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Summary: Virginia's Correctional Education

Programs

WHAT WE FOUND
Providing educational programs in a
correctional setting is challenging

The unique security demands and staffing challenges
of a correctional environment impact the delivery of
educational programming. Consistent programming
requires enough correctional officers (COs) to manage
inmate movement to and from classrooms, prevent the
unsafe use of or access to certain classroom equip-
ment, and de-escalate conflicts arising in classrooms.
However, the Virginia Department of Corrections
(DOC) faces a critical, longstanding CO shortage, with
1,534 vacancies as of July 2025, and some facilities hav-
ing CO vacancies of more than 30 percent. Insufficient
security personnel or security incidents—Iike the in-
mate attacks on several Wallens Ridge State Prison COs
in 2025—can lead to security lockdowns and, there-

WHY WE DID THIS STUDY

In 2024, the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commis-
sion directed staff to review Virginia's correctional edu-
cation and vocational training programs. Staff were also
directed to review the educational programs in Virginia's
jails and consider the feasibility and effectiveness of ex-
panding such programming.

ABOUT VIRGINIA’S CORRECTIONAL EDUCATION

State law requires the DOC director to establish educa-
tion programs for inmates, including a “functional liter-
acy program” for individuals testing below the 12th-
grade level. DOC is also required to provide elementary,
secondary, postsecondary, career and technical educa-
tion, adult education, and special education programs.
Educational programs at DOC facilities are primarily
funded by the state and constitute a relatively small pro-
portion (about 2 percent) of DOC's overall budget.

fore, class cancellations. Security requirements can also limit which classroom materials
and IT resources can be used for instruction.

Furthermore, inmates often have mental health or substance use disorders that man-
date treatment, which take precedence over classroom attendance and limit their ability
to participate in educational programming fully. DOC staff also must strategically se-
lect which inmates can be placed in a classroom together to prevent potentially dis-
ruptive conflicts.

Despite these challenges, correctional education programs appear to be effective at
improving post-release outcomes (e.g., higher employment and wages, lower recidi-
vism), based on national research and Virginia-specific analysis.

DOC assessments show that about 40 percent of inmates need
educational programming to reduce their likelihood of reoffending

DOC policy specifies that one of the purposes of its programming, including educa-
tional programming, is to reduce inmates’ recidivism risk, and national research indi-
cates an association between educational program participation and reduced recidi-
vism. DOC uses the Correctional Offender Management Profiling for Alternative
Sanctions (COMPAS) assessment to estimate each inmate’s recidivism risk level and
evaluate their educational or vocational programming needs. In February 2025, about
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Summary: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

9,200 (40 percent) of DOC’s roughly 22,700 state-responsible inmates had been de-
termined to have a “probable” or “highly probable” need for educational or vocational
programs to reduce their risk of reoffending.

Virginia inmates who participate in correctional education have
somewhat better employment and wage outcomes

JLARC staff’s analysis of employment and wage outcomes for correctional education
program participants found that inmates who participated in either adult basic educa-
tion (ABE), career and technical education (CTE), or postsecondary programming
were more likely to be employed for the first two quarters after their release from DOC
than other similarly motivated inmates (e.g., inmates on a program waitlist who never
enrolled). Inmates who participated in CTE or postsecondary programming also
earned higher wages than non-participants.

Post-release employment rates of correctional education program
participants vs. non-participants

Percentage of DOC inmates employed in second full quarter after release
(April 2022 to June 2024 Releases)

54%
a7% 49%
44%
37%
30%
ABE waitlist ~ ABE participants ABE participants CTE waitlist CTE program  Postsecondary
(Did not enroll) (No GED) (Earned GED) (Did not enroll) completers course
completers

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DOC employment outcomes data (April 2022 through June 2024 releases).

JLARC staff’s analysis also found that participants in ABE, CTE, and postsecondary
programming had lower rearrest rates within the first 12 months after their release.
Although the relationship between program participation and fewer rearrests was not
statistically significant, national research has shown that correctional education pro-
grams can reduce recidivism. For example, a RAND meta-analysis study of correc-
tional education outcomes in 2018 estimated that ABE programs can reduce the like-
lihood of recidivism by about 30 percent.
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Summary: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

Small proportion of DOC inmates participate in correctional
education, but eligibility and demand significantly exceed capacity

While a relatively small proportion of inmates participate in ABE or CTE programs,
there is significant unmet demand for these programs because of constraints like staff-
ing, space, and technology. Of inmates released in 2024, about 19 percent participated
in ABE, and 16 percent participated in CTE. Both programs have extensive waitlists,
and a large number were never enrolled before their release.

About a third of DOC inmates (7,539) lack a high school credential, and DOC policy
requires inmates without a high school credential to participate in ABE programming,
with some exceptions. Only about half of those inmates were enrolled in ABE pro-
gramming in February 2025, with roughly the same number on an ABE waitlist.

CTE and ABE programs have extensive waitlists

DOC inmates enrolled in or waitlisted for ABE and CTE programs

(February 2025)
3,252
2,642
2,419
1,509
Enrolled Waitlisted Enrolled Waitlisted
ABE CTE

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of data on the inmate population held in DOC facilities on February 28, 2025.
NOTE: See Chapters 2 and 3 of the full report for enrollments and waitlists by correctional facility.

Furthermore, in February 2025, over 3,000 inmates were on a CTE program waitlist—
more than double the number of inmates enrolled at the time. The largest waitlists
were for the Custodial Maintenance, Electrical, Heating, Ventilation, Air Conditioning
& Refrigeration, Welding, and Masonry programs. In 2024, 623 inmates released from
a DOC facility were on a CTE waitlist but were unable to participate in those programs
before release.

DOC does not consider recidivism risk in educational enroliment
decisions, even though reducing recidivism is a primary goal

DOC considers inmates’ recidivism risks and assesses programming needs in enroll-
ment decisions for some programs, but not for educational programming. In February
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Summary: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

2025, 1,432 inmates on the ABE program waitlist were assessed to have a “probable”
or “highly probable” need for educational or vocational programs to reduce their risk
of reoffending. At the same time, many of those who were enrolled were assessed as
“unlikely” to need educational programming to reduce their risk of reoffending (43
percent, or 1,134 inmates). During the same period, 1,046 inmates enrolled in a CTE
program (70 percent) had been assessed as having an “unlikely” need for education or
vocational training, while 1,308 inmates on CTE waitlists were identified as having a
“highly probable” or “probable” need for it. Forty-five percent of the 1,219 inmates
who were released in 2024 and who were on an ABE and/or CTE waitlist were deter-
mined by DOC’s assessments to need educational or vocational programming to re-
duce their risk of reoffending.

DOC's educational programming is hindered by staff vacancies,
inadequate IT, and use of funding for some non-educational needs

In addition to the correctional officer vacancies mentioned previously, vacancy rates
among DOC teachers are high. The vacancy rates among DOC teachers would have
placed DOC in the top 10 vacancy rates in the state among school divisions (2024—25
school year). DOC estimates that it would need an additional $4.3 million to fully fund
all 28 vacant instructional positions. JLARC staff estimated that filling these vacancies
would allow between 700 and 1,100 additional inmates to enroll in an educational pro-
gram.

DOC’s educational programs rely on functioning computers and networks for critical
tasks like student assessments and instruction. However, only 28 percent of surveyed
teachers and principals agreed that internet access at their facility was adequate to sup-
port instructional needs; less than half (42 percent) reported that “student-use” com-
puters functioned reliably most of the time; and only 38 percent agreed that I'T sup-
port and repairs were provided in a timely manner.

At least some of the roughly $37 million in funding appropriated for correctional ed-
ucation is being used by DOC for non-instructional purposes. According to DOC
central office staff, some teachers are being paid overtime to work certain security
posts outside of regular hours. This practice may be warranted at some facilities, es-
pecially when there are critical security staffing shortages, but educational program
funds should not be used to cover these overtime costs. JLARC staff estimate that as
much as $220,000 appropriated to DOC for educational purposes in FY25 was used
to pay staff overtime at DOC facilities, some of which may have been for security
purposes. While less than 1 percent of the program’s appropriations, this funding
could have instead been invested in low-cost program improvements, like professional
development, which many DOC teachers expressed a desire for.
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Summary: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

DOC should ensure that its ABE program appropriately balances GED
attainment and functional literacy

In recent years, DOC has placed a greater emphasis on GED attainment and revised
its testing eligibility policies and funding to support increased attainment. These efforts
contributed to a fourfold increase in the number of GEDs attained by DOC inmates
(from 117 in 2022 to 544 in 2024), and an even greater rise in the number of GED
subject tests administered, which peaked at nearly 4,300 in 2024.

Although GED attainment has increased, declining pass rates and concerns from
DOC central office staff, principals, and teachers indicate that a substantial proportion
of students are being tested before they are ready. Subject test pass rates fell from 87
percent in early 2022 to 52 percent in early 2025. Retakes have also grown, increasing
from less than 5 percent of tests administered in 2022 to more than a quarter of all
tests in 2024. A 50 percent pass rate suggests students are being tested prematurely,
representing an inefficient use of limited ABE program staff and space.

DOC's GED subject test pass rates are declining, indicating a greater proportion
of students may be taking tests before they are ready

Subject test

pass rate 1,269

Subject
87% tests
administered

52%

31

Q1 Q2 Qa3 Q4 a1 a2 a3 Q4 Q1 a2 Q3 Q4 a1
2022 2023 2024 2025

SOURCE: DOC data on GED tests taken at DOC facilities from January 2022-March 2025.
NOTE: A score of 145 or higher is needed to pass a subject test; four subject tests must be passed to attain a GED.

