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In December 1985 an interagency study conducted under the direction of the Virginia
Department of Planning and Budget recommended that the Department of Corrections
convert 169 of its security positions to nonsecurity status, create an additional 15 nonsecurity positions, and establish as many as
300 new security positions. I At least thirtyseven of the forty-three institutions operated
by the DOC were slated for an increase in
security personnel.

The fact that the Department of Planning
and Budget supported the study's recommendations is significant for two reasons. Historically, the department has been skeptical
of requests for increased state governmental
manpower. Also, the new positions, if funded,
would lower Virginia's inmate-to-security
staff ratio, which, at 2.7 to 1, is already one
of the lowest in the nation. Furthermore, the
recommendations countered those issued by
the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission in July 1985 that called for a reduction of security positions. 2
J Details of the study, upon which this News Letter is based,
are contained in the report Security Staffing in Adult Facilities
of the Virginia Department of Corrections (Richmond: Virginia
Department of Planning and Budget, Division of Research,
Evaluation and Policy, December 1985). Unless otherwise stated,
the statistics and other data in this article are from that report.

Virginia General Assembly, Security Staffing and Procedures
in Virginw's Prisons, House Document No.3 (Richmond, 1986),
p.62.
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This News Letter will discuss the importance
of adequate security staffing in the Virginia
correctional system, the reasons an interagency study of security staffing was conducted, the study methodology, the factors affecting the need for security staff, and the
basic findings and recommendations of the
study.

IMPORTANCE OF ADEQUATE
SECURITY STAFFING
The issue of security staffing is important
because the number of security personnel
assigned to a prison affects the environment
of inmates and correctional officers in critical
ways. Inadequate staffing creates an at 0sphere that feels unsafe. Such an atmosphere,
in tum:
1. undermines the sense of stability and
well-being that is necessary for the successful operation of treatment, enterprise, and educational programs;
2. creates tension and insecurity among
correctional officers, increasing the
probability that they will use force when
trying to settle minor disturbances; and,
3. fosters the development of nonverbal
contracts between the correctional officers and inmates as to the conditions
of institutional peace. Too often, these
conditions require unethical and demoralizing ("look the other way'') behavior
on behalf of the correctional officers.
And too often they empower inmate
enforcers who guarantee peace through
intimidation. Such peace comes at the

expense of inmates who, for a number
of reasons, are too weak or vulnerable
to defend their rights.
The issue of security staffing is also important
because correctional institutions deserve
more public scrutiny than they usually receive. Citizens and lawmakers find it easy to
view the plight of inmates from the perspective of "they made their bed, now they can
lie in it." Nearly all inmates, however, will
be released. What happens to them in prison
affects their level of anger and their ability
to relate to people when release occurs. If
they emerge from prison more unfeeling,
ignorant, and uncivilized than when they
entered, society w· ay a heavy ·ce.
Finally, the issue should be of special interest
to state legislators and executive-branch officials who set prison policy. To a large extent,
these officials are responsible for the safety
and well-being of the employees and the
inmates who live and work in Virginia's
prisons. The physical and social isolation of
these institutions, however, and the natural
distaste attending the task of locking people
away have made it easy for officials to ignore
or be blind to this responsibility. It is equally
arguable that these forces create a circumstance that warrants the special concern of
public officials.

