CRIME IN VIRGINIA

REPORT OF THE
VIRGINIA STATE CRIME COMMISSION
To

THE GOVERNOR

and

THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF VIRGINIA

O 8%

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
Department of Purchases and Supply
Richmond
1970


lwilborn
Stamp





MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION

STANLEY C. WALKER, Chairman
WiLLIAM H. HobpGes, Vice-Chairman
GEORGE S. ALDHIZER, II

W. C. (DAN) DANIEL

JAMES W. DAvis

WiLLIAM N. PAXTON, JR.

A. L. PHILPOTT

JoE RICHMAN

ERWIN S. SOLOMON

STAFF

G. M. LAPSLEY
WILDMAN S. KINCHELOE, JR.
FrANK R. DUNHAM SALLY WARTHEN
MARY SPAIN Davip T. WALKER

JoHN A. BANKS, JR. KATHERINE GOOLSBY






CRIME IN VIRGINIA

REPORT OF
THE VIRGINIA STATE CRIME COMMISSION

Richmond, Virginia
January 13, 1970

To:

HoNoRABLE MILLS E. GopwIN, JR., Governor of Virginia
and

THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF VIRGINIA

The 1966 Session of the General Assembly of Virginia in House Joint Reso-
lution No. 113 created a Commission “to be known as the Virginia State Crime
Commission” “—to endeavor to ascertain the causes of crime and recommend
ways to reduce and prevent it; explore and recommend methods of possible
rehabilitation of convicted criminals, and study other related matters, including
apprehension, trial and punishment of criminal offenders.” This Commission, as
directed, reported to the 1968 Session of the General Assembly and in this re-
port stated “because of the magnitude of the task assigned to (this Commission)
and the limitations of time and funds which have confronted it, we feel that we
have been able to accomplish only a beginning of the investigation which should
be made of crime, crime prevention and detection and prosecution of offenders
in Virginia. We feel that further study is necessary both to delve into ramifica-
tions of the subject which this Commission was not able to consider and to assess
the effects of recommendations which we are making and of ameliorative pro-
grams which are now underway and which are proposed.”

The 1968 General Assembly of Virginia concurred in this recommendation
and by House Joint Resolution No. 48 continued the Virginia State Crime Com-
mission in the following language:

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 48

To continue the Virginia State Crime Cominission.

Whereas, the General Assembly of Virginia, at its 1966 Regular Session,
established the Virginia State Crime Commission, which Commission has sub-
mitted a report to the Governor and the General Assembly, in which report it
stated that because of the magnitude of task assigned to it and the limitations of
time and funds available to it, it was able to accomplish only a beginning of the
investigation which needs to be made; now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Delegates of Virginia, the Senate concurring,
That the Virginia State Crime Commission established by House Joint Resolu-
tion No. 113 of the 1966 Regular Session, be continued.

The membership of the Commission shall consist of the same persons, pro-
vided, that if any member is unwilling or unable to serve, or if for any other reason
a vacancy occurs, his successor shall be appointed in the same manner as the
original appointment was made.

The Commission shall continue its study on all areas of public safety and
protection, the causes of crime and ways to reduce and prevent it, the apprehen-
sion, trial and punishment of criminal offenders and the rehabilitation of con-
victed criminals.

The members of the Commission shall receive no compensation for their
services but shall be paid their necessary expenses for which, and for such secre-
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tarial and other assistance as the Commission may require, there is hereby appro-
prizgeél 1flrom the contingent fund of the General Assembly the sum of ten thou-
sand dollars.

The Commission shall conclude its study and make its report to the Gover-
nor and the General Assembly of Virginia not later than November one, nineteen
hundred sixty-nine. All agencies of the State shall assist the Commission in its
study upon request.

All former members of the Commission except Guy O. Farley, Jr. continued
to serve and Honorable A. L. Philpott, Basset, member of the House of Dele-
gates was appointed by the Speaker to replace Mr. Farley.

During its study, public hearings were held jointly with the State Law En-
forcement Planning Council in Roanoke, Fairfax and Norfolk. Also, the Com-
mission held its own public hearing in Richmond and several executive meetings.
At such executive meetings conferences were held with Otis L. Brown, Director,
Department of Welfare and Institutions, and members of his staff, Colonel
Harold W. Burgess, Superintendent of State Police and members of his staff,
Dr. Goeffrey T. Mann, Chief Medical Examiner, State Department of Health
and members of his staff, Richard N. Harris, Director, Law Enforcement Ad-
ministration, Gordon W. Mills, Director, Division of Automated Data Processing,
Robert H. Ragland, Director, Division of Criminal Records Exchange, Honorable
Andrew Miller, Attorney General-elect of Virginia, and with other State and local
officials. In addition, several members of the Commission were taken on a com-
plete tour of the State penitentiary and of road camps in various parts of Virginia.
Also, a letter was written to every Bar Association, sheriff, chief of police, Com-
monwealth’s Attorney and civic organization sponsoring local crime studies re-
questing them to advise the Commission of problems of law enforcement which
had occurred in their area which concern the whole State and for which they
believed amendments of existing State laws might be justified. To this letter over
one hundred replies were received and some seventy amendments to the State’s
criminal statutes were proposed.

The Division of Statutory Research and Drafting acted as secretary to the
Commission, Frank R. Dunham representing it.

The principal results of the study of crime made by this Commission show
that Virginia has the problem of increased crime. Bold, new and immediate
action is needed to reverse this trend. The Commission finds that present law
enforcement was established primarily for a rural society and has not been sub-
stantially revamped. Crime has geared itself for today’s urban society, and there-
fore has made substantial gains.

The problems of criminal justice, police personnel, probation and parole,
juvenile delinquents, financing and communications must be re-evaluated in the
light of Virginia’s change from an essentially simple rural community to a complex
urban culture. Leadership in the field of law enforcement is needed. Today it is
fragmented. The public could not care less what police agency prevents or solves
a crime, as long as it is prevented or solved. Who on the State level is concerned
with the overall crime problem? The answer is—no one State agency or depart-
ment. The public is becoming frustrated, angry and bewildered at the apparent
lack of ability of law enforcement officials to curb the spread of drugs, stem the
flood of obscene literature and stop the increase of rape, murder and assaults.

In this light, we make the following specific recommendations:

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The State Chief Medical Examiner’s Office should be made an indepen-
dent State department, be adequately staffed and have organized within it a
complete crime laboratory, utilizing all existing State laboratories, and adding any
needed equipment and personnel, with mobile units as needed.
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2. The State Central Criminal Records Exchange should be the sole State
criminal record keeping agency except for the Division of Motor Vehicles which
must of necessity maintain its own records, and should be transferred from the
office of the Attorney General to the Department of State Police.

