision were much more likely than offenders who commit other types of violations to receive a prison sentence for the probation violation.  

The Commission’s probation violation guidelines apply to offenders found in violation of community supervision for reasons not related to a new crime.  These are often called “technical violations.”  According to the SRR data, use of controlled substances was the most commonly cited technical violation.  For FY2015, overall compliance with the probation violation guidelines was approximately 52%.  While lower than compliance with the sentencing guidelines for felony offenses, compliance with the probation violation guidelines has been higher since modifications were implemented in FY2008 than in years prior to that.  Mr. Fridley discussed dispositional compliance.  When a jail sentence up to 12 months was recommended by the probation violation guidelines, the judges concurred with that type of disposition 68% of the time.  When a prison sentence of one year or more was recommended, judges gave that type of disposition in 52% of the cases.  With regard to probation violations, there is considerable variation in sanctioning practices across the Commonwealth.  In FY2015, compliance with the probation violation guidelines ranged from 68% in Circuit 2 (Virginia Beach) to 38% in Circuit 25 (Staunton Area).  

In more than one-third of the probation violation cases in which the judge sentenced above or below the recommended guidelines range, a departure reason was not provided.  For the mitigation cases in which departure reasons were provided, judges were most likely to cite the use of an alternative sanction, judicial discretion, or the offender’s progress in rehabilitation. When a departure reason was provided in aggravation cases, judges were most likely to cite the defendant’s failure to follow instructions, previous probation violations, or that the offender had absconded.  
Mr. Fridley announced that the 2015 Annual Report would include more detailed analysis.  
III. Possible Topics for Sentencing Guidelines Revisions

The Commission closely monitors the sentencing guidelines system and, each year, deliberates upon possible modifications to enhance the usefulness of the guidelines as a tool for judges.  Ms. Meredith Farrar-Owens, the Commission’s Director, explained that topics for possible guidelines revisions are suggested by Commission members, prosecutors, defense attorneys, and other guidelines users.  Suggestions are often made during training seminars or via the Commission’s hotline phone (maintained by staff to assist users with any questions or concerns regarding the preparation of the guidelines).  In addition, staff closely examine compliance with the guidelines and departure patterns in order to pinpoint specific areas where the guidelines may need adjustment to better reflect current judicial thinking.  The reasons judges write for departing from the guidelines are very important in guiding the analysis.  The Commission’s proposals represent the best fit for the historical sentencing data.  Any modifications to the guidelines adopted by the Commission must be presented in its Annual Report, submitted to the General Assembly each December 1.  

Ms. Farrar-Owens indicated that staff had assembled a list of topics for possible guidelines revisions for members to consider.  
1) Review recommendations presented in the 2013 Annual Report pertaining to possession of child pornography (directive from the 2014 General Assembly)
Ms. Farrar-Owens reviewed the Commission’s recommendations for changes to the child pornography guidelines, which were included in its 2013 Annual Report.  During FY2009-FY2013, the guidelines compliance rate for possession of child pornography was 64%, well below the overall average compliance rate of 80%. For possession/ reproduction cases, judges were more likely to sentence below the guidelines range than above it (mitigation rate of 22.9% versus aggravation rate of 13.0%).  Based on detailed data analysis, the Commission adopted a recommendation to modify the sentencing guidelines for child pornography to bring the guidelines more in sync with sentencing practices for these offenses.  Reflecting actual sentencing practices, the proposed changes would decrease the guidelines for possession of child pornography.  The 2014 General Assembly adopted legislation to delay the implementation of the Commission’s recommendation, directing the Commission to further study the guidelines for this offense and report its findings in its 2015 Annual Report.  At a previous meeting, the Commission directed staff to add FY2014 and FY2015 data to the analysis and retest the proposed changes presented in the 2013 Annual Report.   

