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Introduction

Background

One of the goals of mental health law reform is to make the process of involuntary treatment fairer and more effective for all
Virginians. We define fairness in this context to mean that the outcome of involuntary commitment proceedings should depend
on factors relevant to the individual—e.g., mental health status, recent behavior, or mental health history, or to availability of
services and supports in the community—as opposed to irrelevant factors such as the respondents’ demographic characteristics,
variations in law enforcement practice, differences in clinical assessment, or differences in judicial perspective or statutory
interpretation. To this end, it is useful to measure how civil commitment actions vary across regions in Virginia. This report
is one in a series of reports on variations in civil commitment proceedings. In previous reports, the Virginia Supreme Court’s
Commission on Mental Health Law Reform (2006–2011) called attention to the striking variations in disposition of civil
commitment hearings among the Commonwealth’s general district courts. The initial findings documenting these variations
were presented in the Commission’s report on civil commitment hearings conducted during May, 2007 (ILPPP, 2008).
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After the first wave of commitment law reforms prompted by the Commission’s work and enacted by the General Assembly
went into effect on July 1, 2008, the Supreme Court began collecting data on the dispositions of civil commitment hearings as
part of its General District Court Case Management System. During FY 2009, the Commission’s research staff worked closely
with the Office of the Executive Secretary of the Supreme Court to monitor the coding and reporting of disposition data by
the general district court clerks and to ensure that the reported data were interpreted accurately. The Commission relied on
these data in its progress reports on mental health law reform until the Commission expired at the end of FY 2011.

This report addresses variations in Emergency Custody Orders (ECOs), Temporary Detention Orders (TDOs), the disposition
of commitment hearings, commitment orders, and other actions related to civil commitment for FY 2016. It was prepared by
the Institute of Law, Psychiatry and Public Policy of the University of Virginia under a contract with the Virginia Department
of Behavioral Health and Developmental Services with cooperation from the office of the Executive Secretary of the Supreme
Court of Virginia.

The Importance of Variations Across Virginia

We measure these variations because fairness in commitment hearings and the use of coercion are important factors to consider
in the Virginia civil commitment process. Not only is limiting the use of coercion humane, it is a long-standing goal of various
Virginia mental health policy efforts to reduce the need for involuntary commitments by improving access to mental health
care (Merfish, 2010).

There are legal and human rights considerations in involuntary commitment such as denial of freedoms, privacy, and human
dignity (Danzer and Wilkus-Stone, 2015). The use of coercion may also impact treatment outcomes, though evidence regarding
the association between coercion and treatment outcomes is mixed. There are potential benefits to involuntary/mandated
treatment when it is used appropriately (e.g., when there are no safe alternatives to hospitalization) such as avoiding harm to
self or others. However, there is some evidence to suggest that perceived coercion on the part of patients can lead to poor
relationships between patients and clinicians, thus impacting how individuals respond to treatment (Theodoridou et al., 2012).

We expect some variation in the volume of emergency and temporary custody actions, as well as variations in the outcomes
of civil commitment hearings. Variations can occur based on local availability of mental health resources, particularly safe
alternatives to hospitalization such as temporary housing or residential crisis stabilization (McGarvey, Leon-Verdin, Wanchek,
& Bonnie, 2013). We can also expect variations due to migration to and from communities within Virginia and differing
prevalence of mental illness and substance abuse in different communities, which may result in differences in caseloads.
However, for some time, we have observed a degree of variation that may be related to differences in statutory interpretation
(ILPPP, 2012); these differences could arise from historical local norms or the tendency of judges to adhere to relaxed or strict
interpretations of the commitment criteria of the law. Observed variations may also result from differences in perspective
among law enforcement regarding the threshold for taking an individual into orderless emergency custody (also known as
a “paperless” ECO), differences in pre-screening procedures by CSB clinicians, and differences between settings where the
evaluation takes place (McGarvey, Leon-Verdin, Wanchek, & Bonnie, 2013).