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY
In November 1984 Governor Charles S. Robb
requested an indepth study of security staffing
in Virginia's adult correctional facilities. This
request was prompted by four developments:
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1. public concern with prison security, arising from the May 31, 1984 breakout
of six death-row inmates from the
Mecklenburg Correctional Center
and intensified by at least six other
alarming riots, escapes, or hostage situations in the following six months (two
of those involving inmate demands for
greater security);
2. an unexpectedly large increase in overtime payments to security personnel,
from $3.4 million dollars in fiscal year
1984 to more than $6.5 million dollars
in 1985;
3. continual requests by wardens for more
correctional officers, despite the finding
of a 1982 study by the Southern Legislative Conference that Virginia's inmate-to-security staff ratio of 2.7 to 1
is one of the lowest in the nation; and
the rustration 0 egiSlative an executive officials trying to determine the
validity of these requests.
The bulk of the study was conducted between
January and September 1985 by twelve analysts from the Department of Planning and
Budget (DPB), the Department of Corrections (DOC), the Department of Criminal
Justice Services, and the Department of Information Technology. They were assisted by
a professional consultant with over thirty
years' experience with the Federal Bureau of
Prisons. The study's main goal was to determine the appropriate number of security
staff for each of Virginia's forty-three adult
correctional facilities: fourteen major institutions, twenty-six field units, and three workrelease centers. 3
The level of security manpower in Virginia
prisons at the time of the death-row breakout
was considered inadequate by DOC officials.
DOC wardens, in the course of preparing new
institutional post audits, had recently requested 759 more security positions beyond
the then-existing 3,775. 4 Legislative and executive actions between 1980-85, a period of
budget retrenchment, had pared the security
force by 258 positions and the nonsecurity
force by 317 positions. 5 The closing of outdated facilities had eliminated another 275
security and nonsecurity positions.
The net effect of these actions was to reduce
staffing at most of the established institutions
at a time when institutional populations were
increasing. Ultimately, the reductions led the

A profile of these institutions is given in Chapter II of the study
report.
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• A post audit is a formal review of existing posts to detelTiline
whether they are essential to the operation of the institution. The
audit also requires written justification for any proposed increase
or decrease in the number of posts.
During the same period, the General Assembly authorized 1,614
new security/ nonsecurity positions to staff five new facilities and
expand another.
.5

DOC to increase the number of security
personnel performing nonsecurity functions
(e.g., commissary management, clerical services, communications).
The study was conducted during a period of
great change within the DOC. Administrative
lines of authority and security policies were
being revised, and labor-saving technological
enhancements were being considered. In addition, the missions of several institutions had
been changed and inmates transferred as
officials responded to disturbances.
To provide stability for analysis, the research
team chose June 30, 1985, as the benchmark
date of the study. The findings and recommendations of the study and the information
reported in this News Letter are based on
the distribution of inmates and security personnel on that date.

METHODOLOGY- -

-

-

In brief, the staffing methodology consisted
of research team training, data collection and
analyses, field visits to institutions, and a
negotiation process designed to maximize
consensus between DOC officials and team
members on the required number of posts
and positions for each institution.
The study included visits to all of the state's
fourteen major institutions and five representative field or work-release units. The study
team was familiarized with staffing issues and
procedures through training seminars and
orientation tours at several institutions. In
addition, each team member reviewed post

audits, post orders (the written duties of a
specific post), organization charts, institutional layouts, and DOC policies that affect
manpower requirements. The team also surveyed security staffing practices in twenty
other state correctional systems and the Federal Bureau of Prisons, with visits to six
institutions in five of these states and a federal
institution near Petersburg, Virginia.

FACTORS AFFECTING THE NEED
FOR SECURITY STAFF
The study team considered many different
factors in determining the need for security
staffing. As Table 1 shows, these factors
ranged from those that are concrete and
objective (e.g., the number of inmates to be
observed) to those that are more subjective
and difficult to measure (e.g., the willingness
of wardens to risk leaving certain posts unmanned during periods of institutional.-tension). The study's findings, as summarized
in the remainder of this News Letter, are
presented roughly in terms of how these
factors impact the need for security personnel
in Virginia's correctional system.