DOC facility and central office staff also raised concerns that the recent focus on
GED attainment has diverted attention away from students at lower academic levels,
who comprise most ABE-eligible inmates and who are statistically more likely to
reoffend. Available data indicates that academic progress in the ABE program has de-
clined by a small amount in recent years.

Most DOC CTE programs focus on in-demand jobs and skills, but only
half of CTE participants are employed two quarters after release

DOC’s CTE programs target occupations generally target high-demand occupations
or those with many job openings. However, while CTE completers had better out-
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Summary: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

comes than inmates who remained on waitlists, many did not find or maintain employ-
ment within the first year of release, a critical factor for successful reentry into the
community. Among inmates who recently completed DOC CTE programs:

e 49 percent were not emploved in the first quarter after release, and

e (7 percent did not maintain employment for all four quarters after release.

DOCs re-entry division provides some employment assistance and has staff at some
facilities to help with job skills like interviewing. However, this support is not available
at all facilities or to all inmates who will soon be released. In addition, the support is
not targeted to specific CTE programs or industries.

In addition, about half of inmates who begin a CTE program do not complete it before
they are released. Most inmates who were in a CTE program when they were trans-
ferred did not re-enroll in any CTE programs. Education and facility staff can request
“transfer holds” when aware of upcoming transfers for program participants, but re-
quests and approvals are inconsistent across facilities.

To expand postsecondary programming, DOC’s central office would
need to be more involved in program oversight and development

As of September 2025, 17 of DOC’s 37 major facilities provided postsecondary edu-
cation through partnerships with higher education institutions (eight community col-
leges and one four-year university), a recent expansion prompted by the 2020 restora-
tion of Pell Grant eligibility. In February 2025, 2 percent of DOC’ inmates were
enrolled in a postsecondary course.

Because of the small amount of programming currently available at correctional facil-
ities, DOC has provided minimal oversight to postsecondary programming at DOC
facilities. However, the 2025 General Assembly passed legislation (that was vetoed by
the governor in anticipation of this study), which would have significantly expanded
postsecondary programming in state prisons. If the General Assembly still wishes to
expand postsecondary programming, a more robust central office role is needed.

Most commonly offered associate degree program is likely not most
useful for most inmates

The most common DOC postsecondary program offered (as of September 2025)—
the Associate in General Studies—does not align with market needs and is likely not
the most useful credential for most inmates. This program is designed to provide cred-
its that can be applied toward a bachelor’s degree, including courses such as College
Success Skills and Religions of the World.

National experts and correctional staff from other states recommend that postsec-
ondary correctional education programs prioritize teaching skills that enhance an in-
mate’s employability. While the Associate in General Studies program may be useful
to traditional college students, most inmates cannot pursue a bachelor’s degree while
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Summary: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

incarcerated. Other credentials that could be offered by higher education institutions
may better align with the post-release realities for most inmates. Some states, like Ohio,
North Carolina, and Washington, have already adopted this workforce-focused ap-
proach.

Most jails reported meeting demand for adult education programs,
but not CTE; shorter incarcerations make program expansion difficult

While state law permits but does not require educational and vocational programming
in local and regional jails, most jails in Virginia report offering some form of adult
education (e.g., education, GED testing and preparation, special education). Some jails
offer this programming through self-guided adult education courses on tablets or com-
puters.

Fewer jails offer CTE or postsecondary courses. Twenty-eight of the 51 jails respond-
ing to JLARC requests reported offering CTE programs, mostly short courses that
teach specific credentials or stackable skills. Eleven facilities offer postsecondary,
credit-bearing courses for inmates through partnerships with community colleges.

Most jails reported being able to meet demand for adult education programs, but not
for CTE and postsecondary education programs. The most common reasons given
were constraints on funding, instructional staff, and physical space. Even if the state
allocated more resources, providing comprehensive educational programming in jails
is difficult because of inmates’ relatively short stays. Pre-trial inmates have frequent
court proceedings, and post-trial inmates stay in jail only an average of two months.

Additionally, jail superintendents and sheriffs reported that many inmates have urgent
mental health needs that must be addressed before inmates can actively participate in
education or other types of jail programming, In 2024, 37 percent of jail inmates were
assessed to have a mental illness, a proportion that has been growing in recent years.

If additional educational opportunities in jails are expanded, they should include self-
guided pacing courses through tablets, short-term CTE programs, and adult basic ed-
ucation and CTE programs instead of postsecondary courses.

WHAT WE RECOMMEND

The following recommendations include only those highlighted for the report sum-
mary. The complete list of recommendations is available on page ix.
Legislative action

e Appropriate funding for additional positions to prepare CTE program par-
ticipants to find employment once released from DOC custody.
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Summary: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

Executive action

DOC should require that principals consider inmates’ assessed need for
educational and vocational programming to reduce their risk of recidivism
when making program enrollment decisions.

DOC should take steps to ensure that all funds appropriated for educa-
tional programming are used only to support such programs.

DOC should better assess student readiness to take the GED test, monitor
GED score reports to identify skill gaps, and modify programming to ad-
dress these gaps.

DOC should focus more on improving lower-functioning inmates’ founda-
tional literacy skills and grade progression and less on the frequent admin-
istration of GED tests in its adult education program.

DOC should require that correctional facilities regularly report to the
DOC director on all inmates’ education gains, not just GED attainments.

DOC should develop clear criteria for using temporary transfer holds for
inmates who are in CTE programs and require staff to use these criteria to
guide their CTE participant transfer decisions.

DOC should elevate the position of the college coordinator at its central
office to report directly to DOC’s superintendent of education.

DOC should evaluate whether a different postsecondary program than the
Associate in General Studies degree would be more useful to inmates after
release and, if so, take steps to offer it in its place.

Commission draft
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Recommendations: Virginia’s Correctional Education
Programs

RECOMMENDATION 1

The Virginia Department of Corrections should conduct a one-time targeted review
of inmate records to (i) identify all inmates who have not been properly screened for
their eligibility for adult basic education (ABE) and (if) either enroll all non-exempt,
ABE-eligible inmates who are identified in the ABE program or place them on the
program’s waitlist. (Chapter 2)

RECOMMENDATION 2

The Virginia Department of Corrections should take appropriate steps to ensure that,
when circumstances prevent proper screening for adult basic education (ABE) eligi-
bility upon initial intake, inmates are assessed for ABE eligibility as soon as practicable
after intake and, if they are found eligible, enrolled in or placed on a waitlist for ABE.
(Chapter 2)

RECOMMENDATION 3

The Virginia Department of Corrections should annually utilize a portion of its edu-
cational programming budget to provide professional development to its adult basic
education teachers. (Chapter 2)

RECOMMENDATION 4

The Virginia Department of Corrections should (i) develop and implement an im-
proved approach for assessing student readiness to take the GED test that reliably
predicts students’ likelihood of passing the GED and ensures consistency across fa-
cilities, and (ii) review and revise its approach for assessing student readiness on an
ongoing basis as needed. (Chapter 2)

RECOMMENDATION 5

The Virginia Department of Corrections should (i) monitor GED score reports to
identify any skills that are not being consistently acquired by test takers, (i) use this
information to inform program curriculum, learning material, and teacher training de-
cisions if skill gaps are identified, and (iii) share these reports with principals and teach-
ers to inform programming at their facilities. (Chapter 2)

RECOMMENDATION 6

The Virginia Department of Corrections should take steps within its adult basic edu-
cation program to place a greater emphasis on (i) improving lower-functioning in-
mates’ foundational literacy skills and progression from one academic grade level to
the next and (ii) teaching students the skills and material necessary to earn their GED,
and place less of an emphasis on frequently administering GED tests. (Chapter 2)
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Recommendations: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

RECOMMENDATION 7

The Virginia Department of Corrections should (i) regularly assess adult basic educa-
tion program participants using the Test of Adult Basic Education, or a comparable
assessment, (i) use test score data to measure program performance and identify
needed program improvements, and (iii) as with GED reports, require regular reports
to DOC leadership on trends in inmates’ education gains, by facility, and by grade level.
(Chapter 2)

RECOMMENDATION 8

The Virginia Department of Corrections should evaluate its Electrical program and
develop a plan to either (i) improve the existing program’s curriculum and re-entry
support or (ii) replace it with one or more career and technical education programs
that would more effectively prepare inmates for high-demand employment opportu-
nities upon release. (Chapter 3)

RECOMMENDATION 9

The Virginia Department of Corrections should incorporate an analysis of relevant
labor market data maintained by the Virginia Office of Education Economics into its
triennial reviews of career and technical education programs to (i) ensure the occupa-
tions and credentials targeted by each program are in high demand, (ii) identify new
programming that would align with newly identified high-demand occupations, and
(iii) take steps to modify its programming as necessary and feasible. (Chapter 3)

RECOMMENDATION 10

The General Assembly may wish to consider including in the Appropriation Act (i)
funding for three business developer positions to help inmates who participate in the
Virginia Department of Corrections (DOC) career and technical education (CTE)
programs prepare to obtain employment after release, and (ii) language directing DOC
to report on the post-release employment outcomes of CTE students and the extent
to which additional business developer positions are needed, if any. (Chapter 3)

RECOMMENDATION 11

The Virginia Department of Corrections should (i) develop clear criteria for using
temporary transfer holds for inmates in Career and Technical Education (CTE) pro-
grams and (if) require designated staff to use these criteria to guide their transfer deci-
sions for CTE participants. (Chapter 3)

RECOMMENDATION 12

The Virginia Department of Corrections should elevate the position of the college
coordinator to report directly to the department’s superintendent of education. (Chap-
ter 4)
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RECOMMENDATION 13