Variations in civil commitment procedures have been observed in several different settings. Commitment hearing practice
variations were observed in the ILPPP’s 2008 report to the Commission on civil commitment hearings (ILPPP, 2008) and a
2010 study of voluntary hospitalization in Virginia (Merfish, 2010). There is anecdotal evidence that Community Services
Board (CSB) prescreeners have different preferences for the order in which they complete stages of the evaluation during
the prescreening procedure. For example, the most recent report on the timeliness of emergency prescreenings touches on
how some prescreeners will conduct a record review prior to meeting with the evaluee, whereas others will meet with the
evaluee first (Larocco, 2017). Additionally, Crisis Intervention Team (CIT) training of law enforcement officers may contribute
to variations as trained officers may be able to accurately identify and manage individuals in mental health crises to divert
them to appropriate crisis care (Steadman, Deane, Borum, & Morrissey, 2000). There also is evidence that beginning a CIT
program for officers is related to changes in the proportion of calls to emergency services related to mental illness and rate of
transports to psychiatric emergency services or treatment facilities by CIT-trained officers when compared with non-trained
officers. (Teller et al., 2006).

New Analyses

Past reports presented variations in the outcomes of civil commitment hearings and identified individual general district courts
that had below and above average proportions of involuntary commitments, voluntary admissions, and dismissals. In light of
recent increases in the number of ECOs and TDOs issued for individuals, we have expanded the scope of this report to include
regional variations in this step of the civil commitment process. In order to begin to meaningfully compare ECO and TDO
counts across regions, we have calculated ECO and TDO rates adjusted for the prevalence of serious mental illness (SMI) in
localities. For this report, we estimated SMI prevalence for localities across Virginia using methodology developed by Steven
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Stern, an econometrics professor (Johnson, LaForest, Lissenden, & Stern, 2017; see Data Sources section for description of
method). Note that these prevalence estimates take into account the sociodemographic makeup of communities based on data
collected by the US Census Bureau and population estimates generated by the University of Virginia Weldon Cooper Center
for Public Service (University of Virginia Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service, 2017).

In addition to standing variations in commitment hearing outcomes and ECOs and TDOs per individual with SMI, there
may also be a difference in how localities respond to statutory changes to civil commitment laws. To investigate this, we will
also explore whether the increase in ECOs and TDOs issued was more pronounced in some localities than others after the
passing of the “bed of last resort” legislation in April 2014. Note, however, that this report cannot establish specific causes of
variation across communities. This report will only present data regarding differences in regional variations with adjustment
for community-level disease burden, and will make no policy recommendations.

Data Sources and Methods

Case Management System & eMagistrate System

Court clerks at general district courts maintain records of civil commitment cases concerning individuals using the General
District Court Case Management System (GDC-CMS).1 The GDC-CMS is maintained by the Office of the Executive Secretary
of the Supreme Court and used by each general district court to enter and track its cases (see Appendix A for a list and map
of district courts and judicial districts). Data related to civil commitment hearings, ECOs, and TDOs in each district are
entered into GDC-CMS by individual court clerks.

The eMagistrate System is used by magistrates in all thirty-two judicial districts to issue arrest processes, bail processes, and
other orders including ECOs and TDOs. Each time an ECO or TDO is issued, it is entered into the eMagistrate System.
ECOs and TDOs are counted in the eMagistrate System regardless of whether the order is executed. The data presented
below pertain only to hearings involving adult respondents not in penal confinement at the time of the hearing. (In other
words, the data exclude cases involving juveniles or persons in jail.)

Mental Health Condition Prevalence Estimates

In comparing variations in civil commitment and commitment hearing statistics across judicial districts and general district
courts, it is important to account for sources of variation that are unrelated to the behavior of the districts and courts within
them. In this report, we attempt to account for regional variations in mental illness prevalence by using estimates calculated
by Stern et al. (2014) and Johnson et al. (2016) for Composite Community Service Boards (CCSBs). CCSBs are aggregate
units of CSBs, where each CSB belongs to only one CCSB. Each general district court’s jurisdiction maps directly to only one
CSB, and each CSB belongs to only one CCSB-thus we are able to use Stern and Johnson’s CCSB mental illness estimates
to calculate estimated numbers of individuals with mental illness in each general district court’s jurisdiction by multiplying
prevalence estimate by population. It is important to note that although the smallest unit of analysis is at general district
court level, the smallest unit of mental illness prevalence estimate is by CCSB. Therefore, we assume that the mental illness
prevalence estimates are relatively uniform within different areas of one CCSB, and multiply the prevalence estimate by the
population of that specific area within the CCSB.

The mental illness prevalence estimates are from 2012 because more recent prevalence estimates are not available. However,
there is little reason to suspect that mental illness prevalences have changed drastically since 2012 (SAMHSA, 2015). Stern et
al.’s estimates are based on the National Health Interview Survey (NHIS), which leads to relatively conservative prevalence
estimates; as a result, only individuals with serious mental illness (SMI) are included in the estimates. See Stern et al. (2014)
for further details on the methodology.