STUDY FINDINGS
On June 30, 1985, Virginia's prisons confined
10,254 inmates, 72 percent of which were in
major institutions. Comparisons with the
other states surveyed revealed that four other
states-New Jersey, Louisiana, Maryland,
and Alabama-also had inmate populations
between 10,000 and 11,000 persons. The inmate-security staff ratios of these states ranged

Tabell: Basic Factors Affecting the Need for Security Staff
1. The number of inmates to be observed and controlled.
2. The number of facilities that must be manned.
3. The number, physical design, and distribution of buildings within the prison perimeter.
4. The use and reliability of labor-saving technology (e.g., intrusion-detecting fencing,
closed-eir~uit television, body and stationary alarms).
5. The number and type of inmate programs (e.g., vocational, treatment, educational,
recreational, religious).
6. The systemwide or institution-specific policies that require a specific level of staffing
(e.g., inmate work-erew operations, prisoner transportation, suicide watch, 24-hour
perimeter patrol).
7. The custody level(s) of inmates.
8. The extent to which the inmate population contains high risk sub-populations (e.g.,
aggressive/ assaultive, protective custody, mentally ill, isolation, death row).
9. The availability of correctional officers for manning posts; i.e., the extent to which
sickness, vacation, training activities, court appearances, and service on grievance
and classification committees prevent officers from manning posts.
10. The method used to schedule and deploy security personnel for duty.
11. The extent to which nonsecurity personnel are trained and expected to provide
institutional security.
12. The warden's philosophy with respect to the amount of "out-of-eell" time inmates
should have.
13. The willingness of wardens to risk leaving certain posts unmanned during various
states of institutional tension.
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a post manned 5 days a week, 8 hours each
day, would require 1.20 officers (2,080 annual
hours of post coverage divided by the 1,736
available manhours per full-time position).
The study found that only seven of the major
institutions and none of the field or workrelease units have been staffed according to
the Sharp formula. Necessary additional post
coverage has been obtained through the payment of overtime money or the granting of
compensatory leave. With the rise in institutional populations, the increased number
of violent inmates, and the outbreak of disturbances in 1984, however, the expenditure
of overtime money increased to an alarming
rate. Between fiscal years 1984 and 1985 the
amount paid to security officers for overtime
rose an estimated $3.1 million dollars. More
and more officers were held over to work
prolonged shifts without their prior approval.
The hidden costs of forced overtime-fatigue,
lowered officer morale, increased use of sick
leave-brought new demands that institutions be staffed at the level prescribed by the
formula.
Two criticisms of the Sharp formula had to
be addressed by the study team. First, the
formula did not incorporate all the factors
that account for the nonavailability of officers
for post duty. Not included in the calculation
was nonavailability due to five leave-related
factors-military leave, worker's compensation leave, leave without pay, educational
leave, and civil leave-and vacant officer
positions. Secondly, because the formula was
applied systemwide, it ignored institutionspecific differences in the rate of position
turnover and the use of sick leave, annual
leave, and military leave. These rates can be
notably different at the various institutions
due to differences in labor market conditions,
proximity to military facilities, levels of institutional tension, and staff morale. Therefore, blanket application of the formula (i.e.,
use of the systemwide average number of
hours of officer availability) allocates more
officers than necessary to some institutions,
fewer than neces ary to others.
To correct these deficiencies, the study team
added to the formula the five previously
omitted leave-related factors. lO Then, once
agreement was reached on the number of
posts and the hours of post coverage for each
institution, the formula was applied using new
data collected from each institution separately
for the years 1983 and 1984. These calculations produced institution-specific estimates
for the number of positions required to man
a 24-hour, 365-day post that ranged from 4.68
positions (Stafford Field Unit) to 5.18 positions (penitentiary). Later, it was decided
10 An alternate set of estimates, calculated with the "vacant
positions" factor also added to the formula, would have required
300 new security positions-or twice the 150 positions required
when that factor is excluded. Following the study, Governor Gerald
L. Baliles rejected this version of the formula, suggesting instead
that security manpower hortages due to position turnover be
handled through the controlled use of overtime pay.

to apply institution-specific estimates only to
the major institutions and to use a single
estimate (based on formula data) of 4.96
positions as the number required to man a
24-hour, 365-day post at the field and workrelease units.

operation of inmate work, recreation, and visitation programs. Still others seek to
standardize the use of female and noncertified
officers; improve efforts in the areas of officer
recruitment, training, and retention; and encourage the DOC to develop a double-celling
strategy to deal with the anticipated growth
of the inmate population.