3. Emergency funds of any amount deemed necessary should be appro-
priated by the 1970 General Assembly of Virginia to combat illegal narcotic
traffic and use in the State and a study should be undertaken to determine
whether a separate department of narcotics should be established in the Attorney

Gfegeral’s Office, the State Police or elsewhere to cope with the illegal use and sale
of drugs.

Furthermore, a program of drug abuse instruction should be immediately
undertaken by the State Department of Education in all primary and secondary
schools in the State and should include the use of film strips, courses for children,
institutes for teachers, and distribution of pamphlets and books on drugs. An-
cillary to this, this Commission strongly endorses the application of Professors
Jack R. Gallagher of the University of Virginia and Charles Schotta of Virginia
Polytechnic Institute for a federal grant under the Juvenile Delinquency Preven-
tion and Control Act of 1968 to initiate plans for the development of an innova-
tive and functional juvenile delinquency diagnostic, evaluation and training
facility in the State.

4. The proposed 1970-72 budget request for funds necessary to staff the
Law Enforcement Officers Training Standards Commission is endorsed and the
1970 General Assembly of Virginia is urged to grant this request.

5. The budget request of the Department of Welfare and Institutions for
maintenance and operation for the 1970-72 biennium of $280,415,000 is en-
dorsed and recommended particularly the requests for phasing out the present
State penitentiary and the erection over a ten year period of six correctional in-
stitutions, the creation of the Bureau of Correctional Field Units and Penitentiary
Industrial Department, and the operation of eight correctional institutions and
the Half-Way House program.

6. The request of the Department of State Police for twenty-one additional
investigators and fifty additional troopers is endorsed not only because such
officers are generally needed, but also because they will provide extra personnel
to assist in the detection of illegal drug and narcotic use in the State.

7. A commission should be appointed and be staffed to undertake a revision
of the State’s criminal laws during the 1970-72 biennium. Such study would con-
sider a revision of Code Titles 18.1 and 19.1.

8. Eleven changes in the criminal statutes as recommended by several law
enforcement officials in Virginia in response to this Commission’s letter of inquiry.

9. This Commission should be continued as a legislative Commission to in-
vestigate organized crime, to maintain liaison with all law enforcement agencies
both local and State and to receive all data and information suggested to improve
the State’s crime detection and crime fighting facilities.

A CRIME LABORATORY

In the report of the Crime Commission submitted to the 1968 General
Assembly it was stated “We recommend the establishment of a Central Crime
Laboratory by providing, under the direction of the Chief Medical Examiner, a
highly trained police scientist who could work in collaboration with the Depart-
ment of State Police to improve the quality of scientific investigation available
to all law enforcement officers.” The need to establish such a facility still exists
and is more pressing today than it was two years ago. The Chief Medical Exam-
iner’s Office is supplying what assistance it can, but the facilities available to it
are inadequate and it does not have the time and personnel to fully function
as a Central Crime Laboratory.
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The Code of Virginia requires the Chief Medical Examiner’s Office to per-
form post-mortem examinations of dzad persons whose deaths are of a ques-
tionable nature and the cause of which should be determined. One such type of
death in the criminal field is homicide. In addition, this office is directed to per-
form such pathological, bacteriological and toxicological investigations as might
be necessary or proper, to provide the State Police with all assistance, cooperation
and facilities as could be afforded by the laboratories and technical staft of this
office, and at the discretion of the Chief Medical Examiner to furnish this same
service to other law enforcement agencies. A further statutory duty of this office
is to make blood alcohol tests under the State’s'drunk driving law.

When this office was created and until recently, it was able to function effi-
ciently for all police agencies. But with the great increase in crime and particularly
because of onset of illegal drug and marijuana use, this office has become unable
to provide all the services necessary to proper and good law enforcement.
Furthermore, the laboratories of the FBI, the federal Bureau of Narcotics and
the U. S. Department of Agriculture until recently were able to provide such test-
ing as the Chief Medical Examiner’s Office could not perform. Presently, these
facilities are overworked and cannot provide the assistance to local police agencies
they once could. If crime continues to grow nationally, their services will become
less and less available to State and local police.

As a result, a separate crime laboratory must be established in Virginia,
capable of making any and all tests necessary to assist police in solving quickly
crimes of all kinds. The problem is where such a laboratory should be set up.
Should the Medical Examiner’s Office be expanded to perform this function?
- Should a new Department of Police Science be created in the Department of
State Police? or in the Attorney General’s Office? or as a separate State agency?
Also, how much will such a facility cost and how should it be staffed? These and
many other questions must be carefully studied and definite plans must be made.

As a result, this Commission recommends that such a facility be established
and an immediate study be made of the matters or questions outlined above
and a full report and recommendations be made to the 1972 General Assembly.
As a temporary measure, the appropriation of $57,683 requested by the Chief
Medical Examiner’s Office for additional laboratory and office equipment to
provide some additional criminal analyses is strongly supported. However, it is to
be noted that these funds will provide only basic services and are not intended to
provide a completely equipped and staffed crime laboratory, which unquestion-
ably is needed.

CRIMINAL RECORDS

Referring to the report of the Crime Commission to the 1968 General
Assembly it was stated “We recommend that the Central Criminal Records Ex-
change which was set up under the authority of the Attorney General’s Office,
be transferred to the Virginia State Police. Absolutely no criticism is intended of
the current Director of the Exchange or the manner of its operation. However,
we feel that the Exchange could function more efficiently as an integral part of
the State Police Agency, and that, as it develops to the point where use of com-
puterized data processing is feasible, control of such equipment by a police
agency will be required, if certain national criminal records are to be available.”

This recommendation we strongly make again with the addenda that the
State Police establish such an agency as a separate function of its department
and that this become the sole criminal record keeping agency of the State, except
for the Division of Motor Vehicles, which we also hope eventually can be made
a part of it.

Presently in the State, several agencies in addition to the Central Criminal
Records Exchange are keeping criminal records of various kinds. The State Police
keep records of arrests by their officers, a list of all wanted persons by all State
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agencies, a method of operation file of all known criminals, a list of stolen motor
vehicles, and others. The Alcoholic Beverage Control Board keeps records of
violations of the ABC laws. The Department of Game and Inland Fisheries
keeps other records of violations of hunting and fishing laws. The penitentiary
keeps a record of its inmates. From this, it can be seen there is great duplication
and expense involved in keeping all these records.