Variations in Magistrate-Issued ECOs across Virginia

Figure 1 presents the raw counts of ECOs issued by magistrates2 in each judicial district. FY 2016 ECO counts ranged from
17 to 550, with an average of 248.44 ECOs (SD = 150.25). In-depth comparisons between districts should be avoided, however,

1Note that a small percentage (0.16%) of GDC-CMS cases were excluded from this report due to questions about coding; examples include cases
for which the hearing date is incorrect by more than several months, the case number is incorrect and may represent a duplicate, and cases for
which a disposition code has been mistyped and cannot be accurately interpreted. These cases are under review and will be added to the sample
once they have been resolved. Cases that cannot be resolved will not be included in future reports.

2Note that the eMagistrate system does not capture instances of officer-initiated ECOs (sometimes referred to as orderless custody or “paperless”
ECOs), and only depicts magistrate-issued ECOs.
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because the raw number of ECOs across courts and districts is expected to vary: different regions of Virginia have differing
population volumes and, thus, differing numbers of individuals with mental illness. Further, a low raw count of ECOs is not
necessarily indicative of “better” practices; for example, District 5 has a low count of ECOs (Figure 1) but has a high rate of
ECOs per 1,000 adults with SMI (see Figure 2). Because raw counts are bound to vary, we depict these data in order by
district number, rather than by ascending or descending ECO count. (See Appendix A for a list and map of judicial districts.)
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Figure 1: FY 2016 Magistrate−Issued ECO Counts Across Virginia Judicial Districts 

As indicated in Figure 2, the ECO3 rate per 1,000 adults with SMI varies greatly by judicial district (M = 18.62, SD = 12.15).
The distribution of rates indicates a skew toward higher rates-upper outlier districts are particularly high relative to the rest
of the distribution. We presume that a narrower distribution of ECO rates across Virginia would indicate a more consistent
application of the statutory criteria or more consistent practices (e.g., more consistent use of magistrates vs. law enforcement
officers).

3Note that the eMagistrate system does not capture instances of officer-initiated ECOs(sometimes referred to as orderless custody or “paperless”
ECOs), and only depicts magistrate-issued ECOs.
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Figure 2: FY 2016 Magistrate−Issued ECOs per 1,000 Adults with SMI Across Virginia Judicial Districts

This figure does not show the proportion of the total population that was issued an ECO, as individuals can be issued multiple
ECOs within a year. Instead, the above figure presents the rate by which ECOs were issued.

It is important to note that the measures of central tendency that we report are not intended to define a desired or acceptable
standard, but rather to demonstrate the range of variation in civil commitment proceedings across Virginia jurisdictions. The
distribution of 2016 ECO rates per 1,000 adults with SMI across judicial districts ranged from ~1 to ~54 ECOs and was
skewed toward higher rates (i.e., upper outliers were particularly high relative to the rest of the distribution). Districts 28, 22,
21 and 5 are one standard deviation above the mean and Districts 12, 19, 4 and 14 lie one standard deviation below the mean.

Importantly, variations in the rate of magistrate-issued ECOs across judicial districts are likely due in part to variance in
regional emergency custody practices. For example, in some regions it may be normative to contact the magistrate to issue an
ECO, whereas in others, norms may rely more heavily on law enforcement officers as initiators of emergency custody.
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Variations in TDOs across Virginia

Figure 3 presents the raw counts of TDOs by judicial district. FY 2016 TDO counts ranged from 74 to 1,711, with an average
of 741.44 TDOs (SD = 423.17). In-depth comparisons between districts should be avoided, however, because the raw number
of TDOs across courts and districts is expected to vary: different regions of Virginia have differing population volumes and,
thus, differing numbers of individuals with mental illness. Because raw counts are bound to vary, we depict these data in
order by district number, rather than by ascending or descending TDO count. (See Appendix A for a list and map of judicial
districts.)
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Figure 3: FY 2016 TDO Counts Across Virginia Judicial Districts

As indicated in Figure 4, the TDO rate per 1,000 adults with SMI varies greatly by judicial district (M = 51.13, SD = 22.61).
The distribution of rates indicates a skew toward higher rates-i.e., upper outlier districts are particularly high relative to the
rest of the distribution. As with ECOs, we presume that a narrower distribution of TDO rates across Virginia would indicate
a more consistent application of the statutory criteria. The data cannot, however, define a desirable or acceptable TDO rate
or range.
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Figure 4: FY 2016 TDOs per 1,000 Adults with SMI Across Virginia Judicial Districts

This figure should not be interpreted as a proportion of the total population that was issued a TDO, as individuals can be
issued multiple TDOs within a year. Instead, the above figure presents the rate by which TDOs were issued.