STAFFING RECOMMENDATIONS
The new institutional post audits and the
application of the updated and revised relief
formula produced a study recommendation
for 150 new security positions. These would
be necessary to cover 90 new security posts
and handle expanded coverage on 53 others.
Another 47 security posts were reduced in
coverage, and roughly 100 others were altered
in some manner (consolidated, assigned to
overlapping shifts, or given additional responsibilities). The comprehensiveness of the study
is obvious from the fact that 118 security
positions at seven of the major institutions
were abolished, while 187 such positions were
added at the other seven.
The study also recommended that 169 security positions be converted to nonsecurity
status. Presumably, 150 of the officers freed
up by this conversion would fill the 150 new
security positions, leaving 19 officers to be
reassigned as other authorized security positions became vacant. Another recommendation was that nonsecurity personnel in the
converted positions be given security training
comparable to that given officers if their posts
placed them in close contact with inmates.
All of these staffing recommendations could
be implemented by hiring 165 new nonsecurity personnel (150 to fill the converted positions and 15 to fill new fire and sanitation
positions).
The study recommended that the DOC adopt
the new institutional post audits, adopt the
revised relief formula, and "take immediate
steps to establish a system of centralized
management and oversight of the entire security staffing process." This system would
include new statewide policies that would
assist wardens in assessing and documenting
the need for security posts and ensure that
post audits are regularly reviewed and approved by regional and central DOC offices.
Each institution would be required to develop
a "master" roster that would list every post,
designate post-relief assignments, and account for all planned or predicted absences
by security staff. Wardens would be required
to rank posts according to their contribution
to present security. They would also be required to develop shift designs that would
encourage the economical deployment of security staff and the regulated use of overtime
pay.
Other recommendations would require new
DOC policies to regulate the movement of
inmates; clarify the security responsibilities
of nonsecurity staff; increase the use of security technology; and standardize the

IMPLEMENTATION
The recommendation that the DOC add 165
positions, when implemented, will amount to
a 3.2 percent increase in total DOC staff. Does
this increase, together with the recommended
reconfiguration of security posts, provide adequate security for the Virginia correctional
system? Unfortunately, there is no way to be
sure.
Different philosophies lead people to hold
different be iefs about t e number of posts
and officers that should be assigned to prisons. Some persons think the number of
officers should be limited to that necessary
to preserve order during an average, lowincident day. Others believe it should be high
enough to ensure control in the event of a
disturbance or period of increased inmate
activity. The issue is also clouded by disagreement over the extent to which nonsecurity
personnel and security technology, instead of
officers, should provide institutional security.
The study team took a prudent position on
the question of adequate staffing. Its goal,
as stated in the study, was to determine the
number of security personnel necessary "to
maintain existing operations, and to provide
a reasonable level of security for the general
public and for employees and inmates inside
each facility." Though the phrase "reasonable
level of security" was left undefined, the team
was confident that its recommendations, if
implemented, would vastly improve the
DOC's management of security staffing. Fortunately, the recommendations garnered
enough political backing to ensure implementation.
Mr. Edward W. Murray, the acting (and
recently appointed) director of the DOC,
stated prior to the study's final report that
it "represents the most comprehensive overview of adult facility staffing patterns ever
undertaken"; that "comments from the field
have been most positive relative to the approach"; and that "the [interagency] team
gave careful consideration to [DOC] input. "11
The 1986 Virginia General Assembly, with
the support of the DOC, directed that department to develop a plan for implementing
the study recommendations. The DOC is to
adopt the recommended post audits for each
facility, with no changes unless they are "made

Letter sent from Edward W. Murray to Paul W. Timmreck,
Director, Department of Planning and Budget, Dec. 23, 1985,
reprinted in Appendix F of the study report.