Thus, it is our thought that a complete file on all persons who violate the
law should be in one facility, readily available twenty-four hours a day each
day of the year to all law enforcement officials. Such a facility is available at the
State Police headquarters, as it has a teletype system available to all sheriffs and
city police departments at a cost to them of thirty-five dollars a month. Presently,
this system is incapable of handling every local police department in the State
but a study is being made of storing all information in a computer and preliminary
investigations and studies are being made by Gordon W. Mills, Director, Division
of Automated Data Processing and the Law Enforcement Planning Council, on
the feasibility of establishing a statewide law enforcement computerized teletype
system. Such a system will be of great assistance in law enforcement and crime
detection. This will remove the necessity of diversified criminal record keeping.

In conversations with Colonel Burgess, it has been agreed by him that all of
the present personnel of the Central Criminal Records Exchange can be utilized by
him and that with the expansion of the State Police physical facilities in Richmond,
sufficient space will be available to house the Central Criminal Records Exchange.

NARrcoTIcs AND DRUGS

The illegal use of narcotics by citizens of this nation and State has increased
‘at an alarmingly high rate. All sorts of substances causing varied reactions of so-
called “highness” unfortunately are being used in the greatest quantity by youths.
Illegal trafficking in narcotics and other substances is on the increase in the State.
Judges, parents, school teachers, doctors, ministers, as well as the police, are
greatly concerned with this problem. The U. S. Bureau of Narcotics is urging
states to establish special agencies to cope with the problem. To further complicate
the matter, there is no known biological test of the blood, intestines, urine or
sputum, to show the presence of marijuana or LSD unless a sufficient amount is
inhaled to cause death.

In our study, it has become apparent that effective measures must be taken
immediately by all agencies of the State to end illegal drug traffic and use. There-
fore, we recommend that:

1. The State Police, the Attorney General and the Department of Health
immediately devise a course of instruction in drug abuse and make it available to
every local law enforcement officer in the State. The course should be given in
various sections of the State at times and places easily accessible to all police
officers. On the other hand, the heads of all local law enforcement agencies
must take advantage of this instruction by attending themselves and sending
members of their departments. This must be begun immediately.

2. The State Department of Education is urged to establish a compulsory
program of education concerning drug use in all primary and secondary schools in
the State. This program should include institutes for teachers, and courses for
children and parents employing film strips, pamphlets and books to give a com-
plete picture of what drugs, barbituates, narcotics and similar effect producing sub-
stances are, their habit-forming tendencies, methods of detecting their use and
the permanent and temporary harm their use can cause to a human being.

3. The application of Professors Jack R. Gallagher of the University of
Virginia and Charles Schotta of Virginia Polytechnic Institute for a federal
grant under the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 1968 in
order to initiate plans for the development of an innovative and functional
juvenile delinquency diagnostic, evaluation and training facility in the State is
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endorsed by this Commission. The purpose of this proposal is to develop a num-
ber of trained personnel to deal with juvenile delinquents and youths in danger
of becoming delinquent. The objectives of this facility are:

(1) The provision of an interdisciplinary setting for training in an academic
and practical way those professionals who will serve juvenile delinquents and
youth in danger of becoming delinquent.

(2) The provision of inter- and intradisciplinary training programs in the
diagnosis, evaluation, management, the adjudication and legal aspects of juvenile
delinquency for professional personnel, including juvenile court judges, juvenile
probation officers, juvenile police officers, social workers, psychiatrists and other
medical personnel, psychologists, teachers, recreation workers, vocational rehabili-
tation counselors, Commonwealth’s Attorneys, hospital chaplains, and dieticians,
(étc., who are employees of State agencies and local communities throughout the

tate.

(3) The provision of inter- and intradisciplinary training in.the diagnosis,
evaluation, management, education, and legal aspects of juvenile delinquency for
university personnel, including trainees in law, psychology, sociology, social
work, rehabilitation counseling, education, nutrition, psychiatry, pastoral counsel-
ing, and other pertinent academic disciplines, from universities and colleges
throughout the State.

(4) To test, in a practical setting, the validity and efficiency of various
techniques and patterns of rehabilitation, diagnosis, education, management,
and training for juvenile delinquents.

(5) Research, often longitudinal, involving individual disciplines and com-
binations of disciplines.

(6) The provision of training programs which merge skills of several
disciplines to train interdisciplinary specialists in juvenile delinquency which are
not now available.

(7) For demonstration and teaching purposes, the provision of the highest
quality services possible to a limited number of juvenile delinquents and youths
in danger of becoming delinquent and their families with particular emphasis
upon complex cases.

Throughout both the provision of training and the provision of services,
the comprehensive systems approach to treatment of juvenile delinquents and pre-
delinquents will be undertaken. It must be clearly recognized that the training
program and the activities of the center must consider all elements of the system
into which the potential delinquent will enter. Thus, the effect of a change in
the structure of laws facing juvenile delinquents, changes in court procedures,
and changes in correction and rehabilitation facilities upon each other and on
such things as the recidivism rate must be considered.

Central to the concept of an interdisciplinary treatment-training center for
juvenile delinquency, which may produce new knowledge applicable to changes
in laws and court procedures and treatment procedures for juveniles, is the archi-
tectural concept. This concept must be expressed as a reflection of this program
and its objectives not only as an academic solution, but one consistent with the
demands of these needs, their function and special relationships as well as bringing
about an environmental character sympathetic to the problem.

This program if funded will be a great help in combatting juvenile delin-
quency and this Commission gives it wholehearted endorsement.

4. The Attorney General-elect Andrew Miller has suggested the creation
of a special Narcotics Bureau in the Office of the Attorney General. We agree
such a specialized division is necessary but whether this division should be estab-
lished in this office, in the Department of State Police or as a separate State
agency is questionable.
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In this connection it is to be noted that the State Police has several officers
who have already received narcotics training. Many have attended schools
sponsored by the U. S. Bureau'of Narcotics, Northern Virginia Community
College, Virginia Commonwealth University, and a course sponsored by the New
Jersey Chiefs of Police Association. All State Police personnel have received a
minimum of eight hours instruction in narcotics. All investigators in this depart-
ment have received a minimum of thirty-five hours of training. Many have
additional instruction totalling, with that already indicated, some -eighty-eight
hours. Also, the State Police already have the communication system to appre-
hend the illegal transportation of narcotics in this State.

From this it might well be that the State already has adequate facilities for
narcotic enforcement and all that needs be done is utilize more effectively this
personnel. Thus, we recommend an immediate study of the need and feasibility of
creating a separate department in the State Police or in the Office of the Attorney
General, or separate from all other State agencies. This study should be completed
as soon as gossible and a report made to the next session of the General Assembly
which will be held in 1971, if the new Constitution is adopted.