The Virginia Department of Corrections should develop and maintain operating pro-
cedures for the administration of its postsecondary education programs that, at a min-
imum, address the use of educational materials, waitlist management, and program

eligibility. (Chapter 4)

RECOMMENDATION 14

The Virginia Department of Corrections (DOC), in collaboration with the Virginia
Community College System and other participating higher education institutions,
should develop a process for (1) documenting the administrative and security costs to
DOC of providing each existing and proposed postsecondary program, (ii) document-
ing higher education institutions’ costs and revenues for each program; and (iif) nego-
tiating a cost-sharing arrangement to offset DOC costs with net revenues, if any,
earned by the higher education institutions when feasible. (Chapter 4)

RECOMMENDATION 15

The Virginia Department of Corrections (DOC), with the assistance of the Virginia
Community College System, should (i) evaluate whether a program other than the As-
sociate in General Studies would provide a postsecondary credential that is more useful
to inmates after release from DOC custody and, (ii) if a more useful credential is iden-
tified, replace the Associate in General Studies program with it. (Chapter 4)

RECOMMENDATION 16

The Virginia Department of Corrections should require that any memorandum of
understanding with a higher education institution to provide the Associate in Gen-
eral Studies degree program at a correctional facility include assurances that the
higher education institution will assist inmates as needed with transferring their
course credits and credentials to a bachelor’s degree program. (Chapter 4)

RECOMMENDATION 17

The Virginia Department of Corrections should (i) specity in its operating procedures
that principals, when making educational program enrollment decisions, should give
consideration to enrolling inmates who have been identified through the Correctional
Offender Management Profiling for Alternative Services (COMPAS) assessment as
needing educational or vocational programming to reduce their risk of re-offending
after release, and (ii) ensure principals have ready access to inmates’ COMPAS assess-
ment results. (Chapter 5)
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RECOMMENDATION 18

The Virginia Department of Corrections should (i) review the information collected
from correctional facilities on class cancellations and student absences to determine
whether additional or different information is needed to effectively track the frequency
of and reasons for them; (ii) take steps to ensure that the information is collected and
reported to the central office consistently across correctional facilities; and (iii) provide
this information to wardens regularly to help them minimize disruptions to educa-
tional programs. (Chapter 5)

RECOMMENDATION 19

The Virginia Department of Corrections should amend its policies to clarify that war-
dens are expected to minimize inmates’ late arrival to class to the extent safe and prac-
ticable. (Chapter 5)

RECOMMENDATION 20

The Virginia Department of Corrections should (i) identify the primary causes of de-
lays in filling vacant instructor positions for educational programs, and (ii) take appro-
priate steps to improve the timeliness in filling these positions. (Chapter 5)

RECOMMENDATION 21

The Virginia Department of Corrections (DOC) should take steps to ensure that its
unit heads, including the DOC superintendent, have sufficient, accurate, and timely
information to regularly monitor spending and unspent balances within their respec-
tive programs. (Chapter 5)

RECOMMENDATION 22

The Virginia Department of Corrections (DOC) should establish specific financial
controls to ensure that all funds appropriated to DOC for education are used exclu-
sively to support educational programs. (Chapter 5)

RECOMMENDATION 23

The Virginia Department of Corrections (IDOC) should (i) identify the causes of the
lack of timely and effective support for educational technologies at DOC facilities; (ii)
take appropriate steps to address the causes; and (iii) request additional funding for
personnel if an insufficient number of IT support staff is a primary cause. (Chapter

5)
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1 Virginia’s Correctional Education Programs

In November 2024, the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission (JLARC) di-
rected its staff to review Virginia’s correctional education and vocational training pro-
grams (“correctional education programs”). JLARC staff were directed to identify the
programs at each Virginia Department of Corrections (DOC) facility, review their
availability and design, and assess the outcomes of program participants. Staff were
also directed to evaluate the educational programs in local and regional jails and con-
sider the feasibility and effectiveness of expanding educational programs for jail in-
mates. (See Appendix A for the study resolution and Appendix D for the discussion
of educational programs in jails.)

JLARC staff used various methods to address the study mandate, including site visits
to six DOC facilities, surveys, and reviews of other states’ approaches. Staff analyzed
data on DOC inmate characteristics, along with information on education program
participation, completion, and waitlists. Additionally, staff examined employment and
re-arrest outcomes for inmates released from DOC facilities since April 2022. JLARC
staff also interviewed leaders and staff at DOC, the Virginia Department of Educa-
tion (VDOE), Virginia community colleges, and other relevant state agencies; facility
wardens, principals, and program instructors; national experts; representatives from
other states’ correctional systems; individuals recently released from DOC facilities;
and other stakeholders. Staff conducted three statewide surveys and reviewed relevant
documentation, including DOC operating procedures, statewide guidance from
VDOE, national research on the effectiveness of correctional educational programs,
and publications on other states’ correctional education programs. (See Appendix B
for a detailed description of research methods.)

Inmates participate in educational programs to
improve employability & reintegration into society

The Code of Virginia specifies that a core purpose of state correctional facilities is to
provide training and education to inmates. As with other types of rehabilitative pro-
grams, these educational programs are intended to “assist prisoners in the successful
transition to free society and gainful employment.”

State law requires the DOC director to establish education programs for inmates, in-
cluding a “functional literacy program” for individuals testing below the 12th-grade
level. In addition, DOC is required to include elementary, secondary, postsecondary,
career and technical education, adult education, and special education programs (side-
bar).
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Definitions of “recidi-
vism” vary across stud-
ies. The most commonly
available measure of re-
cidivism is reincarceration
rates. Other measures in-
clude rearrest rates and
reconviction rates. Rear-
rest rates were used for
JLARC's analysis because
reincarceration data was
not available for enough
recent DOC releases to
reflect current DOC edu-
cation programming.

State law defines a
“state-responsible in-
mate” as any person
with (1) a felony convic-
tion and (2) a total sen-
tence of a year or more.

FIGURE 1-1

Chapter 1: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

DOC specifies through policy that one of the purposes of its programming, including
educational programming, is to reduce inmates’ recidivism risk, and national research
indicates an association between educational program participation and reduced recid-
ivism (sidebar). In its 2018 meta-analysis of 37 years of research on correctional edu-
cation programs, the RAND Corporation concluded,

Inmates participating in correctional education programs are 28 percent less
likely to recidivate when compared with inmates who did not participate in cor-
rectional education programs...[and] this finding holds for all forms of educa-
tion—including Adult Basic Education courses, GED/high school courses, vo-
cational college courses, and college courses.

More recently, a 2024 meta-analysis by the nonpartisan Washington State Institute for
Public Policy found a 15 percent reduction in future criminal justice system involve-
ment (e.g., arrests, convictions, incarceration) among correctional education partici-
pants.

DOC found 40 percent of its inmates need
educational programs to reduce risk of reoffending

In February 2025, Virginia had about 25,000 state-responsible inmates, about 22,700
of whom (91 percent) were in one of DOC’ 37 major correctional facilities (including
correctional centers, work centers, and correctional units) (sidebar) (Figure 1-1). The
remaining 2,300 (9 percent) were held in one of 63 local or regional jails.

DOC'’s major correctional facilities vary widely in size

Inmate Population at DOC Prison Facilities
(February 2025)

SOURCE: JLARC staff analysis of DOC-provided data on the inmate population held in DOC facilities on February 28, 2025.
NOTE: “CC" = correctional center. “CU" = correctional unit. “WC" = work center, “CTC" = correctional treatment center, EU = “enterprise unit,” and “SP" = state
prison. DOC also housed 15 inmates in two secure medical facilities, which are not shown.
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Chapter 1: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

About 9,200 inmates (40 percent) held in a DOC facility in February 2025 had been
assessed by DOC to have a “probable” or “highly probable” need for educational or
vocational programs to reduce their risk of reoffending (sidebar) (Figure 1-2). The
proportion of inmates with an assessed need for education (probable or highly prob-
able) varied significantly across facilities and was typically higher in higher-security fa-
cilities.

FIGURE 1-2
About 40 percent of DOC inmates have an assessed need for educational or
vocational programming to reduce their risk of reoffending

DOC-ASSESSED NEED FOR EDUCATIONAL OR VOCATIONAL
PROGRAMMING TO REDUCE THE RISK OF RE-OFFENDING
(February 2025)

Highly probable
need for educational/
vocational programming

22,742

inmates in

Unlikely need for DOC facilities
educational/vocational

programming Probable need for

educational/vocational
programming

SOURCE: JLARC staff analysis of DOC data on the characteristics of the population held in DOC facilities on Febru-
ary 28, 2025.

NOTE: Educational or vocational need is indicated by the inmate’s most recent COMPAS assessment. A “probable”
or "highly probable” need for educational or vocational programming indicates that participation in those pro-
grams would likely reduce their risk of recidivating to some extent. Information was not available for about 150 in-
mates. Excludes 15 inmates in either of DOC's two secure medical facilities and state-responsible inmates in local or
regional jails.

As expected, inmates who lack a verified high school diploma (or equivalent credential)
are more likely to be assessed by DOC as having an educational or vocational need
than those who have attained one. Available data indicates that approximately one in
three (7,539) inmates in DOC facilities lacked a verified high school credential as of
February 2025 (Figure 1-3).
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DOC uses the “Correc-
tional Offender Man-
agement Profiling for
Alternative Sanctions”
(COMPAS) assessment
to evaluate inmates’ over-
all likelihood of reoffend-
ing as well as their need
for certain types of pro-
gramming to reduce their
likelihood of reoffending.
Inmates’ need for each
type of programming is
scored as "unlikely,”
“probable,” or "highly
probable.”