2) Larceny and fraud 
In 2012, Commission members had approved a special study of felony larceny and fraud offenses.  The purpose of the study was to examine the relationship between the value of money or property stolen in larceny and fraud cases and judges’ sentencing decisions.  Based on the results of the analysis, the Commission could recommend adding a factor to the larceny and/or fraud guidelines to account for value.  Ms. Farrar-Owens described the methodology for the study.  Staff expected to complete the analysis by October 2015, so that results of the study, and any potential recommendations, could be presented at the Commission’s November 2015 meeting.    
3) Strangulation resulting in injury or bodily wounding (§ 18.2-51.6)

Strangulation under § 18.2-51.6 was added to the Code of Virginia in 2012.  As a relatively new felony, it is not currently covered by the guidelines. Staff have received numerous requests to add this offense to the guidelines.  In some cases, guidelines users in the field have incorrectly prepared guidelines for strangulation using the Class 6 felony of unlawful wounding.  Delegate Cline commented that these cases were very challenging and unique.  Ms. Windmueller believed that there was wide disparity in cases involving this offense.  Judge Kemler indicated that she would like to have an expanded study completed.  Judge Hogshire felt that the analysis should proceed based on available data; however, the staff could continue to examine strangulation cases in the future.    

Judge Trumbo made a motion to approve the topic for analysis. The motion was seconded by Ms. Taylor.  The Commission voted 14-0 in favor.  
4) Indecent liberties  (§ 18.2-370(A) and  § 18.2-370.1(A))

In November 2014, based on a request received by staff, the guidelines for indecent liberties (§§ 18.2-370 and 18.2-370.1(A)) were examined.  Compliance with the current guidelines for these offenses is well below the overall compliance rate and, when judges depart, they are much more likely to sentence above the guidelines range than below it.  In particular, Ms. Farrar-Owens noted that the rate at which the current guidelines recommend a prison sentence in these cases could be more closely aligned with the actual rate at which judges are sentencing offenders to prison.  During the previous fall, staff had explored the feasibility of adjusting the Section A Primary Offense scores and other factors to assign higher points for indecent liberties offenses, with the goal of improving compliance and producing more balanced mitigation and aggravation rates.  While some scenarios appeared promising, sentencing patterns in indecent liberties cases may have been undergoing a shift.  The Commission requested staff to continue analyzing the data for indecent liberties offenses and to report back in 2015.  Judge Alston stated that such cases are prosecuted on an “all or nothing” basis, suggesting that aggravation cases are more prevalent because mitigations cases tend to fail.   
Judge Trumbo made a motion to approve the topic for analysis. The motion was seconded by Ms. Taylor.  The Commission voted 14-0 in favor.  
5) Possession of Schedule I/II Drugs (§ 18.2-250) and Petit Larceny 3rd Offense 

 (§ 18.2-104)
Ms. Farrar-Owens described a case scenario shared with Commission staff.  A defendant was convicted of possession of a Schedule I/II drug along with a petit larceny 3rd offense; the guidelines prepared for the case resulted in a recommendation for probation/ no incarceration.  However, if the Schedule I or II drug charge had not been included in that case, the guidelines scored just for the petit larceny 3rd offense would have recommended a prison term. According to Ms. Farrar-Owens, between FY2011 and FY2015, there were 203 sentencing events where possession of a Schedule I or II drug was the primary offense and petit larceny 3rd was an additional offense.  A judge familiar with the case asked if the Commission would examine this combination of offenses to see if the data supported a revision to the guidelines.   

Judge Trumbo made a motion to approve the topic for analysis. The motion was seconded by Ms. Windmueller.  The Commission voted 14-0 in favor.  
6) Vehicular involuntary manslaughter (§ 18.2-36.1 (A))
According to Ms. Farrar-Owens, the Commission had recommended revisions to the sentencing guidelines for vehicular involuntary manslaughter in its 2012 Annual Report.  Despite the revisions, the aggravation rate for the offense remains high.  Staff had received a request from a Commonwealth’s attorney asking the Commission to revisit the guidelines for this offense.  
Judge Moore made a motion to approve the topic for analysis. The motion was seconded by Judge Trumbo.  The Commission voted 14-0 in favor.  
7) Conspiracy to commit larceny, aggregate value of $200 or more (§ 18.2-23(B)

Currently, Virginia’s sentencing guidelines do not cover conspiracy to commit larceny, aggregate value of $200 or more, as defined in § 18.2-23(B)).  Ms. Windmueller believed that certain jurisdictions had been using this charge to a greater extent than others.  Ms. Farrar-Owens reported that staff found a total of 137 cases during FY2008-FY2015.  Staff would use these data to determine if it was now feasible to add it as a guidelines offense.  Judge Trumbo inquired about the number of cases needed to make the results statistically significant.  Ms. Farrar-Owens replied that staff can work with a minimum of 50 cases but generally prefers to have more.  
Judge Trumbo made a motion to take this topic under advisement. The motion was seconded by Ms. Taylor.  The Commission voted 14-0 in favor.    
8) Aggravated sexual battery of a child 13-17 by parent/grandparent (§ 18.2-67.3(A,3)