5. The penalty for possession of marijuana should be reduced. There is
another commission studying the pharmacy and drug laws, and other related laws,
relative to the manufacture, distribution and sale of drugs and poisons in this
State. This commission is to report to the 1970 General Assembly but at this
time the report is being prepared, and has not been made public. Therefore, in
order not to overlap the function of this commission, no recommendations for
changing these laws will be made, but we reserve the right when the report of
the Pharmacy and Drug Law Commission is made public to agree with if possible
or dissent from this report in whole or in part and to propose additional legislation
if we deem it advisable.

One suggestion made to this Commission which we believe deserves serious
consideration is to remove “cannabis” or as it is more popularly known “mari-
juana” from the provisions of Article 11 of Chapter 15 of Title 54 of the Code of
Virginia, which is the Uniform Narcotic Drug Act, create a new category of
hallucinogenic or psychotogenic drugs and apply the penalty provisions of present
Code § 54-446.11 to their use. These penalties are that any person who uses
such defined drugs will be guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof
shall be fined not more than one thousand dollars or shall be imprisoned in jail
not exceeding twelve months, or both so fined and imprisoned, at the discretion of
the court or the jury trying the case.

These drugs have no medical use because they cannot be prescribed by any
person licensed to practice medicine or surgery in the State and cannot be legally
manufactured, sold, dispensed, prescribed or possessed without investigative permit
from the Federal Drug Administration.

As we have said, we are not proposing any specific legislation on this matter
until we have had an opportunity to read the report of the Pharmacy and Drug
Laws Commission.

LAw ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS TRAINING STANDARDS COMMISSION

The 1968 General Assembly of Virginia enacted a statute creating the Law
Enforcement Officers Training Standards Commission primarily to establish mini--
mum standards required for the training of all local police officers and a schedule
of when such training should be acquired. Though the statute was enacted, no
appropriation was made to fund it and make it operative. A budget request for
this Commission in the amount of $147,821 has been made for the biennium
1970-72 and we recommend its approval.

It is also our hope that the minimum standards can be promulgated quickly
by this Commission in order that all police officers in the State can have the neces-
sary training to function efficiently and capably. An untrained or improperly
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trained police officer is a detriment to himself and to the community which he
serves. Police techniques are definitely changing and only through education can
an officer keep up to date and competent to carry out his duty of fighting crime.

It is also our desire that a course be developed short in time and involve-
ment which each person to be employed as a policeman will be required to
pass before he performs a single function as a policeman. This course should
be conducted by the State Police and contain all the basic information a policeman
should know. Because of necessity, many policemen are hired, go to work and
are trained when time permits. We believe the training should be first for all future
policemen.

Also, we would like to mention the State Law Enforcement Administration,
which has been engaged in a planning and information gathering process to
establish the problems, needs and resources of law enforcement in the Common-
wealth since it was established. The term “law enforcement” as used by the Law
Enforcement Administration means all activities pertaining to crime prevention
and reduction and enforcement of the criminal law, and encompasses the entire
system of criminal justice—education, prevention, police, prosecution, courts and
corrections, probation and parole, etc. It includes both juveniles and adults. The
Federal grant for this planning phase of the program was $405,100, and was a
90%-10% grant. During this period the State met its matching financial obligation
of 10% by the “in-kind” contribution of personnel and services of existing State
agencies. It was necessary to use this approach as there was no appropriation
for the operation of the Law Enforcement Administration and the Law Enforce-
ment Planning Council.

. On June 10, 1969, a Comprehensive Law Enforcement Action Plan for 1969
was submitted by the Law Enforcement Administration to the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, Department of Justice, Washington, D. C. The Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration is the agency which administers Title I
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act. The report was entitled
Commonwealth of Virginia Comprehensive Law Enforcement Action Plan for
Fiscal 1969. On June 25, 1969, this plan was approved, and the Commonwealth
of Virginia was awarded a grant of $557,090 to commence the action programs
described in the plan.

The State Law Enforcement Planning Council, supervising and acting in
conjunction with its administrative arm, the State Law Enforcement Administration,
is continually developing comprehensive statewide plans for the improvement of
law enforcement throughout the State. It will design, develop, correlate, imple-
ment, and administer programs and projects for the State and units of local
government. It is attempting to involve every locality in these programs and
projects. Ninety-six percent of all localities in Virginia are already participating.

The Law Enforcement Planning Council and the Law Enforcement Admini-
stration will collaborate and cooperate with legislative bodies and commissions,
other administrative departments, agencies and institutions, and private organiza-
tions and agencies with common purposes and goals.

The program of the Law Enforcement Administration is new, not only in
Virginia but throughout the nation. It is based on the following assumptions:
(1) There is an increase in crime in the nation that is a threat to the economy
and security of this country and that this increase and threat is present in the
Commonwealth of Virginia; (2) To bring this increase and threat under control,
all elements of the criminal justice system, at all levels of government, must be
coordinated, intensified, and made more effective; (3) Crime is essentially a
problem of the localities and must be dealt with through the use of State and local
resources.

To finance this program during the 1970-72 biennium the Law Enforcement
-‘Administration has submitted a requested appropriation, which we also wish to
support.
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THE PENITENTIARY AND YOUTH DETENTION FACILITIES

The end of crime is always the most difficult and heartbreaking and is the
confinement of those convicted. Confinement has a two-fold purpose, namely
punishment and rehabilitation. The latter is in the minds of some people far more
important because a person convicted of a crime must be made to realize the
wrong he committed and be returned to society law-abiding and self-supporting.

Virginia has only one penitentiary, which this Commission visited. The
present location in Richmond was selected in 1795 and since that time has been
the site of a built-on walled enclosure which has served as the State’s only peni-
tentiary. Its present population is between one thousand and twelve hundred
males, and two buildings containing three hundred sixty-six and four hundred
ninety cells, respectively. There are many problems with the present facility, some
of which are the following:

1. Its physical location is too near a growing State university and on one
of the principal motor vehicle approaches to the capital city of Virginia.

2. The cell units, industrial complex and receiving unit are archaic.

3. There are no available facilities to separate prisoners by age or type of
offense and new inmates are of necessity intermingled with the hard core veteran
inmates.

4. The classification section where all examining, testing and interviewing is
conducted contains only nine hundred sixty square feet of space, whereas eighty-
four hundred square feet is the recommended minimum for such a facility.

5. The staff of the penitentiary must use some cells as offices. No separate
space is available for counselling with new prisoners and counselling with inmates
generally is conducted in make-shift facilities.

6. Educational and vocational training facilities are greatly insufficient and

7. The industrial training program functions under adverse conditions be-
cause of improper material flow and equipment layout.

8. The three different and distinct levels of the penitentiary complex and the
multi-tiered cell buildings (five levels) create serious security problems.