II
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These policies and the aforementioned cutbacks in nonsecurity positions have helped
to produce the relatively high percentage of
DOC correctional staff that are officers.
Whereas officers assigned to the five "major"
institutions visited in other states make up
65 percent of total staff, officers assigned to
Virginia's major institutions average 70 percent of total staff. Similarly, when field units
are compared, officers comprise 70 percent
of the staff at the two field units visited outside
of Virginia, yet they comprise fully 81 percent
of the staff assigned to Virginia's twenty-six
field units. These figures suggested the possible need to reduce security personnel by
converting some of the current security positions to nonsecurity status.

Factors Impeding Staffing Efficiency
The study revealed that Virginia's relatively
ow inmate-security staff ratio is also a function of things that are not being done.
Virginia's modest use of labor-saving technology, lack of a unit-management approach
to inmate treatment, and limited security
training for nonsecurity personnel were identified as factors that may impede staffing
efficiency. Virginia's deficits in these areas,
however, are similar to those in most other
states.
Only two of Virginia's fourteen major institutions have electronic intrusion-detection
fencing. Officials at these institutions consider
this equipment to be supplemental, however,
and to date they have not reduced perimeter
staffing (towers, sally port, or roving patrol).
Virginia's facilities likewise make sparse use
of closed-circuit television (operational at five
institutions), stationary and body-alarm systems (the latter sending a signal if an officer
falls), and automated devices that track and
record inmate movement. Since the May 1984
death-row breakout, five studies, including
the one described in this News Letter, have
recommended an increase in the use of such
equipment.
With a "unit-management" approach to inmate treatment, the institutional population
is divided into smaller, more manageable
groups, and nonsecurity staff-such as counselors, social workers, and grievance coordinators-are assigned to specific housing
units along with security staff. The day-today decisions affecting the well-being of any
particular inmate can then be handled by
persons familiar with the inmate. This approach is thought to create .a positive atmosphere that increases inmate accountability
and reduces the need for security personnel.
Officials at two of the facilities visited outside
the Virginia system reported that unit management allows them to supervise their housing units with fewer security staff. To date,
only two of Virginia's correctional centersMecklenburg and St. Brides-have experimented with the unit-management approach.
Its impact on the need for nonsecurity personnel has not been assessed.

As with most states, Virginia does not authorize nonsecurity personnel to handle anything more than minimal security responsibilities. Until April 1985 nonsecurity
personnel received only 24 hours of formal
security training. Since that date, all nonsecurity staff have been required to complete
the initial 48 hours of the 200-hour basic
training program for correctional officers.
This training is the first step toward reducing
both the line of demarcation between security
and nonsecurity responsibilities and possibly
the need for officers in enterprise, education,
treatment, recreation, and support areas of
institutions.
The study team suggested that the DOC
provide the full range of security training for
nonsecurity staff who have close contact with
inmates. This plan would model that of the
Federal Bureau of Prisons, which has an
inmate-security staff ratio of 5 to 1. Two
drawbacks to this idea are the increased cost
for training and the question of legal liability
if an incident occurs where no security officers
are assigned.

Security Risk Posed by Inmates
Another factor that affects staffing is the
security risk posed by the inmates at each
institution. The DOC considers information
such as an inmate's current offense, institutional and assaultive history, and length of
sentence to place each inmate in "c" (maximum)' "B" (medium), or "A" (minimum)
custody. In July 1985, 38 percent of the 7,420
inmates in Virginia's fourteen major institutions were maximum-custody inmates, 46
percent were medium-custody inmates, and
15 percent were minimum-custody inmates.
Since 1982 the number of maximum-security
inmates has risen by 25 percent; these inmates
are not assigned to field units. Of the estimated 2,882 inmates in field or work-release
units in July 1985, 56 percent were mediumcustody inmates and 44 percent were minimum-custody inmates.
The staffing implications of security classification revolve around DOC policies that
require a greater number of officers to observe, escort, or transport maximum-security
inmates. The institutions housing maximumsecurity inmates (with the exception of Virginia Correctional Center for Women) have
double fences, razor wire, and towers that
must be manned 24 hours a day. Moreover,
two officers must escort maximum-security
inmates on any trip outside prison walls.
Staffing is affected even more by the presence
of special populations within an institution.
For instance, three of Virginia's maximumsecurity institutions (penitentiary, Powhatan,
and Mecklenburg) have self<ontained units
to house the state's most violent and disruptive inmates. Furthermore, Mecklenburg and
the penitentiary have additional staffing requirements because they house death-row

inmates. These three, plus Marion Correctional Center, also house mental-health populations that must be monitored to prevent
self-mutilation and other destructive behavior. In July 1985 the inmate-security staff ratio
of these institutions was 1.9, as compared to
the system's overall ratio of 2.7.