The vocational/educa-
tion section of the
COMPAS assessment
used by DOC includes 12
questions that cover an
inmate’s education and
work history as well as
their perceived need for
additional educational
and vocational training. It
indicates whether an indi-
vidual needs educational
programming but does
not specify the type of
programming needed,
such as a career and
technical education or a
postsecondary program.




As of February 2025,
ABE was not available at
Beaumont Correctional
Center, which is intended
to house inmates with a
verified high school di-
ploma, and two
work-focused facilities
(Deerfield Work Center
and State Farm Enterprise
Unit).

Refusal to participate in
the ABE program can re-
sult in limits to inmates’
facility employment
choices, pay rate, and
“good time" earning rate,
according to DOC policy.

Chapter 1: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

FIGURE 1-3
Available data indicates that about one-third of DOC inmates lack a verified
high school credential (February 2025)

No verified

high school

diploma or

equivalent

22,742
inmates in
DOC facilities

Verified
high school
diploma or
equivalent

SOURCE: JLARC staff analysis of DOC data on the characteristics of the population held in DOC facilities on Febru-
ary 28, 2025.

NOTE: JLARC staff analyses determined some inmates may be indicated as lacking a verified high school diploma
but only because the verification process had not yet been completed. (See Chapter 2 for more discussion on
DOC's verification process.) Figure excludes inmates in local or regional jails. (See Appendix D for more information
about this population.)

Most DOC facilities offer adult education and CTE
programs, and some offer postsecondary programs

DOC provides three primary types of educational programs in Virginia correctional
facilities (Table 1-1). DOC’s largest education program, Adult Basic Education (ABE),
focuses on developing inmates’ academic skills up through attainment of the GED.
Available at almost all of DOC’s major correctional facilities (34 of 37), the program
is offered to inmates who do not have a verified high school credential and includes
special education programming for any qualifying inmates (sidebar). According to
DOC policy, the purpose of its ABE program is to “return to society individuals with
increased life skills who are more likely to make a successful adjustment and less likely
to recidivate.” Inmates are generally required by DOC policy to participate in the ABE
program if they do not have a verified high school credential, although some excep-
tions may be granted (sidebar).

DOC’s Career and Technical Education (CTE) programs are intended to prepare par-
ticipants for specific occupations by providing them with the academic knowledge,
technical skills, and hands-on training needed to pursue these occupations. Most DOC
facilities offer at least one CTE program, although the types of programs offered vary
across facilities. Participation in CTE programs is voluntary, and each program has
minimum requirements to participate (e.g, a verified high school diploma or demon-
strated proficiency in math or reading skills).
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Chapter 1: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

TABLE 1-1
DOC offers three primary educational programs at its facilities, and a relatively
small proportion of inmates were enrolled in February 2025

# of DOC facil-  Total enrollment
ities provided (as of Feb. 2025)
Participation Required (as of Feb. (% of total population
Type of Educational Program or Voluntary? Program taught by 2025) in DOC facilities)
Adult basic education (elementary, Required if inmate does not
secondary, and special education) have a verified high school
diploma or equivalent* DOC teachers 34 of 37 2,642 (12%)
Career and technical education Voluntary DOC teachers 29 of 37 1,509 (7%)
Postsecondary (academic and ca- Voluntary Instructors hired by partici-
reer and technical education) pating community colleges,
colleges, and universities 14 of 37 446 (2%)

SOURCE: JLARC staff analyses of DOC policies and procedures, program documentation, and DOC inmate population snapshot data.
NOTE: DOC also housed a small number of inmates (15) in two secure medical facilities, which are not shown. *DOC exempts some inmates
from adult basic education based on their age, medical needs, or inability to progress further in the class. The number of DOC facilities
reflects the number of facilities where there was at least one inmate enrolled in the program as of February 2025. CTE enrollment includes
inmates enrolled in a vocational training program. It does not include a small number of inmates (~215) who were enrolled in other types
of DOC CTE programs, such as apprenticeships and DOC “refresher” courses, which include courses on personal finance and computer
literacy. Enrollment figures are not unduplicated and include about 135 inmates who were enrolled in multiple types of educational pro-
grams in February 2025.

At some facilities, inmates can also participate in an in-person postsecondary program.
These programs are provided through an agreement between a higher education insti-
tution—most often one of Virginia’s community colleges—and DOC facilities. The
most common academic credential offered through these programs is the associate’s
degree in general studies, a credential designed to help inmates complete specific
courses needed for a bachelor’s degree. Some participating higher education institu-
tions also offer career and technical education programs that are intended to be similar
to those available on campus. (See Appendix E for more information on education
program offerings by facility.)

About one in five inmates is enrolled in education programs at any given time, alt-
hough the enrollment percentage varies by facility. In February 2025, 4,585 inmates
(19 percent) were participating in an educational program at DOC facilities. Among
facilities with at least 100 inmates, the percentage of inmates enrolled in at least one
educational program varied from 6 percent at Beaumont Correctional Center to 33
percent at the Virginia Correctional Center for Women (Figure 1-4).

The demand for educational programs at DOC facilities exceeds current capacity. In
February 2025, about 2,400 inmates statewide were on a waitlist for the ABE program,
and 3,252 inmates were on a CTE waitlist. The waitlist data likely understates the actual
demand for programs for several reasons, including DOC policies that allow inmates
to be on only one CTE waitlist at a time.
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FIGURE 1-4

Percentage of DOC inmates enrolled in at least one educational program varies across facilities

Percentage of inmates enrolled in at least one educational program

Virginia CC For Wamen
Green Rock CC
Fluvanna CC

River North CC

St. Brides CC
Nottoway WC
Bland CC
Lawrenceville CC
Baskerville CC
Pocahontas State CC
Haynesville CC

Red Onion SP
Sussex | SP

Indian Creek CC
Keen Mountain CC
Dillwyn CC
Buckingham CC
Deerfield CC
Coffeewood CC
State Farm WC
State Farm CC
Greensville CC
Central Virginia CU
Wallens Ridge SP
Nottoway CC
Lunenburg CC
Marion CTC
Deerfield WC 2
Beaumont CC

(February 2025) ‘
|
|
|
|
22%
22%
21%
20%
20%
19%
18%
16% |
15%
14% :
14% ;
13% ;
12% ;
12% }
11% 1 DOC statewide
11% }
11% !
10% !
1
|

enrollment: 19%

33%

SOURCE: JLARC staff analysis of DOC-provided data on the inmate population held in DOC facilities on February 28, 2025.

NOTE: “"CC" = correctional center. “CU" = correctional unit. “WC" = work center, “CTC" = correctional treatment center, "EU" = enterprise unit, and "SP" = state
prison. Excludes nine facilities with fewer than 100 inmates. These nine facilities include several work centers and correctional units, as well as two secure medical
facilities. “Educational program” includes ABE, CTE, and postsecondary programs.

DOC employs about 300 staff to provide and
support educational programs in its facilities

State law requires the DOC director to hire a superintendent to oversee the operations
of educational and vocational programs in DOC facilities. Otherwise, DOC has broad
latitude to staff its educational programs as it deems appropriate within available re-

sources.

In May 2025, DOC employed 308 education staff, with approximately 90 percent in
field roles, including principals, testing staff, adult education teachers, and CTE in-

structors, who worked at one or more facilities. The remaining 10 percent consists of

DOC central office staff, including the superintendent of education, three assistant

superintendents, and coordinators for curriculum, library, and assessment.

As of October 2025, DOC’s central office education division consisted of three sec-
tions: Academic Programs, CTE Programs, and Education Operations (Figure 1-5).
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Chapter 1: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

The Academic Programs and CTE Programs sections create standards, curric-
ula, and programs in DOC facilities; conduct periodic reviews of facility edu-
cation programs; and offer various other support for staff in facilities. Each
of these divisions is overseen by its own assistant superintendent. Both the
ABE program and postsecondary programs are overseen by the assistant su-
perintendent of academic programs.

The Education Operations section oversees the day-to-day operations of ed-
ucational programs within DOC facilities. Facility-level staff, including teach-
ers and librarians, report to principals. Facility principals are supervised by one
of three regional education administrators, who are responsible for the admin-
istration and oversight of educational services in their assigned regions, includ-
ing ensuring educational policies are followed and approving certain types of
funding requests. These three regional positions are supervised by the assistant
superintendent of education operations.

FIGURE 1-5

DOC's education division includes three sections and reports to the DOC

deputy director of programs, education, and re-entry

DOC Director

Deputy Director
of Programs,
Education, and
Re-entry

Superintendent
of Education

VADOC central
office and regional
staff for education

Assistant PetEr Assistant
Superintendent S e a"d Superintendent
of Academic typermten ENN of Education
Programs of CTE Programs Operations
S — [

} [ [ |
Support Staff Regional Regional Regional
for VADOC PCoIIege fsuﬂ';gégtg& Education Education Education

Academic e roil_'ams °'P Administrator Administrator Administrator

Programs ety LOBKGINS (Central) (Eastern) (Western)

I I I

I T T

I | |
Principals Principals Principals
{Central) (Eastern) (Western)

VADOC facility-level \ I [

staff for education Teachers and Teachers and Teachers and
other facility other facility other facility
education staff education staff education staff

(Central) (Eastern) (Western)

SOURCE: JLARC review of DOC staffing data and operating procedures.
NOTE: Figure simplified for clarity. “Other facility education staff” vary somewhat across facilities and include posi-

tions such as assistant principals, librarians, and program support technicians.
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The General Assembly
appropriates education
funds to DOC through a
specific budget item. For
FY25, the appropriation
specified the funds be
used for (1) education
programming ($14.4 mil-
lion), (2) CTE program-
ming, ($15.3 million), and
(3) central office support
for education and CTE
programming ($7.1 mil-
lion).