The distribution of 2016 TDO rates per 1,000 adults with SMI across judicial districts ranged from ~23 to ~108 TDOs and
was skewed toward higher rates. Districts 22, 8, 23, 13, and 28 are all one standard deviation above the mean and Districts 20,
19, and 12 lie one standard deviation below the mean.

General District Court TDOs Over Time: Counts and TDOs per 1,000 Adults with SMI

Figures 5 through 14 display the numbers of TDOs issued to adults within each general district court for FY 2011-2016.
Because of the high number of courts, we organized the figures by which DBHDS region they fall within. The figures proceed
in pairs through the regions (e.g., Figure 5 shows the TDO raw count for general district courts in Region 1 and Figure 6
shows the TDO rate per 1,000 adults with SMI for general district courts in Region 1). Each plot features a vertical line to
mark FY 2014, the year in which the bed of last resort legislation went into effect (specifically, on April 6, 2014).
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Figure 5: TDO Counts FY 2011−2016 by General District Court in DBHDS Region 1
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Figure 6: TDOs per 1,000 Adults with SMI: FY 2011−2016 by General District Court in DBHDS Region 1
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Figure 7: TDO Counts FY 2011−2016 by General District Court in DBHDS Region 2
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Figure 8: TDOs per 1,000 Adults with SMI: FY 2011−2016 by General District Court in DBHDS Region 2
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Figure 9: TDO Counts FY 2011−2016 by General District Court in DBHDS Region 3
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Figure 10: TDOs per 1,000 Adults with SMI: FY 2011−2016 by General District Court in DBHDS Region 3
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Figure 11: TDO Counts FY 2011−2016 by General District Court in DBHDS Region 4
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Figure 12: TDOs per 1,000 Adults with SMI: FY 2011−2016 by General District Court in DBHDS Region 4
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Figure 13: TDO Counts FY 2011−2016 by General District Court in DBHDS Region 5
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Figure 14: TDOs per 1,000 Adults with SMI: FY 2011−2016 by General District Court in DBHDS Region 5
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Variations in Commitment Hearing Outcomes across Virginia

Marked variations in commitment hearing outcomes across Virginia Judicial Districts have also been previously noted (ILPPP,
2008). The figures below depict the variations in commitment hearing outcomes, with particular attention to proportions of
involuntary commitments.4

The proportions of involuntary commitments vary greatly from district to district but involuntary commitments were the
most common outcome from initial commitment hearings for about two-thirds of the districts in FY 2016.
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Figure 15: Initial Commitment Hearing Outcomes Across Virginia Judicial Districts FY 2016

District 13, Richmond, had the highest number of total initial commitment hearings in 2016, with 2,444 hearings. Districts
10 and 12 appear to be missing because courts within these districts generally do not hold their own commitment

4Note that at the commencement of a commitment hearing, the special justice or judge notifies the individual that they may apply for voluntary
admission at that time in accordance with subsection B of § 37.2-814. If the individual chooses to consent and the judge or special justice finds the
individual to be willing and capable of seeking voluntary admission, then that individual will be hospitalized for a minimum of 72 hours. We denote
these commitment hearing results as “Voluntary” in the figures in this section.
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hearings-hearings are instead generally held at hospitals within neighboring districts. District 30 is missing from this figure
because no commitment hearings were held within this district in FY 2016.

Figure 16 is a longitudinal representation of initial commitment hearing outcomes across judicial districts from FY 2011
through 2016. Notably, despite fluctuations over time in number of initial commitment hearings, each district appears to
have its own fairly consistent patterns regarding proportions of hearing outcomes (i.e., districts with high proportions of
involuntary commitments appear to maintain high proportions of involuntary commitments across 2011-2016). Districts that
appear to be missing data do not hold commitment hearings within the district.
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Figure 16: Initial Commitment Hearing Outcomes Across Virginia Judicial Districts, FY 2011−2016
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Figure 17 shows the proportion of commitment hearings that resulted in involuntary commitment5 for different general district
courts from FY2011–2016. It is clear from this figure that many courts have relatively consistent proportions of involuntary
commitments over time. However, several general district courts are notable for their increase in involuntary commitment
proportions, such as Russell, with a particularly steep increase, and Norfolk, Petersburg, and Montgomery. Note that Figure
17 is restricted to only those general district courts that had at least 100 hearings in a given year.