Work Schedule of Officers
The method used to schedule and deploy
officers for work must also be considered in
staffing. The study found that the DOC left
scheduling decisions up to each prison warden
or superintendent; consequently, six different
shift cycles (e.g., 5 days on/2 days off, 7 days
on/3 days oft) are used. Two shift cycles10 days on/2 days off and 7 days on/7 days
off-are used to attract potential employees
who live in distant areas or are engaged in
certain occ p .0
. e
.
who
might serve as correctional officers on their
rest days. Shift cycles other than the traditional "5 and 2" are also attractive because
they don't require officers to change their
shifts or post assignments from week to week.
Unfortunately, some of the nontraditional
schedules produce situations where too many
officers show up for work on some days, too
few on others. These situations are exacerbated because wardens often lack the capacity
to integrate into their scheduling method the
institution's pattern of annual-leave taking
and absences due to training, military service,
or other necessary leave. Such inefficient
scheduling produces manpower shortages
and increases the demand for security personnel.

RELIEF FORMULA
The most sophisticated tool that the DOC
has for determining the need for security staff
is the relief formula (called the Sharp formula). After the number of posts and the
hours of post coverage for an institution have
been decided, the relief formula is used to
calculate an estimate of the hours that the
average correctional officer has available for
post duty. This estimate is produced by
subtracting the average number of hours the
officer is unavailable (because of training, sick
leave, annual leave, rest days, and holidays)
from the total hours available in a normal
work year (365 days x 8 hours = 2,920 hours).
The DOC relief formula, as applied prior to
the study, estimated that in a normal work
year the average correctional officer would
have 1,736 hours available for post duty. To
determine the number of officers required to
man a 24-hour post, therefore, the 8,760
annual hours of post coverage (24 hours x
365 days) are divided by the 1,736 hours of
available time represented by the hiring of
one officer Thus, 5.05 officers should be hired
to man a 24-hour, 365-day post. Similarly,
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from 2.8 to 1 in New Jersey to 6.5 to 1 in
Alabama, with a weighted average ratio of
3.9 to 1. Virginia's inmate-security staff ratio
of 2.7 to 1 was the lowest (i.e., the richest
in security personnel) of all states compared.

Reasons for Low Inmate-Security Ratio
The study team concluded that Virginia's
comparatively low inmate-security staff ratio
is primarily a function of:
• the large number of institutions operated
by the DOC;
• the fact that Virginia houses many of
its inmates in single cells and does not
double cell inmates as much as other
states do;
• the relatively large number of work and
vocational training programs offered to

v· ...

• the comparatively large number of security personnel assigned to nonsecurity
or quasi-security responsibilities.
Large Number of Institutions. Virginia, with
forty-three facilities, has the second highest
number of secure correctional institutions in
the nation. Only North Carolina-which
houses both misdemeanants and felons in its
system (and does not mix minimum- and
medium-security inmates at field units)operates a larger number with its eighty-four
institutions. Excluding North Carolina, the
average number of secure institutions across
the nineteen other states surveyed is twelve.
Thus, Virginia staffs thirty-one more institutions than the average comparison state.
Virginia also staffs at least thirty-one more
institutions than any of the four states with
comparable inmate populations. 6
For June 1985 Virginia had an average daily
inmate population (ADP) per facility of 238,
the second lowest ADP when compared to
the twenty other tates surveyed. Eight of
toe co anson ta es ad
s at least
three times the size of Virginia's, while the
ADPs of seven of the remaining twelve states
were at least twice as high.
The size differential between these ADPs is
significant. As the study report noted:
(P)risons with higher populations
realize better security staffing economies because the need for some posts,
such as towers and control rooms,
remains relatively constant regardless
of inmate population, and others, such
as housing and program posts, increase

only incrementally as inmate populations increase. (p. IV-6)
The higher number of institutions and lower
ADP of Virginia's correctional system are the
main reasons for Virginia's low inmatesecurity staff ratio.