Chapter 1: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

All DOC education staff ultimately report to DOC’s superintendent of education,
who reports to the deputy director of programs, education, and re-entry. However, all
educational staff are also responsible to the facility unit head (most commonly a war-
den) for certain non-educational matters, including facility safety and security.

Educational programs are mostly state-funded and
account for a small proportion of DOC’s budget

Educational programs at DOC facilities are primarily funded by the state and comprise
a relatively small proportion of DOC’s overall budget. In FY25, appropriations for
education totaled approximately $36.8 million, and nearly all of this funding (99 per-
cent) was state general funds. In that fiscal year, education funding accounted for only
about 2 percent of DOC’s $1.58 billion budget. These funds are specifically earmarked
for DOC education expenditures and are not to be used for other DOC operations
without approval by the Department of Planning and Budget (sidebar).

On a per-inmate and inflation-adjusted basis, educational funding increased 22 percent
between FY19 and FY25, largely because of the decline in the DOC inmate popula-
tion (Figure 1-6). Adjusting for inflation, total DOC education appropriations declined
from $37.6 million in FY19 to $32.8 million in FY24, before increasing to $36.8 million
in FY25. However, during the same period, the average daily population in DOC fa-
cilities decreased 19.5 percent (from 28,382 inmates in FY19 to 22,851 inmates in
FY25).

FIGURE 1-6
On a per-DOC-inmate, inflation-adjusted basis, funding for educational
programs has increased since 2019

Total DOC education appropriation per inmate
(inflation adjusted)

$1,800 $1,610

$1,600 =

$1,200
$1,000
$800
$600
$400
$200
S0

FY19 FY20 Fy21 FY22 FY23 Fy24 EY25

SOURCE: JLARC staff analysis of Appropriation Act data and DOC population summary reports.
NOTE: The inmate population was calculated using the year-to-date average daily population in DOC-operated fa-
cilities, as reported by DOC as of June of each fiscal year. Inflation-adjusted to 2025 dollars using CPI-U.
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Chapter 1: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

DOC is responsible for deciding how to allocate its education approptriations across
facilities and central office education operations. DOC’s finance division distributes
tunds for personnel costs directly to each facility and the central office education division
based on the number of filled education positions. The agency’s central office aca-
demic and CTE divisions manage the funds for non-personnel costs (e.g., textbooks, equip-
ment, and other learning materials), allocating the majority of these funds across facil-
ities at the beginning of each fiscal year and maintaining a small portion centrally to
reimburse facilities for additional unexpected costs.

Providing educational programs in a correctional
setting is challenging

An evaluation of the availability and effectiveness of correctional education program-
ming must consider several unique challenges involved in providing these programs in
a correctional environment. Factors outside the control of educational programs, such
as facility security staff shortages and challenging inmate behaviors, can significantly
impact the delivery of education.

Recently, DOC has faced significant staffing shortages at some of its facilities, which
makes the implementation and expansion of correctional educational programs diffi-
cult without compromising security or safety. As of July 2025, DOC had 1,534 cor-
rectional officer vacancies, and 16 facilities had vacancy rates exceeding 20 percent.
High vacancy rates among security officers can make it difficult to perform critical
safety and security tasks related to the delivery of education programming, such as
escorting inmates to and from classes, preventing the unsafe use of equipment and
tools, and de-escalating potential conflicts.

Similarly, facilities may need to implement temporary or extended lockdowns to pro-
tect the safety of inmates and staff, which can affect the provision of educational
programming, During lockdowns, inmates typically are required to remain in their cells,
and normal inmate activities and programs are stopped or otherwise limited. For ex-
ample, Wallens Ridge State Prison had a lockdown from May 2025 to September 2025
after several correctional officers were stabbed by inmates.

A significant portion of DOC inmates have needs or behavioral challenges that also
make the effective and consistent delivery of educational programs more difficult than
in a community setting. Inmates with mental health or substance use disorder diagno-
ses ot histories are likely to have programming/treatment needs that take precedence
over education. They are also more likely to be unable to participate fully in educational
activities, especially if these other treatment/programming needs ate not met first.
According to DOC data, among inmates released from a DOC facility between 2023
and 2025:

e about 40 percent had a mental health impairment, and

e about half (48 percent) had a known history of opioid and/or cocaine use.
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Chapter 1: Virginia's Correctional Education Programs

Inmates must also be able to engage productively with teachers and other inmates
while in class, which can be particularly challenging for inmates with a history of fre-
quent behavior issues while in DOC custody. Additionally, DOC staff must be strate-
gic about placing inmates in a classroom together because conflicts among inmates are
common. Behavioral problems, which risk the safety of teachers and other inmates,
can be especially common at higher-security facilities.

Chapter 5 includes additional discussion on the various challenges that DOC wardens
and principals face in implementing or expanding educational programs.
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2 DOC's Adult Basic Education Program

State law requires the Virginia Department of Corrections (DOC) to provide a pro-
gram teaching the “skills necessary to function independently in society, including, but
not limited to, reading, writing, comprehension, and arithmetic computation” for in-
mates testing below the 12th-grade level. DOC’s largest education program, adult basic
education (ABE), focuses on academic skills up through GED attainment. Available
at 34 of DOC’s 37 major facilities, the program is offered to inmates who do not have
a verified high school credential and includes special education programming for any
qualifying inmates (sidebar). Similar academic programs are offered in most federal
and state adult correctional facilities nationwide, according to the U.S. Bureau of Jus-
tice Statistics.

Many inmates at DOC facilities who do not have a high school credential have ele-
mentary-level reading, math, or language arts skills. Based on available DOC assess-
ment data, most inmates enrolled in or on the waitlist for ABE have elementary-level
reading (73 percent), language arts (82 percent), and math (90 percent) skills (Figure
2-1). However, data constraints prevent conclusions about the skill levels of all DOC
inmates who do not have a high school credential (sidebar).

FIGURE 2-1
Many ABE-eligible inmates have elementary-level academic skills (February
2025)

SKILL LEVELS OF ABE-ELIGIBLE INMATES, FEBRUARY 2025

64%

13% 13%
6%

0-2

3-5 6-8
Grade level equivalency

9-12

. Reading . Math

SOURCE: JLARC staff analysis of DOC-provided data on the inmate population held in DOC facilities on February 28,
2025, and inmates’ GED and Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE) assessment scores since 2020.

NOTE: "ABE-eligible inmates” include inmates at DOC facilities who were enrolled in or on a waitlist for ABE. JLARC
determined inmates’ grade-level equivalences based on their most recent TABE scores or GED scores in the relevant
subject area (tests taken since 2020). TABE scores were converted to a grade level based on the TABE 11&12 Grade
Range Score Scale Guidance, and inmates at the GED level were included at the 9-12" grade level. TABE and GED
scores were available for only about 40 percent of ABE-eligible inmates for each subject.

. Language arts
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ABE is not available at
Beaumont Correctional
Center or the State Farm
Enterprise Unit. Addi-
tionally, there were no
active enrollments at
Deerfield Men's Work
Center as of February
2025.

High school credentials
may include a high
school diploma or high
school equivalency cre-
dential, such as a GED.

Skills assessment data
was available for only
about 40 percent of in-
mates who were enrolled
in or on a waitlist for the
ABE program for several
reasons, including incon-
sistent administration of
the skills assessment.




Inmates can be exempt
from the requirement to
participate in ABE based
on their medical needs,
age, or sustained lack of

progress after enrollment.

Additionally, some in-
mates refuse to partici-
pate. In February 2025,
nearly 500 inmates were
exempt, and only 74 in-
mates who were not en-
rolled or exempt had re-
fused participation.

DOC began a new Read-
ing Enables All Learners
program in June 2024.
This program provides
one-on-one literacy tu-
toring for inmates on the
ABE waitlist with low
reading levels. In Febru-
ary 2025, the program
was offered at 13 facili-
ties and had 55 enrolled
students.

Chapter 2: DOC's Adult Basic Education Program

In FY25, the General Assembly allocated $14.4 million for adult instruction at DOC,
almost all of which comes from the general fund and goes toward the ABE program.
DOC also receives about $100,000 per year in federal grants for its special education
students through the Virginia Department of Education (VDOE).

DOC employs ABE teachers, special education teachers, central office staff, and test-
ing staff to support the ABE program. As of May 2025, DOC had 78 salaried ABE
teacher positions, with most facilities having one to three positions. Fourteen facilities
also have a special education teacher position. The assistant superintendent of aca-
demic programs and various ABE specialists (e.g.,, a special education coordinator,
curriculum coordinator, etc.) support the program from the central office. Twenty-
four testing staff provide GED testing, GED bootcamps, and other support for ABE
across the state.

There is significant unmet inmate demand for ABE
courses, and DOC does not ensure that inmates
most likely to benefit are identified and enrolled

DOC policy requires nearly all inmates at DOC facilities without a verified high school
credential to participate in ABE unless they are exempt (sidebar). DOC staff verify
whether inmates have a high school credential as part of intake and assess the academic
levels of inmates who do not have a credential. Inmates who are found to be eligible
are supposed to be automatically enrolled in ABE or added to the waitlist if the pro-
gram is full. Inmates who refuse to participate in ABE become ineligible for earned
sentence credits—which can reduce inmates’ sentences—and facility job opportuni-
ties.

About half of the approximately 5,000 identified ABE-eligible inmates
are enrolled in the program

About half (52 percent) of inmates identified as eligible for ABE were enrolled in the
program as of February 2025. About 2,650 inmates were enrolled in ABE, and another
2,400 inmates were on a waitlist for the program.