Virginia’s sentencing guidelines do not currently cover aggravated sexual battery of a child age 13-17 by a parent/grandparent, as defined in § 18.2-67.3(A,3)).  Ms. Farrar-Owens stated that staff recommended analysis of this crime to determine if it was now feasible to add it as a guidelines offense. She noted that the guidelines presently cover all other variations of aggravated sexual battery defined in the Code, except for the version specified here.  
Ms. Windmueller made a motion to approve the topic for analysis.  The motion was seconded.  The Commission voted 14-0 in favor.     
Ms. Farrar-Owens invited Commission members to submit additional topics for analysis, should they wish to do so. 

III. Sentencing Guidelines Manual Sales and Paid Seminar Attendance
At previous meetings (April 13, 2015, and November 5, 2014), the Commission had discussed the desirability and the feasibility of providing guidelines manuals and training to court-appointed attorneys free of charge. The Commission provides free manuals and training only to government employees, such as Commonwealth’s attorneys, probation officers and public defenders.  The Commission charges private attorneys, including court-appointed attorneys, for manuals ($150 for complete manual; $40 to $80 for update pages only) and training seminars ($60 to $125).  As directed by the Commission, staff had explored options for possible funding streams for the Commission to provide guidelines manuals and training to court-appointed attorneys free of charge.  These options included:  grants, support from non-profit foundations, scholarships provided by other organizations, and partnerships with other agencies or organizations for training purposes.  Reviewing these options, staff had concluded that grant opportunities did not appear to be a good fit for this type of initiative and financial assistance from other agencies would be unlikely. 

In June 2015, the Commission approved the allocation of $3,000 for one year (as a pilot program) to provide fee waivers for attorneys who perform court-appointed work and meet criteria set by the Commission.  Members had approved a fee waiver application form to be used for this purpose.  Applications for fee waivers were to be evaluated based on the percentage of the applicant’s practice focusing on indigent defense cases and the financial need of the applicant, especially for new or solo practitioners.  In June, the Commission also directed staff to explore the feasibility of collaborating with other agencies, such as the Indigent Defense Commission, and potential sources of matching funds for training purposes.     

Ms. Farrar-Owens reported that the Indigent Defense Commission (IDC), the agency responsible for certifying court-appointed attorneys, is open to exploring ways the IDC and the Commission might collaborate to provide court-appointed attorneys with sentencing guidelines training.  
Ms. Farrar-Owens displayed the fee waiver application approved by the Commission at its June meeting.  There was a robust discussion about the form.  Judge Alston commented that the question regarding the number of attorneys in the applicant’s office seemed unfair and should be revised, noting that he had been the only attorney who did court appointed work in a firm of five. Ms. Taylor felt that the question should be revised to use the term “firm” rather than “office,” as attorneys might have office sharing situations but not be in practice together.   Ms. Farrar-Owens said the question could be revised to ask how many attorneys in the applicant’s firm are engaged primarily in criminal work.   Judge Alston also wondered how geography might be considered, since the cost-of-living scale in certain parts of the state was much higher than in other areas.  Ms. Farrar-Owens responded by saying that staff could explore options to take location into account.  Another suggestion was to revise the question regarding the amount grossed by the applicant during the previous calendar year to specify the amount grossed from the applicant’s criminal practice.  

Judge Trumbo made a motion to adopt the changes on the form.  The motion was seconded.  The Commission voted 14-0 in favor. Judge Hogshire asked Ms. Farrar-Owens to send members a copy of the revised application form when it was ready.  