5This includes both involuntary commitment orders and orders for mandatory outpatient treatment (MOT).
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Conclusion

This report demonstrates that there are regional variations in ECOs, TDOs, the disposition of commitment hearings,
commitment orders, and other actions related to civil commitment for FY 2016. Caution should be used in interpreting
results, particularly when comparing count data. Count data give a feeling for the volume of civil commitment proceedings in
a given area, but due to the variation in population sizes of localities, we should not expect that counts be similar across
these regions. As outlined in the introduction, differences in rates of civil commitment proceedings per 1,000 individuals with
SMI could be reflective of varying judicial, law enforcement, or CSB practices, as well as variations in where mental health
emergencies are typically handled within a community.
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Appendix A

Lists and Maps of Virginia Judicial Districts and DBHDS Regions

Judicial.District General.District.Courts DBHDS.Region CSB
1 Chesapeake 5 Chesapeake
2 Virginia Beach 5 Virginia Beach
2A Accomack 5 Eastern Shore
2A Northampton 5 Eastern Shore
3 Portsmouth 5 Portsmouth
4 Norfolk 5 Norfolk
5 Franklin City 5 Western Tidewater
5 Isle of Wight 5 Western Tidewater
5 Southampton 5 Western Tidewater
5 Suffolk 5 Western Tidewater
6 Brunswick 3 Southside
6 Emporia 4 District 19
6 Greensville 4 District 19
6 Hopewell 4 District 19
6 Prince George 4 District 19
6 Surry 4 District 19
6 Sussex 4 District 19
7 Newport News 5 Hampton-Newport News
8 Hampton 5 Hampton-Newport News
9 Charles City 4 Henrico
9 Gloucester 5 Middle Peninsula-Northern Neck
9 King William 5 Middle Peninsula-Northern Neck
9 King and Queen 5 Middle Peninsula-Northern Neck
9 Mathews 5 Middle Peninsula-Northern Neck
9 Middlesex 5 Middle Peninsula-Northern Neck
9 New Kent 4 Henrico
9 Williamsburg/James City County 5 Colonial
9 York 5 Colonial
10 Appomattox 1 Horizon
10 Buckingham 4 Crossroads
10 Charlotte 4 Crossroads
10 Cumberland 4 Crossroads
10 Halifax 3 Southside
10 Lunenburg 4 Crossroads
10 Mecklenburg 3 Southside
10 Prince Edward 4 Crossroads
11 Amelia 4 Crossroads
11 Dinwiddie 4 District 19
11 Nottoway 4 Crossroads
11 Petersburg 4 District 19
11 Powhatan 4 Goochland-Powhatan
12 Chesterfield 4 Chesterfield
12 Colonial Heights 4 District 19
13 Richmond 4 Richmond
14 Henrico 4 Henrico
15 Caroline 1 Rappahannock Area
15 Essex 5 Middle Peninsula-Northern Neck
15 Fredericksburg 1 Rappahannock Area