Comparing the number of ABE-eligible inmates who are enrolled versus waitlisted at
each facility shows the variation in unmet need. At one-third of facilities, less than half
of eligible inmates were enrolled in the program (Figure 2-2). For example, as of Feb-
ruary 2025, there were more than five times as many inmates waitlisted as enrolled at
Lunenburg Correctional Center. DOC has developed an inmate-led tutoring program
for inmates on the ABE waitlist, but this program has so far been available to only a
small subset of inmates (sidebar).

DOCs inability to enroll all ABE-eligible inmates is largely because of a lack of re-
sources to expand enrollment, including a lack of instructors. For instance, in May
2025, DOC had 12 ABE teacher vacancies. Additionally, in survey responses, wardens
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and principals reported that the lack of physical space for additional classrooms, se-
curity constraints, and I'T limitations hinder program expansion. (See Chapter 5 for
potential options for expanding program availability.)

FIGURE 2-2
Number of inmates enrolled in and waitlisted for ABE varies by facility (February 2025)

NUMBER OF INMATES ENROLLED IN AND WAITLISTED FOR ABE

Enrolled Waitlisted
Greensville CC 165 I -
Wallens Ridge SP 121
Red Onion SP 115
River North CC 185
Coffeewood CC 108
Sussex | SP 158
Keen Mountain CC 167 | 80 |
Green Rock CC 223 | 20 |
Pocahontas State CC 125
Lunenburg CC EE]
Buckingham CC [73 136 |
Deerfield CC 141
St. Brides CC 163 | 21 |
Haynesville CC 143
Dillwyn CC 43
Fluvanna CC 00 48 |
Bland CC 90
Indian Creek CC 87
Virginia CC For Women 63
Baskerville CC EE]
Lawrenceville CC 77 |6}
Nottoway CC 46

State Farm CC FE]
Nottoway WC EE]
Marion CTC 27
State Farm WC  |fTi)
Central Virginia CU  |[EN IFEEE
Deerfield Mens WC2 |y
Cold Springs CU 20 _|e}
Rustburg CU  |FE
Patrick Henry CU  [FE3
Deerfield Mens WC €}
Halifax CU [N 1
Caroline CU  [FE]
Wise CU i

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DOC-provided data on the inmate population held in DOC facilities on February 28, 2025.
NOTE: “CC" = correctional center. “CU" = correctional unit. “"CTC" = correctional treatment center, “SP" = state prison, and "WC"
= work center. ABE is not offered at Beaumont Correctional Center and the State Farm Enterprise Unit facilities.

ABE enrollment decisions do not consider an inmate's assessed need
for educational programs to reduce their risk of recidivating

DOC is not using available information about whether educational programs could
reduce inmates’ recidivism risk to prioritize ABE enrollment. In February 2025, there
were approximately 1,400 inmates on the ABE program waitlist who were assessed by
DOC through its risk and needs assessment to have a “probable” or “highly probable”
need for educational or vocational programs to reduce their risk of reoffending. At
the same time, 43 percent (or about 1,100) of inmates enrolled in ABE were assessed
as “unlikely” to need educational programming to reduce their risk of reoffending.
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Given the high need for ABE and the potential for improved outcomes (e.g., higher
employment/wages and lower recidivism), DOC should include inmates’ needs and
risk assessment results among factors that are considered when making enrollment
decisions for ABE classes. (See Chapter 5 for more discussion about this and other
ways to improve enrollment prioritization, particularly Recommendation 18.)

Number of inmates needing ABE program is likely higher than
identified by DOC because of issues with DOC's intake process

A substantial number of DOC inmates appear to have not been propetly screened at
intake for their ABE eligibility. By DOC policy, all inmates who lack a verified high
school credential and are not exempt from participation should either be enrolled in
ABE or placed on an ABE waitlist. However, as of February 2025, about 2,100 in-
mates who did not have a verified credential and were not exempt were neither en-
rolled in ABE nor on an ABE waitlist. Earlier years’ data shows similar irregularities.
The reasons for these irregularities likely vary by facility, according to DOC staff, but
for the most part, they appear due to problems in the intake process.

These irregularities likely cause the true level of unmet need for ABE to be underes-
timated, particularly at some facilities. JLARC estimates, based on trends in high school
credential attainment in the broader DOC inmate population, that at least a third of
inmates who have not been properly screened would be ABE-eligible, which would
increase the amount of unmet need at some facilities significantly (Figure 2-3). The
facilities with the greatest numbers of inmates who appear to be eligible for ABE but
who are not enrolled or waitlisted are at Nottoway, St. Brides, Greensville, and State
Farm correctional centers.

To address this issue in the short term, DOC should undertake a one-time targeted
review of inmate records for all inmates who do not have a verified high school cre-
dential and are not enrolled in the ABE program or on the program waitlist. The re-
view should confirm that these inmates do not have a high school credential. For those
who do not, DOC should assess their academic skill levels and either enroll them in
ABE or place them on the waitlist.

Enrollment in an ABE program could offer benefits beyond achieving a high school
credential. DOC’s CTE and postsecondary programs have academic prerequisites—
such as functioning at a certain grade level or having earned a GED—so inmates who
are mistakenly #of enrolled in or waitlisted for ABE courses are also precluded from
accessing these other educational opportunities.

RECOMMENDATION 1

The Virginia Department of Corrections should conduct a one-time targeted review
of inmate records to (i) identify all inmates who have not been properly screened for
their eligibility for adult basic education (ABE) and (ii) either enroll all non-exempt,
ABE-eligible inmates who are identified in the ABE program or place them on the
program’s waitlist.
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FIGURE 2-3
Estimated unmet need for ABE is higher than waitlists indicate at many facilities
(February 2025)

NUMBER OF INMATES ENROLLED IN, WAITLISTED FOR, AND ESTIMATED ELIGIBLE FOR ABE

174

Enrolled Waitlisted Estimated additional eligible inmates
Greensville CC 346
Wallens Ridge SP a8
Red Onion SP 22
River North CC 23
Coffeewood CC

Sussex | SP

Keen Mountain CC
Green Rock CC
Pocahontas State CC
Lunenburg CC
Buckingham CC
Deerfield CC

St. Brides CC
Haynesville CC
Dillwyn CC
Fluvanna CC

Bland CC

Indian Creek CC
Virginia CC For Women
Baskerville CC
Lawrenceville CC
Nottoway CC

State Farm CC
Nottoway WC
Marion CTC

State Farm WC
Central Virginia CU
Cold Springs CU
Deerfield Mens WC2
Deerfield Mens WC
Rustburg CU
Patrick Henry CU
Caroline CU

Halifax CU

Wise CU

State Farm EU
Beaumont CC

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DOC-provided data on the inmate population held in DOC facilities on February 28, 2025.

NOTE: “CC" = correctional center. “CU" = correctional unit. “CTC" = correctional treatment center, “EU" = enterprise unit, “SP"
= state prison, and "WC" = work center. ABE is not offered at Beaumont Correctional Center and the State Farm Enterprise Unit
facilities. Nottoway's number of omitted inmates may be particularly high because the facility is DOC's largest intake center.
Some Nottoway inmates may not have been screened for eligibility yet, or they may be awaiting assignment to a permanent
facility.

According to DOC staff, recent intake irregularities have been caused by security in-
cidents that disrupt the intake process. Because security incidents are expected in a
correctional system, disruptions likely will continue at intake centers, where inmates
are screened for eligibility for educational programming. DOC should still ensure
that all inmates are screened for educational program eligibility as soon as possible
after intake when security-related incidents or other circumstances prevent screening
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from being conducted upon intake. For example, DOC central office staff could pe-
riodically identify, for principals, the inmates at their facility who do not have a veri-
fied high school credential, but who are neither enrolled in nor on the waitlist for the
ABE program. This should prompt the principal to arrange for an educational as-
sessment of these inmates.

RECOMMENDATION 2

The Virginia Department of Corrections should take appropriate steps to ensure that,
when circumstances prevent proper screening for adult basic education (ABE) eligi-
bility upon initial intake, inmates are assessed for ABE eligibility as soon as practicable
after intake and, if they are found eligible, enrolled in or placed on a waitlist for ABE.

ABE program aligns with curriculum and staffing
standards, but professional development
opportunities are lacking

An appropriate curriculum and trained instructors are key aspects of an effective ed-
ucation program. Program curricula outline the skills to be taught in the program, and
teachers support students’ learning of these skills. Meeting applicable program stand-
ards and implementing other best practices provide some reasonable assurances of an
education program’s overall quality.

ABE curriculum and assessments target the skills needed for work and
postsecondary education

State law requires the ABE program to help inmates achieve the skills needed to func-
tion independently after their release. DOC policy requires the ABE curriculum to
align with the College and Career Readiness Standards for Adult Education (CCRS).
Developed using federal funds, CCRS addresses skills that subject matter experts con-
sider essential for work, postsecondary education, and citizenship. VDOE has adopted
these standards for adult education instruction. Likewise, DOC has adopted CCRS as
a central component of its ABE program, with 81 percent of surveyed DOC ABE
teachers reporting that they use the curriculum “always” or “often” to teach their stu-
dents.

Additionally, DOC’s assessments to measure ABE students’ skills from enrollment to
program completion (Test of Adult Basic Education, or “TABE”, and GED) are also
aligned with CCRS and approved for use in adult education programs by the U.S. De-
partment of Education and VDOE.
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ABE teachers are fully licensed, exceeding state standards, but would
benefit from greater professional development opportunities

DOC requirements for ABE teacher qualifications help assure a baseline competency
of instruction in DOC’s ABE programs. By DOC policy, all salaried ABE teachers
must be fully licensed by VDOE (sidebar). This practice exceeds state law require-
ments for DOC as well as VDOE’ requirements for teachers of its own ABE pro-
grams.