Greater Use of Single Cells. A corollary factor
that helps to explain Virginia's low inmatesecurity staff ratio is the fact that Virginia
houses more of its inmates in single cells or
single rooms than other states. Except for
the institutions where single cells are concentrated in large cell houses (penitentiary,
Powhatan, Southampton, and St. Brides), the
use of single cells or rooms implies a wider
spatial distribution of inmates than that where
double cells or dormitory housing is used.
Hence, the use of single cells requires a greater
number of correctional officers to police
them.
Virginia houses 40 percent of its inmates in
single cells or rooms, compared to a weighted
average of 31 percent of the inmate population in the sixteen other states that provided
housing information. Eleven of these sixteen
states house less than 40 percent of their
inmates in single cells or rooms and have a
collective inmate-security staff ratio of 4.4.
The higher level of prison overcrowding in
the comparison states also accounts for
Virginia's relatively low inmate-security staff
ratio. The data obtained from visits to and
research on planned prison construction in
the comparison states indicate that most of
them have inmate populations that are significantly higher than the design capacities
of their institutions. 7 This normally results
when officials assign two or three inmates
to cells originally designed to hold one. (The
study team concluded that the relatively high
inmate-security staff ratios in the comparison
facilities visited largely resulted from the
limited number of security staff assigned to
their housing units).
Five of the comparison states are under
federal court order to alleviate the overcrowding situation. South Carolina, for example,
has been ordered to have no more than 50
percent of its general inmate population double celled by 1988. By contrast, the June 1985
level of double ceIling in Virginia facilities
was estimated at 13 percent statewide and
9 percent in the major institutions. 8 At that
time, Virginia's prison population was only
7 percent higher than the total operating
capacity of its prisons.

Larger Number of Work and Vocational
Programs. Available evidence indicates that
Virginia's security-staffing level is also a function of the larger number of work opportunities and vocational training programs
afforded by the DOC. 9 Virginia's institutions,
on the whole, have more internal industry
and outside work crews (especially road cleanup crews) than the seven comparison institutions visited by study-team members. Industrial shops usually contain material that
can be fashioned into weapons; thus, they
comprise an additional arena where inmate
supervision is required. None of the other
facilities studied assigned more than seven
officers to provide work program security.
In Virginia, as many as nineteen officers are
assigned to work programs at a single facility.
Though most states allow only minimumsecurity inmates on outside work crews, Virginia allows both minimum- and mediumsecurity inmates on these crews. This makes
transportation of work crews a significant
factor. Whereas minimum-security inmates
who are assigned to work sites beyond the
prison perimeter may be transported and
monitored by nonsecurity personnel, at least
one correctional officer must be present when
medium-security inmates are so transported
and monitored.
Furthermore, a recent (but unpublished) interagency study by the Virginia Department
of Correctional Education found that
Virginia offers more vocational courses and
classes to DOC inmates than twelve other
states whose total populations or inmate
populations make them comparable to Virginia. These courses often place the inmate
in contact with material suitable to construct
weapons. To some extent, they increase the
area and the number of nonsecurity staff that
must be secured or protected by officers.