These are only a few of the problems and really only the principal problems
that were observed during our inspection. It is beyond question that this State
needs a new %)enitentiary facility and we earnestly endorse the request of the
Department of Welfare and Institutions to abandon this present facility and re-
locate it over an eight year period according to the following schedule:

1970-72 Construction of a new 500 capacity Reception and Medical Center
1972-74 The construction of a new Medium Custody Institution

1974-76 The construction of another new Medium Custody Institution
1976-78 The construction of a new Maximum Custody Institution

Such a program will aid rehabilitation of prisoners and enable new programs
of all types to be instituted. Our present penitentiary has outlived its usefulness and
must be replaced. It cannot continue to function effectively as it now is.

This program concerns adult offenders. More important are youthful of-
fenders. Thus, this Commission endorses the program titled “Services in the
Seventies to Virginia’s Delinquent Children and their Families.” This is a program
by which this State will commit itself to a ten year program to treat and prevent
juvenile delinquency and other patterns of maladaptive behavior in children. It
is obvious that the cost of confining juveniles in State institutions will continue to
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increase, that unchecked delinquency will cause more and more youths to become
involved in serious crimes or felonies and that, as a result, the commitment rate to
penal institutions will continue to mount. Morality and good conscience unques-
tionably order and direct the commitment of all the State’s resources to salvage
a wayward child no matter what the cost.

Some of the principal characteristics of the proposed program are:

Prevention of delinquency through early detection and treatment of the
troubled child.

A coordinated program of treatment in which the family is to be involved in
the rehabilitative process.

An expansion of local treatment services and facilities that the earlier and
milder forms of delmqluent behavior and family maladjustment may be dealt with
at the community leve

Development of regional State-operated treatment centers near the larger
population centers to permit treatment of the less aggressive State-committed child
as geographically close to his community and home environment as his family
situation will permit. The goal would be to involve the family in therapy sessions
and in the rehabilitative process.

Reevaluation of the existing training school programs and phasing in a
lengthened and more intensive treatment grogram designed for the youngster who
has failed to respond to local treatment efforts.

Establishment of effective coordinating bodies at central, regional and local
levels in order that existing and specialized services may receive maximum utiliza-
tion and become integrated with new services as these develop.

The Division of Youth Services provides a coordinated program of diagnosis
and treatment for delinquent children committed to the State Board of Welfare
and Institutions. It also provides through the field staff of the Bureau of Juvenile
Probation and Detention direct and consultative services to juvenile and domestic
relations courts and to local departments of public welfare in the areas of deten-
tion and court services.

Because an essential element in the successful pursuit of this ten year pro-
jection is better utilization of all existing services, there is a need for the creation
of several coordinating and troubleshooting bodles to treat and prevent de-
linquency. One of these should be a State Council on Human Needs and Re-
sources responsible to the Governor, to be composed of knowledgeable citizens,
representative of such fields as medicine, business, education, social work and
psychology. The members, insofar as possible, should be drawn from the various
geographical sections of the State. To augment the State Council there would be
need for each region to have a Regional Council on Human Needs. The heads of
the State Departments of Education, Health, Vocational Rehabilitation, Mental
Hygiene and Hospitals, Welfare and Institutions and the Division of Planning and
Community Affairs would serve as ex officio members.

The Council would have these primary functions:

1. To coordinate the work of public agencies and solicit the support and
cooperation of private agencies in the maximum utilization of all State and com-
munity services relating to the promotion of a healthy environment for man.

2. To lay down broad guidelines and policies to govern the development
of plans and activities of public agencies in areas of shared responsibility.

3. To serve as a source of guidance and referral for specialized information
or assistance to private organizations.

4. To guide State departmental directors toward more efficient and com-
patible objectives and, thereby, to substantially improve the cost-effectiveness
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ratio of services in the fields of health, education and social services for govern-
mental and cooperating private organizations.

5. To serve as a top eschelon communications link between the public and
private sectors and, thus, to bring about a more systematic approach to improving
all aspects of life in Virginia.

Eventually, through the machinery of the proposed district level Councils
on Human Needs and Resources, more interest will be engendered in com-
munities promoting neighborhood family centers as a first-line prevention tool.

In carrying out an integrated approach in the treatment and prevention of
delinquency a reorganization of the institutional programs and personnel deploy-
ment patterns is necessary. The proposed revision in the institutional program
and the anticipated evolvement of these programs are based on expected changes
in the type of juvenile who will be committed to central care in the future and
the type who will require a structured training school program.

It is anticipated that as improved community based services become available,
only the more intractable youngster will be committed into central care. And for
those. youngsters committed to central care every effort should be made to treat
as many of these children as possible near their home community in order that the
family may be involved in the treatment process.

As a result, three basic changes in the present State-operated juvenile
institutions are proposed:

1. Establishment of four regional training schools with a bed capacity of
sixty each to house and treat the mild delinquent. Programs in these regional
training schools would be developed for short periods of four to six months
treatment. In essence, they would become a part of the community complex
where children and their families could be treated.

2. Gearing the central training schools to prolonged and intensive treatment
for the more persistent disorders which fail to yield to community programs. The
period of treatment is expected to be extended from the current seven to nine
months to an average period of eighteen months.

3. Revising the current training school program by making the cottage life
program the focal point of treatment at all institutions. The chief characteristics
of this program would be: small group living in- cottages housing no more than
fifteen to twenty youngsters; a cottage counselor who would assume the dual role
now performed by houseparents and by caseworkers and who would possess a
multidisciplinary background and training as well as the personal attributes neces-
sary to work with delinquents; use of cottage aides, working in shifts, to assist the
cottage counselor; a treatment committee to gear the training school resources te
the needs of the child, to assure that every single activity in which the child is en-
gaged contributes to the attainment of treatment goals, and to insure that there is
coordination and consistency at the training school and between school and home.

All educational, recreational and vocational services will become an integral
phase of the total treatment design, both for the total population and for individual
children. The academic school, while continuing to offer remedial and vocationally
related courses, would broaden its services in anticipation of having children in the
training school for longer periods of time.

All academic programs would offer a greatly expanded course in human
development. This course would be designed to promote in such children more
useful attitudes toward themselves, other people, and especially the families they
will one day establish. Similarly, the school will remain responsive in terms of
providing youngsters with information and guidance about special problems, such
as the current rise in drug abuse.
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Virtually all delinquent children are, to some degree, also disturbed. There-
fore, the program must offer a full array of treatment approaches. On the other
hand, not all of Virginia’s disturbed children are also delinquent, and other treat-
ment programs must be provided for them. Similarly, those children whose de-
linquency is secondary to serious retardation or to severe and chronic mental
illness should be served in treatment programs developed in the Department of
Mental Hygiene and Hospitals.