In addition to ensuring initial training qualifications, providing ongoing professional
development for staff is also a best practice. The federal Workforce Innovation and
Opportunity Act (WIOA) grant program requires adult education program recipients
to provide “high quality professional development,” and VDOE further specifies the
importance of providing this training for all program staff in its adult education pro-
gram manager responsibilities manual. Ongoing training is also required for maintain-
ing a teaching license in Virginia.

However, DOC ABE teachers and other education staff have expressed concerns
about the lack of DOC’s professional development opportunities. DOC canceled this
past summer’s scheduled annual in-person professional development conference for
ABE teachers because of reported funding constraints, and similar training in prior
years has also been cut because of funding-related reasons. DOC has provided some
other training opportunities in the past few years, including shorter regional trainings
and a weeklong math training with UVA Wise. DOC teachers are also able to partici-
pate in non-DOC trainings. However, just under half of DOC’s ABE teachers re-
ported being satisfied or very satisfied with their professional development opportu-
nities in a JLARC survey, which was the aspect of their job with which they were least
satisfied. Staff particularly reported needing training for meeting student needs (e.g,,
working with students with disabilities, non-native English speakers, and students at
lower academic levels).

DOC should set aside adequate funding each year for ABE and special education
teacher training, Providing professional development would not substantially strain the
program’s resources. For instance, the in-person professional development conference
would cost about $35,000 annually—or 0.2 percent of the budget for adult instruction.
Instead of dedicating funds to professional development, DOC has prioritized fund-
ing for other educational activities, such as increased student testing (described in detail
later in this chapter). Setting aside professional development funding at the beginning
of the fiscal year could ensure teachers receive adequate professional development and
are well prepared to assist ABE students.

RECOMMENDATION 3

The Virginia Department of Corrections should annually utilize a portion of its edu-
cational programming budget to provide professional development to its adult basic
education teachers.

Three part-time ABE
teachers were not fully li-
censed, but these staff do
not lead ABE classes, ac-
cording to DOC.
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ABE-waitlisted inmates
were used as a compari-
son group for this analy-
sis because they have
similar educational levels
and have the same DOC
incentives to participate.
This helps ensure differ-
ences in post-release out-
comes are likely to be
driven by the effects of
program participation.
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ABE curriculum, staffing, and other practices are routinely monitored

Regular and thorough program oversight is essential for ABE programs to identify
and address any potential program challenges or shortcomings. The American Coz-
rectional Association (ACA), a national professional organization that accredits cor-
rectional facilities, performs audits of DOC facilities on a three-year rotation. As part
of this review, ACA reviews the ABE program’s curriculum, teacher credentials, in-
mate assessments, and other policies.

DOC staff also routinely observe ABE classrooms. Before each ACA audit, DOC
central office academics staff also conduct a structured review of the facility’s ABE
program. Additionally, principals and regional education administrators are expected
to conduct regular formal and informal observations of ABE classrooms.

Recent ABE participants had somewhat better
immediate employment outcomes than waitlisted
inmates; wage and rearrest outcomes were similar

According to state law, all DOC programs are intended to help inmates obtain gainful
employment and successfully transition to society after release. Additionally, DOC pol-
icy specifies that the goal of the ABE program is to help inmates adjust to society and
be less likely to recidivate. National research indicates that ABE programs can help to
improve inmates’ recidivism outcomes and may help to increase employment rates.
For instance, a RAND meta-analysis study of correctional education outcomes in 2018
estimated that ABE programs can reduce the likelithood of recidivism by about 30
percent, and that academic programs, including ABE, may increase employment rates.

Recently released ABE participants in Virginia had higher employment rates after re-
lease than inmates who were on the program’s waitlist but did not enroll (sidebar). For
example, 47 percent of recent ABE participants who earned a GED and 37 percent
of ABE participants who did not earn their GED became employed in the second full
quarter after release, compared with 30 percent of waitlisted inmates (Figure 2-4).
GED earners and other ABE participants were also nine and six percentage points,
respectively, more likely to have been employed each quarter throughout the follow-
up period than waitlisted inmates. JLARC conducted a more sophisticated analysis of
these differences, accounting for relevant factors, such as inmate demographics, incar-
ceration details, and gang affiliation. Even after accounting for these factors, program
completion is still associated with higher employment rates. (See Appendix B for more
information on JLARC’s methodology.)
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FIGURE 2-4
ABE participants—particularly GED earners—were more likely to be employed
in the first two full quarters after release, April 2022-September 2024

POST RELEASE EMPLOYMENT RATES

Q1

Participated in ABE
and earned GED

Q2

No HSC,
participated in ABE

No HSC, did not
participate in ABE

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DOC-provided program participation and employment outcomes data for inmates re-
leased between April 2022 and September 2024 who spent at least some of their sentence at a DOC facility.
NOTE: "HSC" = high school credential. "Q1" and "Q2" refer to the first two full calendar quarters after an inmate’s
release. Participation in ABE is based on whether the inmate enrolled in ABE since mid-March 2022; some inmates
in any of these groups may have participated in the program before this date.

However, ABE participants’ wages and rearrest rates appear similar to those of wait-
listed inmates. Among inmates who became employed after their release, wages were
similar across GED earners, other ABE participants, and waitlisted inmates. Addition-
ally, the median wages for all these groups fell below the approximate $7,100 needed
in quarterly income for self-sufficiency in Virginia (sidebar). Rearrest rates were slightly
lower for ABE participants 12 months after release, with 27 and 28 percent of GED
earners and other ABE participants rearrested, respectively, compared to 31 percent
of waitlisted inmates. Any minor differences in wages and rearrest rates were not sta-
tistically significant.

These employment and rearrest trends among recent DOC releasees are in line with
the DOC Research Unit’s recent publication on outcomes of inmates who earned their
GED at a DOC facility before being released in FY20.

DOC has increased GED attainment in recent years,
but needs to ensure sufficient support is provided
for lower-level learners

While employment and recidivism outcomes are important to consider for ABE par-
ticipants, measures of participants’ skill gains while in the ABE program more directly
indicate whether it is achieving its statutory purpose. For inmates in the ABE program
who are at higher levels (e.g., 11" and 12" grade), skill gains may be indicated by GED
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attainment. For inmates at lower levels (e.g, 1 or 2™ grade), skill gains are typically
indicated by increases in standardized test scores, as discussed below.

Opver the past several years, DOC has emphasized increasing inmate attainment of
GEDs, which has contributed to a substantial increase in the number of inmates at
DOC facilities who have earned their GED. However, according to available data and
central office and facility staff, the emphasis on GED testing has contributed to an
increase in testing of students who are not ready and an imbalance of focus in the
program. Resources, including funding and staff time, that have been allocated to an
increasing number of unsuccessful test attempts could otherwise be used to support
lower-level learners, who comprise the largest portion of ABE-eligible inmates.

Number of inmates earning GEDs has increased, but falling pass rates
and staff concerns indicate need for revised approach to testing

Widely accepted by employers and postsecondary institutions, GED attainment indi-
cates a measurable skill gain and completion of secondary education. In Virginia, the
GED is currently the only high school equivalency credential that has been approved
by the Virginia Board of Education. A student attains a GED by passing each of four
GED subject tests: reasoning through language arts, mathematical reasoning, science,
and social studies.

DOC increased the number of inmates earning a GED in recent years, and was
able to do this partially through increased testing

In recent years, DOC has placed a greater emphasis on GED attainment, including
setting a goal “to obtain 1,000 GEDs or more” between January 2024 and March 2025.
To help meet this goal, DOC revised its policies for assessing student eligibility for
testing and increased staffing and funding for GED testing,.

Substantially more DOC inmates have earned a GED in recent years. While 117 in-
mates earned their GED in 2022, this number increased more than fourfold to 544 in
2024. Additionally, more inmates are making progress toward their GED than in pre-
vious years. In 2024, 320 inmates who did not earn their full GED still passed at least
one GED subject test while in DOC custody, up from 106 the year prior.

DOC appears to have increased GED attainment at least partially through increased
testing. The rise in GED attainment coincided with an even greater rise in the number
of GED subject tests administered, which peaked at nearly 4,300 in 2024 (Figure 2-5).

Commission draft
20



Chapter 2: DOC's Adult Basic Education Program

FIGURE 2-5
More DOC inmates are earning their GED, facilitated by increases in testing

NUMBER OF GEDS EARNED

2022

2023 2024 2022 2023

SOURCE: DOC data on GED tests taken at DOC facilities from January 1, 2022 to May 1, 2025.

Declining pass rates and concerns from DOC central office staff, principals, and
teachers indicate that a substantial proportion of students are being tested
before they are ready

Although GED attainment has increased, changes in GED test results indicate stu-
dents are more frequently taking GED tests before they are ready or that the program
is not preparing students as well for the GED. These trends include:

Declining pass rates - The percentage of subject tests passed at DOC facilities fell
from 87 percent in the first quarter of 2022 to 52 percent in the first quarter
of 2025 (Figure 2-6). This decline occurred across all four subject tests. Addi-
tionally, the program has yet to return to its pre-COVID GED pass rate (side-
bar). (See Appendix G for more information on trends in pass rates by subject
test.)

Increasing numbers of unsuccessful retakes - The proportion of subject tests
administered at DOC facilities that are “retakes” has increased significantly,
from less than 5 percent of tests in 2022 to over a quarter of tests in 2024.
Students who retake tests also do not appear ready for the tests, as retake at-
tempts have lower subject test pass rates than initial attempts.