Distinction between Security and Nonsecurity Functions. The study team also found
that the DOC makes a clearer distinction
between security and nonsecurity functions
than do correctional agencies in other states.
The DOC has policies specifically requiring
officers (i.e., security personnel) for mailrooms, visiting areas, transportation, and
work details, for example, while many of the
comparison state agencies do not. Consequently, other states more often use nonsecurity personnel in these areas, as well as in
"quasi-security" areas of correctional employment work such as the commissary, personal
property, tool control, key control, communications, institutional classification, and inmate grievance.
This does not mean to imply that Virginia's inmates are fully
employed. A recent study by the Joint Legislative Audit and
Review Commission reported that 25 percent have no jobs and
that many who do are assigned to make-work duties. Still others
spend an hour a day at a dead~nd job of no use on the outside.
See Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission, Staffing of
Virginia's Adult Prisons and Field Units, Briefing Notes, June 9,
1986.
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Nineteen of the twenty comparison states (all except West Virginia)
are currently expanding existing facilities, constructing new prisons, or planning future construction.

7

New Jersey has ten institutions (10,476 inmates), Louisiana has
nine (10,475 'nmates), Maryland has nine (10,800 inmates), and
Alabama has twelve (10,926 inmates).

6

Three new Virginia institutions (Buckingham, Brunswick, and
Nottoway) are each housing about 40 percent of their inmates
in double cells.

8
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in accordance with the methodology prescribed in the [study] report...." Furthermore, the DOC is to "allocate positions and
dollars related to personnel services . . . in
accordance with the staff deployment recommended in the report. . . . "12 Funding for
the 165 newly authorized positions is provided
in the DOC's 1986-88 budget.
Other events have also focused on staffing
policy. In August 1985 Governor Robb approved a plan for state prisons to take in
500 additional inmates from localjails, to ease
jail crowding. To carry out the initiative, 114
new positions were authorized, III of which
are also to be funded in the 1986-88 biennium.
(Ninety-nine of these positions are security
positions.) Also funded are 340 positions (260
security, 80 nonsecurity) for the new Augusta
Correctional Center, a medium-maximum
security facility opened in February 1986.

recommends an additional 108 positions for
the DOC: 10 security positions and 98 nonsecurity positions, the latter mainly for treatment counselors (47) and food service
workers (21). JLARC's recommendations
will be considered in the 1987 session of the
General Assembly.

CONCLUSIONS
When implemented, the recommendations of
the study on security staffing in Virginia's
prisons will have some long-range political
and philosophical implications affecting correctional policy.

tions Adult Services (756), Item 541, p. 186.

First, the study explains Virginia's relatively
low ratio of inmates to security staff. The
General Assembly's willingness to fund the
recommended new positions suggests that this
ratio is now understandable and less disturb- .
ing, given the Virginia system's large number
of facilities, its relative lack of overcrowding,
its above-average use of single cells, and the
distinct role differentiation between security
and nonsecurity personnel. Furthermore, the
study recommends strategies for improving
this ratio.

Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission, Staffing of
Virginia's Adult Prisons and Field Units, Briefing Notes, June 9,
1986.

Second, the study gives the General Assembly
and the DOC a means of assessing the

On June 9, 1986, the Joint Legislative Audit
and Review Commission (JLARC) outlined
the findings of a study of the DOC's use of
nonsecurity personnel. 13 This JLARC study
12

Commonwealth of Virginia Executive Budget 1986-88, Correc-

13

legitimacy of requests for additional security
staff. Traditionally, decisions about security
staffing have been more dependent on either
budget realities or the political climate than
on legitimate need, appropriately justified and
documented. The recommended institutional
post audits, updated and revised relief formula, use of "roster management," and more
efficient shift scheduling will provide harder,
more detailed evidence of the need for increasing or reducing staff. The hope is that
a series of disturbances or escapes will not
have to occur before a legitimate request for
more staff is recognized as such.
Finally, the study's recommendations will
establish a more centralized and accountable
system for managing the staffing process.
Staffing will no longer be viewed from the
perspective that only the warden really knows
if more staff is warranted. The DOC's regional
administrators and central office managers
will have better and more comprehensive
information about the staffing requirements
at the various institutions. Compared with
the past, these managers will be able to be
more responsive and more accountable for
establishing and maintaining adequate and
efficient staffing throughout Virginia's correctional system.
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