Expansion of Clinical Services to include specific responsibility for developing
a statewide program in the prevention of juvenile delinquency and related
emotional problems is necessary. The emphasis should be to use existing resources
more creatively rather than to set a full array of new duplicative services aimed
specifically at prevention. Even when Youth Services are needed, the policy
would be to try to provide these through the existing appropriate agencies
whenever possible.

Direct services, diagnostic and treatment, will be offered at three key points
in the cycle of services.

At the community level, the Division would provide supplementary and
consultative clinical services. Whenever possible, both diagnostic and treatment
services available through local mental hygiene clinics and comprehensive mental
heath centers should be utilized.

Clinical teams should be assigned to each of the four regional training
schools where they would function largely as consultant and resource personnel
to the training school staff as well as the regional supervisors or directors of
community counseling services. The clinical team would consist of psychiatrists,
psychologists, psychiatric social workers, and speech therapists in sufficient numbers
to support the planning and execution of treatment programs by regional training
school and court service personnel. Similarly, clinical teams would be assigned
to the centralized training schools. They would consult the training school staff,
diagnose and treat a limited number of patients.

A third phase of direct clinical services would be located at the Reception
and Diagnostic Center. It is anticipated that some limited diagnostic service would
still be needed in this facility even though it is expected that improved community
services would result in a steady increase in the number of children who would
have had thorough psychological work-ups to adjudication and commitment.

It is also recommended that a Central Infirmary Building be constructed at
the Reception and Diagnostic Center. It would have three sections:

1. One section would care for general medical cases requiring more intensive
care than can be provided at the training schools’ infirmaries and yet not needing
hospitalization at the Medical College of Virginia.

2. A second section would provide temporary psychiatric hospitalization for
the acutely disturbed, temporarily psychotic, or actively suicidal youngster who
needs intensive treatment and protection. The facility would be a small unit for
approximately twenty-five youngsters.

3. A third section would provide office space for the various supervisory
personnel needed by Preventive and Clinical Services and for the practicing
clinicians based at the Reception and Diagnostic Center.

As briefly outlined, the Department of Welfare and Institutions proposes an
aggressive, comprehensive program of prevention and control which should begin
the ending of that steady and intolerable increase in juvenile delinquency and
family disorder that last year brought more than 20,000 cases into Virginia’s courts.
Virginia must build a circle of service, and of concern, large enough and powerful
enough to hold these children safe and secure within a caring society. If society
and its government cannot make of itself a circle large enough to include all its
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members and to meet their primary physical and social needs, it will not and does
not deserve to continue in existence.

This Commission strongly endorses this described program.

ADDITIONAL STATE POLICE

Adequate police are an absolute essential of good law enforcement. Not
only does an adequate number help morale and provide adequate rest for officers
so that they can perform their duties more efficiently, it also enables officers to be
available for additional training in the various fields of law enforcement.

The State Police requested the 1968 General Assembly to authorize the
employment of and make appropriations for the salary of thirty-one additional
investigators and ninety additional officers. Only ten investigators and forty
troopers were authorized. Colonel Burgess asks that the balance of men requested
in 1968 be authorized by the 1970 Session, namely twenty-one investigators and
fifty troopers. This budget request we heartlly endorse.

During the first six months of 1969 there was on a national basis a 17%
increase in the number of robberies and major thefts and a 15% increase in the
number of forcible rapes. It is essential that local police departments which in
some instances are understaffed, be provided sufficient State Police investigators
to assist them in solving crimes. Also, with traffic on interstate highways becoming
heavier and heavier and trafficking in narcotics increasing, the number of troopers
on patrol must be increased.

REVISION OF THE CRIMINAL STATUTES OF THE STATE, SPECIFICALLY TITLES 18.1
AND 19.1 oF THE CODE OF VIRGINIA

In 1960, the Virginia Code Commission revised these two Titles, the first of
which defines acts constituting crimes and the second sets forth criminal procedures
‘of the State. No effort was made to include all other sections of the Code defining
crimes and fixing penalties for the commission of such. A recent Aspen computer
search of the entire Code revealed there are two volumes of citations some two
and a half inches thick containing citations outside Title 18.1 that have criminal
provisions. It is obvious that all such sections should be collected in one title so
that all criminal statutes can be easily available. Furthermore, recent rulings of
the U. S. Supreme Court has made procedural and substantive changes necessary
in the field of criminal law. In addition, it has been brought to this Commission’s
attention that there are many archaic and antiquated crimes and punishments
contained therein. Examples are: the larceny of a dog, a house, a pony, a mule,
a cow, a steer or a bull has the same minimum and maximum sentence as an
attempt to poison a human being. (See §§ 18.1-64 and 18.1-102.) The un-
authorized use of an animal, aircraft, vehicle or a boat has the same minimum and
maximum sentence as voluntary manslauohter (See §§ 18.1-24 and 18.1-164.) In
Title 18.1 there are 232 different minimum and maximum sentence levels. These
are only examples and many more such discrepancies occur.

Therefore, we propose that a commission composed of twelve lawyers be
appointed to revise the criminal statutes of the State. The commission should be
composed of six members of the General Assembly (four from the House and
two from the Senate), three judges (two of courts of record, one of a court not
of record), one Commonwealth’s Attorney, one lawyer spec1ahzmg in criminal law
and one member of the State Attorney General’s Office. In addition, this com-
mission should be authorized to employ an executive director, and as much other
legal and secretarial assistance as may be necessary including the appointment of
advisory committees.

The Law Enforcement Planning Council, and the Attorney General concur
that this study should be conducted. Further, 60% of the cost of this revision can
be financed with Federal funds under the U. S. Omnibus Crime and Safe Streets
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Act. The remaining 40% must be provided by the State. Thus, we recommend the

appropriation of a sum sufficient to finance this study, not to exceed thirty

thousand dollars. We recommend this Commission complete its study by 1972, but.

_if this be not possible, Title 18.1 should be completed by 1972 and as much of
Title 19.1 as possible.

AMENDMENTS TO CERTAIN STATUTES

In response to letters sent to all law enforcement officers, agencies and certain
civic organizations interested in law enforcement, the commission as stated received
over one hundred replies and some seventy proposed statutory amendments. Of
these seventy, the Commission favors the enactment of some eleven. However, to
avoid duplication, bills to effect these amendments are not attached to this report
because various members of the General Assembly may have been approached
concerning these and requested to introduce bills for this purpose. The legislative
members of this Commission will stay informed during the 1970 Session of the
General Assembly and if, for any reason, such bills are not introduced by other
members, the Chairman of this Commission will introduce them.