15 Hanover 4 Hanover
15 King George 1 Rappahannock Area
15 Lancaster 5 Middle Peninsula-Northern Neck
15 Northumberland 5 Middle Peninsula-Northern Neck
15 Richmond County 5 Middle Peninsula-Northern Neck
15 Spotsylvania 1 Rappahannock Area
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Judicial.District General.District.Courts DBHDS.Region CSB
15 Stafford 1 Rappahannock Area
15 Westmoreland 5 Middle Peninsula-Northern Neck
16 Albemarle 1 Region Ten
16 Charlottesville 1 Region Ten
16 Culpeper 1 Rappahannock-Rapidan
16 Fluvanna 1 Region Ten
16 Goochland 4 Goochland-Powhatan
16 Greene 1 Region Ten
16 Louisa 1 Region Ten
16 Madison 1 Rappahannock-Rapidan
16 Orange 1 Rappahannock-Rapidan
17 Arlington 2 Arlington
17 Falls Church 2 Fairfax-Falls Church
18 Alexandria 2 Alexandria
19 Fairfax City 2 Fairfax-Falls Church
19 Fairfax County 2 Fairfax-Falls Church
20 Fauquier 1 Rappahannock-Rapidan
20 Loudoun 2 Loudoun
20 Rappahannock 1 Rappahannock-Rapidan
21 Henry 3 Piedmont
21 Martinsville 3 Piedmont
21 Patrick 3 Piedmont
22 Danville 3 Danville-Pittsylvania
22 Franklin County 3 Piedmont
22 Pittsylvania 3 Danville-Pittsylvania
23 Roanoke City 3 Blue Ridge
23 Roanoke County 3 Blue Ridge
23 Salem 3 Blue Ridge
24 Amherst 1 Horizon
24 Bedford 1 Horizon
24 Campbell 1 Horizon
24 Lynchburg 1 Horizon
24 Nelson 1 Region Ten
25 Alleghany 1 Alleghany Highlands
25 Augusta 1 Valley
25 Bath 1 Rockbridge
25 Botetourt 3 Blue Ridge
25 Buena Vista 1 Rockbridge
25 Craig 3 Blue Ridge
25 Highland 1 Valley
25 Lexington/Rockbridge 1 Rockbridge
25 Staunton 1 Valley
25 Waynesboro 1 Valley
26 Clarke 1 Northwestern
26 Frederick/Winchester 1 Northwestern
26 Harrisonburg/Rockingham 1 Harrisonburg-Rockingham
26 Page 1 Northwestern
26 Shenandoah 1 Northwestern
26 Warren 1 Northwestern
26 Winchester/Frederick 1 Northwestern
27 Bland 3 Mount Rogers
27 Carroll 3 Mount Rogers
27 Floyd 3 New River Valley
27 Galax 3 Mount Rogers
27 Giles 3 New River Valley
27 Grayson 3 Mount Rogers
27 Montgomery 3 New River Valley
27 Pulaski 3 New River Valley
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Judicial.District General.District.Courts DBHDS.Region CSB
27 Radford 3 New River Valley
27 Wythe 3 Mount Rogers
28 Bristol 3 Highlands
28 Smyth 3 Mount Rogers
28 Washington 3 Highlands
29 Buchanan 3 Cumberland
29 Dickenson 3 Dickenson
29 Russell 3 Cumberland
29 Tazewell 3 Cumberland
30 Lee 3 Planning District One
30 Scott 3 Planning District One
30 Wise/Norton 3 Planning District One
31 Prince William 2 Prince William County
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Appendix B