Ms. Farrar-Owens showed a proposed scoring sheet that staff could use to objectively evaluate fee waiver applications.  The factors on the scoring sheet paralleled the questions on the application form.  The points assigned to each factor were selected such that no single factor would result in automatic approval or denial of the request.  A combination of factors would be needed for approval.  Ms. Farrar-Owens stated that, using this scoring approach, the Commission would need to set a score threshold that would result in approval of the application.  Ms. Windmueller made a motion for setting the threshold at the score of seven.   The motion was seconded.  The Commission voted 14-0 in favor.  
Ms. Farrar-Owens described the procedure for handling fee waiver applications proposed by staff.  If an applicant scores at or above the threshold of seven, staff will approve the waiver.  If the applicant scores below the threshold, staff will forward the application to a Commission member for review.  The Commission member may consider approving the waiver due to a special circumstance included by the applicant in the space provided on the application form.  Ms Windmueller and Judge Kemler had agreed to serve as the contacts for this project and were willing to review applications as needed.  There was a consensus among members to utilize to the procedure described.
Ms. Farrar-Owens discussed various options for posting notice of the fee waiver opportunity.  Information about the fee waiver application had been posted on the Commission’s website.  Staff had explored advertisement in Virginia’s Lawyer’s Weekly, but the cost was prohibitive.  Ms. Farrar-Owens suggested that a notice could be included in newsletter published by the Criminal Section of the Virginia State Bar.  The Commission could also request that the Virginia Association of Criminal Defense Lawyers (VACDL) send out a notice to its members through the organization’s listserv application.  Finally, the IDC offered to notify court-appointed attorneys seeking re-certification of guidelines training opportunities, including application for fee waiver.  In addition to these, Commission members suggested that notice be given to attorneys at the “First Day in Practice” seminar, as well as through local bar associations.  
Ms. Farrar-Owens concluded by saying that the IDC is open to collaborating with the Commission, but is unable to assist with funding (matching dollars or other financial assistance).  The IDC can assist by promoting guidelines training as an option for court-appointed attorneys wanting to re-certify for felony work and by allowing the Commission to  use the IDC training room, which accommodates up to 35 people. 
IV. Immediate Sanction Probation Pilot Project – Status Update
For the benefit of the new Commission members, Ms. Laws, the Commission’s Deputy Director, gave a brief overview of the Immediate Sanction Probation pilot program.  She noted the four pilot sites (Henrico County, the City of Lynchburg, Harrisonburg/ Rockingham County, and Arlington/Falls Church).  

Ms. Laws provided a status report on the pilot project.  As of June 4, 2015, a total of 109 offenders in the four pilot sites were participating in the Immediate Sanction Probation program (31 in Henrico, 26 in Lynchburg, 39 in Harrisonburg, and 13 in Arlington).  A total of 56 participants had been removed from the program.  As of that date, 31 participants had successfully completed the pilot program.
Ms. Laws then reviewed recent research efforts around the country related to this program model.  She informed members that staff had attended a recent workshop held by the Swift, Certain, Fair (SCF) Resource Center.  In addition, staff had submitted an application for free technical assistance from the Resource Center in order to pursue additional input for the Commission’s upcoming evaluation of the pilot project.

Ms. Laws displayed a map showing the number of states with similar swift and certain sanction programs.    
V. Crime and Criminal Justice Trends in Virginia 

Ms. Farrar-Owens provided an overview of crime and criminal justice trends in the Commonwealth. Much of this analysis had been conducted as part of the offender forecasting process.  The Secretary of Public Safety and Homeland Security is responsible for updating the offender population forecasts each year.  For the last several years, the Secretary’s Office had asked Ms. Farrar-Owens to assist in the process by chairing the Technical Advisory Committee.  This committee is composed of experts in statistical and quantitative methods from several agencies.  While individual Committee members generate the various prisoner forecasts, the Technical Advisory Committee as a whole carefully scrutinizes each forecast according to the highest statistical standards.  Select forecasts are recommended by the Technical Advisory Committee for consideration by the Secretary’s Work Group and Policy Committee.
Ms. Farrar-Owens presented a series of charts showing recent trends in crime rates, arrests, drug cases submitted to the Department of Forensic Science, and court caseloads.  She also provided charts showing trends in Virginia’s local-responsible jail population and the state-responsible inmate population.  
VI. Miscellaneous Items 
Ms. Farrar-Owens reminded members of the date for the last Commission meeting of 2015.  The Commission is scheduled to meet on Wednesday, November 4.  
Ms. Farrar-Owens stated that the Governor’s Parole Review Commission would next meet on September 28 and, should members be interested, she had brought copies of materials from the previous meetings.  

Ms. Farrar-Owens presented recognition awards for two employees for their years of service to the Commission and the Commonwealth (Carolyn Williamson, 20 years of service; and Kimberly Storni, 15 years of service). 

With no further business on the agenda, the Commission adjourned at 12:15 p.m. 
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