1. Permit interception of certain communications by wire tapping modelled
after § 2516 (2) ofthe Federal Crime Control Act.

2. Compensate jurors in criminal cases at the same rate as jurors in civil cases,
namely eight dollars per day.

3. Repeal Code § 16.1-173 requiring the appointment of a guardian ad litem
in juvenile proceedings.

4. Amend Code § 19.1-84 to change the list of items for which a search
warrant may be issued.

5. Amend Code § 19.1-85 to permit a search warrant to be issued to search
a person.

6. Add a new section requiring any officer who executes a search warrant to
make a list of the articles seized under such warrant and file it in the court which
will hear any criminal case in which the property seized may be involved.

7. The enactment of a statute requiring a defendant in a criminal case to
file at a specified time before trial notice that one of the defenses to be used will
be an alibi and a list of the names and addresses of the witnesses who will be
called to testify in corroboration thereof.

8. The enactment of a “Stop and Frisk” statute.

9. The enactment of a statute providing compulsory psychiatric examination
and treatment of persons convicted of any so-called “sex” crime.

10. The enactment of a statute increasing the penalty for a crime committed
with a firearm, except homicide or armed robbery.

11. The enactment of a statute to require all persons remaining in jail more
than twenty-four hours, either serving a sentence or awaiting trial, to undergo
medical examination.

ORGANIZED CRIME

As President Johnson’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administra-
tion of Justice stated in its report titled The Challenge of Crime, “Organized
crime is a society that seeks to operate outside the control of the American people
and their governments”. . . . What organized crime wants is money and power.
What makes it different from law-abiding organizations and individuals with those
-same objectives is that the ethical and moral standards the criminals adhere to,
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the laws and regulations they obey, the procedures they use, are private and secret
ones that they devise themselves, change when they see fit, and administer sum-
marily and invisibly. Organized crime affects the lives of millions of Americans,
but because it desperately preserves its invisibility many, perhaps most, Americans
are not aware how they are affected, or even that they are affected at all.”

_Again this report speaking of the sections of the country where organized
crime operates stated:

“Organized criminal groups are known to operate in all sections of the
Nation. In response to a Commission survey of 71 cities, the police departments
in 80 percent of the cities with over 1 million residents, in 20 percent of the
cities with a population between one-half million and a million, in 20 percent of
the cities with between 250,000 and 500,000 population, and in over 50 percent
of the cities between 100,000 and 250,000, indicated that organized criminal
groups exist in their cities. In some instances Federal agency intelligence indicated
the presence of organized crime where local reports denied it. Of the nine cities
not responding to the Commission survey, six are known to Federal agencies to
have extensive organized crime problems. Where the existence of organized crime
was acknowledged, all police departments indicated that the criminal group would
continue even though a top leader died or was incarcerated.

Organized crime in small cities is more difficult to assess. Law enforcement
personnel are aware of many instances in which local racket figures controlled
crime in a smaller city and received aid from and paid tribute to organized criminal
groups located in a nearby large city. In one Eastern town, for example, the local
racket figure combined with outside organized criminal groups to establish horse
and numbers gambling grossing $1.3 million annually, an organized dice game
drawing customers from four states and having an employee payroll of $350,000
annually, and still capable of producing $4 million worth of .alcohol each year.
The town’s population was less than 100,000. Organized crime cannot be seen
as merely a big-city problem.

Citizens of Virginia believe we are relatively free from the activities of
organized crime, but are we? This Commission heard several uncorroborated
reports of various activities that appear to be those operated by organized crime,
but definite proof was lacking. Yet, we know there are gambling operations going
on in the State, such as football pools, numbers writing, horse race betting, and
loan sharking. Are the persons engaged in these activities really only local people
or do they have backing outside the State from a so-called “core group” of
organized crime? Assuming their operations may be purely local today, what is
there to prevent the organization from moving in to provide the financial assistance
to help these local people get rich. Another suspicious area is the increase in
illegal narcotic traffic and use. Drugs are entering the State illegally and being
distributed and used particularly by young citizens who have no knowledge or
suspicion about organized crime. These operations have every earmark of being
maintained and operated by a syndicate of organized crime.

Virginia must be constantly vigilant about organized crime. It could well
invade our State before we know it, just as illegal drug use has.

Thus, after careful thought, reflection and conversations with many law
enforcement officials, this Commission believes Virginia should have a legislative
based Commission empowered to constantly investigate the activities of organized
crime. In order to function effectively, such a Commission should have the power
to issue subpcenas to compel the attendance of witnesses. Since the Crime
Commission has been working in the crime field for the past two bienniums, and
is familiar with police officials of the State and with the many facets of law enforce-
ment, we propose that this Commission be enlarged by the adding of two members
from the General Assembly, be given the power to subpoena witnesses, and be
authorized to function in this capacity. This Commission as presently constituted
is representative of the General Asscmbly and of the public. The Attorney
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General elect has met with the Commission and agreed to supply it with all
necessary legal assistance in conducting hearings and gathering information. By
enlarging the membership by two members from the House of Delegates, the
Commission will be predominantly legislative in membership and through its
function in this new capacity, can keep the General Assembly abreast of all
developments in criminal law violation and enforcement. Thus, effective legislation
can be intelligently and quickly recommended and explained to the General
Assembly.

CONCLUSION

Crime is an ever-growing blight. Its growth must be stopped. In this report,
we have attempted to recommend measures which we hope will stunt if not
stop its growth.

We express our appreciation to the many State and local law enforcement
officers who cooperated so completely with this Commission in furnishing it
statistical data and suggestions. In addition, the public support we have received
from individuals and groups was most encouraging. Finally, we thank the news
media for their splendid cooperation and coverage.

Legislation to carry out the recommendations in this report is attached.
Respectfully submitted,

Stanley C. Walker, Chairman
William H. Hodges, Vice-Chairman
George S. Aldhizer, II
*W. C. (Dan) Daniel
James W. Davis
William N. Paxton, Jr.
A. L. Philpott
Joe Richman
Erwin S. Solomon

* Elected to U. S. House of Representatives and did not participate in any of the
Commission’s hearings nor in this report.
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A BILL To amend the Code of Virginia by adding a section numbered 19.1-19.1:1,
and to repeal § 19.1-19.1 of the Code of Virginia, the new and repealed
sections relating to the Central Criminal Records Exchange.

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia:

1. That the Code of Virginia be amended by adding a section numbered
19.1-19.1:1, as follows:

§ 19.1-19.1:1. (a) On and- after July one, nineteen hundred seventy, the
Division within the Office of the Attorney General of Virginia known as the
Central Criminal Records Exchange, heretofore created and existing, is hereby
transferred to and shall hereafter operate as a separate division within the Depart-
ment of State Police under the supervision of the Superintendent thereof, but.
shall retain its present name. All the powers and duties heretofore vested in and
imposed upon said Division in the Attorney General’s Office are hereby trans-
ferred to and vested in and imposed upon the Department of State Police. In
addition, this Division shall be the sole criminal record keeping agency of the
State, except for the Division of Motor Vehicles.