This appendix presents additional figures regarding ECOs, TDOs, and the results of commitment hearings that may be of
interest to the reader. These figures include breakdowns of the magistrate-issued ECOs, TDOs, and commitment hearing
outcomes by Virginia general district court.

Additional ECO, TDO, and Commitment Hearing Figures

Table 2: FY 2016 Magistrate-issued ECO and TDO Counts Across
Virginia General District Courts

Court ECOs ECOs.per.1000 TDOs TDOs.per.1000
Accomack 20 11 28 15
Albemarle 83 12 111 17
Alexandria 115 15 394 52
Alleghany 68 57 77 65
Amelia 8 9 12 13
Amherst 36 15 16 7
Appomattox 25 21 2 2
Arlington 317 25 435 34
Augusta 152 28 209 39
Bath 5 15 18 54
Bedford 77 13 70 12
Bland 6 11 15 27
Botetourt 21 8 15 6
Bristol 19 14 36 26
Brunswick 6 8 56 46
Buchanan 21 11 41 22
Buckingham 13 10 38 30
Buena Vista 12 26 34 74
Campbell 45 11 17 4
Caroline 11 7 55 33
Carroll 43 18 136 56
Charles City 1 2 1 2
Charlotte 12 14 32 37
Charlottesville 136 44 364 119
Chesapeake 320 23 599 43
Chesterfield 93 5 386 22
Clarke 9 10 13 14
Colonial Heights 16 13 50 40
Craig 0 0 4 10
Culpeper 34 12 111 40
Cumberland 9 13 16 23
Danville 262 88 571 193
Dickenson 43 34 46 37
Dinwiddie 40 20 65 32
Emporia 14 38 55 150
Essex 20 31 32 50
Fairfax 150 3 1205 24
Fauquier 27 7 78 20
Floyd 18 14 45 36
Fluvanna 14 9 18 11
Franklin County 103 24 126 30
Frederick 59 11 126 24
Fredericksburg 222 136 189 116
Galax 33 62 180 339
Giles 21 16 72 54
Gloucester 16 8 86 40
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Court ECOs ECOs.per.1000 TDOs TDOs.per.1000
Goochland 9 7 24 17
Grayson 15 12 74 59
Greene 15 13 22 19
Greensville 11 12 40 45
Halifax 60 24 142 56
Hampton 100 12 734 85
Hanover 23 4 215 35
Harrisonburg/Rockingham 117 12 265 26
Henrico 17 1 691 37
Henry 144 37 196 51
Highland 0 0 1 6
Hopewell 50 33 163 106
Isle of Wight 27 13 41 20
King & Queen 6 14 7 17
King George 21 15 41 29
King William 5 6 10 11
Lancaster 26 39 42 63
Lee 30 15 65 32
Lexington/Rockbridge 47 21 93 42
Loudoun 159 10 438 28
Louisa 21 10 44 20
Lunenburg 9 10 20 22
Lynchburg 305 49 769 122
Madison 3 4 4 5
Martinsville 126 130 100 103
Mathews 3 6 15 28
Mecklenburg 30 13 51 22
Middlesex 10 15 17 26
Montgomery 143 17 467 57
Nelson 18 19 9 10
New Kent 7 6 9 7
Newport News 178 16 627 55
Norfolk 38 2 901 56
Northampton 14 20 46 66
Northumberland 5 7 15 20
Nottoway 19 17 60 53
Orange 21 10 63 31
Page 26 17 36 24
Patrick 22 16 50 36
Petersburg 115 51 420 185
Pittsylvania 97 21 245 54
Portsmouth 52 8 307 47
Powhatan 11 6 15 9
Prince Edward 73 41 59 33
Prince George 22 8 59 22
Prince William 282 14 930 46
Pulaski 68 25 239 86
Radford 9 6 82 54
Rappahannock 2 4 8 18
Richmond 281 17 1711 102
Richmond County 3 6 24 46
Roanoke City 315 43 959 132
Roanoke County 106 15 175 25
Russell 41 18 91 40
Salem 73 38 309 160
Scott 32 17 50 27
Shenandoah 29 11 75 28
Smyth 141 56 405 160
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Court ECOs ECOs.per.1000 TDOs TDOs.per.1000
Southampton 38 37 40 39
Spotsylvania 115 16 303 42
Stafford 90 12 277 36
Staunton 59 33 173 98
Suffolk 357 75 376 79
Surry 7 14 13 26
Sussex 10 11 16 18
Tazewell 45 13 88 25
Virginia Beach 313 13 1658 68
Warren 48 20 74 30
Washington 137 31 460 104
Waynesboro 31 21 102 68
Westmoreland 14 14 36 35
Williamsburg/James City Co. 42 7 321 57
Winchester 51 30 139 81
Wise 66 20 201 62
Wythe 92 39 267 114
York 24 6 127 32

ECOs6 per 1,000 adults with SMI vary greatly across Virginia general district courts (M=20.69, SD=20.89). Allegheny,
Roanoke City, Charlottesville, Petersburg, Lynchburg, Smyth, Galax, Suffolk, Danville, Martinsville and Fredericksburg all
lie one standard deviation above the mean, and all district courts below the mean were within one standard deviation from
the mean. The distribution of 2016 magistrate-issued ECO rates per 1,000 adults with SMI across general district courts is
right-skewed, ranging from ~1 to ~136 ECOs per 1,000 adults with SMI.

TDOs per 1,000 adults with SMI vary greatly across Virginia general district courts (M=48.98, SD=46.39). Hopewell,
Martinsville, Staunton, Richmond, Washington, Wythe, Charlottesville, Fredericksburg, Lynchburg, Emporia, Roanoke
City, Salem, Smyth, Petersburg, Danville and Galax all lie one standard deviation above the mean, and Charles City and
Appomattox were both below one standard deviation less than the mean. The distribution of 2016 TDO rates per 1,000 adults
with SMI across general district courts is right-skewed, ranging from ~2 to ~339 TDOs per 1,000 adults with SMI.

6Note that the eMagistrate system does not capture instances of officer-initiated ECOs (sometimes referred to as orderless custody or “paperless”
ECOs), and only depicts magistrate-issued ECOs.
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