(b) The Superintendent of State Police is hereby authorized to employ such
personnel, establish such offices and acquire such equipment as shall be necessary
to carry out the purposes of this chapter and is also authorized to enter into agree-
ments with other State agencies for services to be performed for it by employees
of such other agencies.

(c) All right, title and interest in and to any real estate, or any tangible
personal property, vested in the Central Criminal Records Exchange as a division
of the Office of the Attorney General of Virginia at the time this section becomes
effective are transferred to the Department of State Police. All unexpended funds
appropriated for the operation of such Division in the Office of thé Attorney
?leneral shall be transferred to the Department of State Police for its operation
therein.

2. That § 19.1-19.1 of the Code of Virginia is repealed.

A BILL To create a Commission to study and prepare a report on revisions to the
criminal statutes of Virginia, and to appropriate funds therefor.

Whereas, the last twenty years have brought forth many judicial changes in
the interpretation of the criminal laws of this nation; and

Whereas, the federal government is providing financial assistance to the
states to effect criminal law reform; and

Whereas, Virginia’s penal and criminal procedure statutes have not been
comprehensively revised in the light of present day judicial opinions; and

Whereas, many sections of Virginia’s Code defining crimes are scattered
throughout the Code and are not collected in an easily accessible Title, now,
therefore,

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia:

1. § 1. There is hereby created a Commission to study and prepare a complete
revision of all statutes of the State relating to crime and criminal procedure, which
Commission shall be composed of four members of the House o? Delegates to be
appointed by the Speaker, two members of the Senate to be appointed by the
Lieutenant Governor, two judges of courts of record in the State and one judge
of a court not of record to be appointed by the Chief Justice of the Supreme
Court of Appeals of Virginia, one Commonwealth’s Attorney and one member
of the Virginia State Bar whose principal field of practice is criminal law, both
to be appointed by the President of the Virginia State Bar, and the Attorney
General of Virginia.
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"§ 2. The Commission shall make a thorough study of all sections of the Code
of Virginia defining both felonies and misdemeanors and of the Code sections
relating to criminal procedure as well as case law interpreting these sections, and
make recommendations for the revision and recodification of all statutes of the
State relating to crime, including the repeal of unnecessary or undesirable Code
sections and all other changes in the penalty structure as the Commission may feel
will better serve the ends of justice. The Commission shall complete its study
and make its report to the Governor and General Assembly of Virginia not later
than November one, nineteen hundred seventy-one.

§ 3. The members of the Commission shall receive no compensation for their
services, but shall be reimbursed for their necessary expenses incurred in the per-
formance of their duties. The Commission may employ a director and such legal,
secretarial, clerical and other assistance as may be necessary to complete its study.
All agencies of the State and of the political subdivisions thereof shall cooperate
with and assist the Commission in this study.

§ 4. The Commission may accept and expend gifts, grants and donations from
any and all sources or persons for the purpose of carrying out its study, including
such appropriations as may be made to it by law.

§ 5. For the purpose of this study, there is hereby appropriated from the
gexlleral fund of the State treasury a sum sufficient, not to exceed thirty thousand
dollars.

A BILL To continue the Virginia State Crime Commission.

Whereas, the General Assembly of Virginia in 1968 in House Joint Resolu-
tion No. 48 continued the Virginia State Crime Commission; and

Whereas, in its report to the 1970 General Assembly this Commission stated
that two studies should be undertaken, to wit, the creation of a special Division in
some existing State agency, or as a separate State agency, to deal with drug abuse
and ijllegal narcotic traffic and the feasibility of establishing a State Central Crime
Laboratory; and

Whereas, in its report, the necessity for maintaining constant surveillance on
the activities of organized crime in Virginia was pointed out and it was further
recommended that some legislative based commission should be maintained to
investigate any area in which organized crime was alleged, or suspected, to be
operating, now, therefore,

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia:

1. § 1. That the Virginia State Crime Commission established by House Joint
Resolution No. 113 of the 1966 Regular Session of the General Assembly and
continued by House Joint Resolution No. 48 of the 1968 General Assembly, is
hereby continued further.

§ 2. The membership of the Commission shall consist of the present members,
with two additional members to be appointed by the Speaker of the House of Dele-
gates from the membership thereof. If any member is unwilling or unable to serve,
or if for any other reason a vacancy occurs, his successor shall be appointed in
the same manner as the original appointment was made.

§ 3. The Commission shall continue its study into the causes of crime and
the ways and means to reduce and prevent it and shall specifically study and
report on the following:

(a) The need of creating a separate State department or of establishing with-
in an existing State department a Bureau of Drug Abuse and Narcotics. The
report and recommendations concerning this shall be made to the 1972 Session
of the General Assembly or to an earlier special session if such report can be made.
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(b) The need for the establishment of a Central Crime Laboratory in
Virginia and how such a laboratory should be equipped and function, the cost
thereof, and whether such laboratory should be placed in an existing State depart-
ment or established as a separate department.

(c) The activities of organized crime in the State. For this purpose, the Com-
mission is authorized to issue subpoenas for attendance of witnesses before the
Commission with the same effect as if they were issued in an action in any court
of record in this State. The Commission may administer oaths to witnesses testify-
ing before it in any matter relating to organized crime. Disobedience of such
subpoenas and false testimony given under oath before the Commission shall be
subject to the same penalty as if such disobedience or false testimony under oath
occurred or was given in an action in a court of record.

Further, the Commission is authorized to conduct hearings under any con-
ditions it may deem advisable where it has reason to believe that an individual’s
,Oﬁ' the pléblic safety may be involved, or the public interest or welfare may be
threatened.

The Attorney General of Virginia is requested to give any and all necessary
legal counsel and assistance to the Commission.

Any information gathered by this Commission may be made available by it to
any law enforcement agency or officer of the State at any time and in any manner
it may deem advisable.

§ 4. The members of the Commission shall receive no compensation for
their services but shall be paid their necessary expenses for which, and for such
secretarial and other assistance as the Commission may require, there is hereby
appropriated from the general fund of the State treasury the sum of twenty
thousand dollars.

§ 5. Unless directed otherwise, the Commission shall conclude its study and
make its report to the Governor and the General Assembly of Virginia not later
than November one, nineteen hundred seventy-one. All agencies of the State
shall assist the Commission in its study upon request.
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