Declining scores among those who pass subject tests - Test takers who pass
subject tests with particularly high scores earn distinctions of “College Ready”

or “College Ready + Credits” (sidebar). In 2022, 11 percent of subject tests
administered at DOC facilities resulted in these distinctions, but in 2024, less
than 3 percent did. Additionally, median scores on passed subject tests have
decreased slightly in recent years.
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FIGURE 2-6
DOC's GED subject test pass rates are declining, indicating a greater proportion
of students may be taking tests before they are ready

i

Subject
tests
administered

87%

52%

31

a1 Q2 Qa3 Q4 Qql Q2 Qa3 Q4 Q1 Qa2 Q3 Q4 a1
2022 2023 2024 2025

SOURCE: DOC data on GED tests taken at DOC facilities from January 2022-March 2025.
NOTE: A test taker needs a score of 145 or higher to pass a subject test and must pass four subject tests to attain a
GED.

Some DOC ABE teachers have reported positive impacts from the GED emphasis,
including easier access to testing, helpful bootcamps, and greater prioritization of ed-
ucation programming,

The policy changes have enabled me to qualify my students much more quickly,
which in turn has made me focus much more on GED level content. (DOC
ABE teacher)

I have been more supported in my teaching. There was an urgency in getting
students to class. (DOC ABE teacher)

This year, we started focusing on subject area bootcamps which have proven
successful in getting students prepared to pass the subject area GED tests.
Bootcamps have been the most successful endeavor to prepare students to earn
passing scores on GED tests. (DOC ABE teacher)

However, some central office staff and education staff at about half of the facilities
providing ABE programming expressed concerns about the recent emphasis on GED
attainment, including its adverse effects on the quality of education students are re-
ceiving. One common area of concern was increased pressure to test students before
they are ready. The following statements highlight concerns raised by DOC staff in
interviews, surveys, and site visits about testing:

This emphasis on GED completions is placing pressure on teachers to test stu-
dents before they are ready or multiple times to get that pass. This increases
failures and people retaking the GED multiple times. Memorization then kicks
in, so students aren’t actually attaining the skills/knowledge that the GED is

testing, which is really the skills they need to be successful out in the real world.
(DOC central office staff)
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There is a push for competition between facilities, which causes educators to
bypass learning concepts and just push, push, and push students to memoriza-
tion. Many educators cram information into students to get them to pass the
GED test, and if they are not able to take the test right after information has
been given, students are not able to pass the test. (DOC ABE teacher)

We’re pushing students to achieve minimal passing scores rather than building
lasting analytical skills that support successful reentry. Some are repeatedly re-
tested without sufficient time for meaningful remediation. (IDOC testing staff)

Some test failures are expected for any test, but a 50 percent pass rate raises questions
about the preparedness of students and the use of the ABE program’s limited re-
sources (e.g., staff time and facility space). DOC’s research staff have noticed these
declining subject test pass rates and determined in a recent internal report that “there
could be substantial savings by potentially lowering the number of failed exams.”

Repeated failed tests may have adverse effects on inmates who are not ready to take
them (sidebar). National research indicates that failing high-stakes assessments can ad-
versely impact students” mental health, reduce their self-confidence, and cause them
to drop out of school. Several interviewed stakeholders, including DOC central office
and facility staff, indicated that many inmates enrolled in or eligible for the ABE pro-
gram already lack self-confidence, so repeated poor performance and retakes are likely
especially demotivating to this population.

Adjustments to DOC's GED testing approach could ensure student readiness to
test and promote improvements to program quality

DOC could more strategically administer GED testing and avoid wasted testing costs.
Test score trends and staff concerns indicate that many students are taking GED tests
before they are ready. In early 2024, DOC reduced the requirements students must
meet before taking a GED subject test. However, students may not even be meeting
these reduced requirements before they are taking the tests, according to DOC data
trends and interviews and surveys with some DOC education staff.

Requiring inmates to take a readiness assessment before testing for the GED aligns
with common practices and is a more efficient use of public resources. In addition,
DOCs research staff have already identified readiness assessments as an option to
reduce unnecessary testing costs. VDOE requires its adult education program partici-
pants to attain a qualifying score on the official GED practice test before they can take
a GED test using state funds. Additionally, the Federal Bureau of Prisons and at least
nine other states require inmates to achieve a minimal score on an assessment before
being allowed to take a high school equivalency test. In its previously mentioned inter-
nal report, DOC research staff determined that implementing the lower-cost GED
practice test before the actual GED test could yield “substantial savings” for the
agency.
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Because of continuing declines in subject test pass rates and the need to ensure it uses
public funds as efficiently as possible, DOC should develop and implement an im-
proved approach to assessing student readiness for the GED. It should include an
assessment that reliably predicts students’ likelihood of passing the GED that is used
at all facilities. DOC’s approach for assessing student readiness should be periodically
reviewed by central office education staff.

RECOMMENDATION 4
The Virginia Department of Corrections should (i) develop and implement an im-
proved approach for assessing student readiness to take the GED test that reliably
predicts students’ likelihood of passing the GED and ensures consistency across fa-
cilities, and (ii) review and revise its approach for assessing student readiness on an
ongoing basis as needed.

Furthermore, low pass rates may indicate that the material inmates need to pass the
GED is not always effectively taught. In such cases, additional instructor training or
instructional time should be given to the skill areas in which students are consistently
performing poorly.

DOC should monitor students’ GED results to determine if there are skills gaps that
need to be addressed through instruction. In addition to providing scores, GED re-
sults include detailed feedback on test takers’ skill gaps, even if they receive a passing
score. DOC should monitor these score reports for areas where DOC students are
consistently underperforming. Once identified, central office education staff can use
this information to inform curriculum, learning materials, and teacher professional
development decisions to address any program-wide instructional gaps. Additionally,
these score reports should be shared with and reviewed by principals and teachers to
inform their facility-level program practices.

RECOMMENDATION 5

The Virginia Department of Corrections should (i) monitor GED score reports to
identify any skills that are not being consistently acquired by test takers, (i) use this
information to inform program curriculum, learning material, and teacher training de-
cisions if skill gaps are identified, and (iii) share these reports with principals and teach-
ers to inform programming at their facilities.

Overemphasis on GED testing could be diverting attention and
resources needed for students at lower academic levels to progress

The increased focus on GED testing appears to be contributing to issues related to
the programming provided for students at lower academic levels. As noted previously,
most students in the ABE program are assessed to be at elementary academic levels,
and DOC facility and central office staff expressed concerns about how the recent
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emphasis on GED attainment has diverted some attention away from lower-level stu-
dents and their performance. The following statements reflect concerns from staff at
various levels about the effect of focusing on students at the GED level:

This attempt to chase improved numbers has resulted in more GEDs obtained
than ever before, but I worry that the cost has been that lower-achieving stu-
dents and ESL students have been pushed to the side. I know in my classes they
are not the focus because we have been given a quota to meet. (DOC ABE
teacher)

Adult students progress at their own pace and often require months or even
years of intense instruction and remediation to reach their educational goals. If
we view the success of educational programs only in terms of GED graduates,
we are doomed to fail. (DOC principal)

We can’t get [lower-level students] in the classroom, because it has to be packed
full of people who are close to their GED. (DOC central office staff)

As noted below, DOC has not been consistently collecting data on skill gains among
ABE participants who are not at the GED level, but the limited available data indicates
that academic progress in the ABE program has declined by a small amount in recent
years. Among students who enrolled in ABE in 2022 for at least six months and for
whom data was available, 36 percent improved by at least one reading grade level in
the first six months (sidebar). This percentage had declined to 32 percent of inmates
who enrolled in 2024 for at least six months. Rates of math grade level improvement
in the first six months of enrollment similarly declined, from 38 percent in 2022 to 33
percent in 2024. While these trends could be caused by several factors, and not neces-
sarily DOC’s focus on GED attainment, they indicate the need for additional attention
to the quality of education for inmates at lower academic levels.

Reallocating some resources currently used to test inmates unprepared to take the
GED to educational programming at lower academic levels would be more cost effec-
tive. Inmates at lower academic levels are more likely to reoffend than those at higher
academic levels who are approaching readiness for the GED. According to prior DOC
analyses, inmates released in FY20 with skill levels below a second-grade level were
reincarcerated within three years at almost three times the rate of inmates at the 11th
and 12th-grade level (29.6 percent versus 10.8 percent). Similarly, employment rates
among inmates released in FY20 with lower skill levels (through the fourth grade) were
between nine and 19 percentage points lower than those of inmates at the 11th and
12th-grade level.

Additionally, research suggests little to no difference in outcomes between inmates
who earned a GED certificate and inmates who reached the high school level but had
not yet earned a GED. DOC’s research showed similar recidivism and employment
outcomes for inmates released in FY20 who had earned a GED (11.1 percent reincar-
cerated and 68 percent employed within three years) and those who reached a high
school level on the TABE test but had not earned their GED (10.8 percent reincar-
cerated and 68 percent employed within three years). Similarly, a study of inmates in
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Missouri found only temporary employment advantages for GED earners compared
with those who participated in the academic program but who had not passed the
GED test, with no impact on wages.

These findings suggest that /ss GED testing may not negatively impact the post-re-
lease outcomes of inmates. Instead, reducing some GED testing could potentially en-
able DOC to better achieve all of the objectives of its ABE program. However, DOC
would need to reprogram some of its current resources for testing toward improving
instruction for lower-level learners.

RECOMMENDATION 6

The Virginia Department of Corrections should take steps within its adult basic edu-
cation program to place a greater emphasis on (i) improving lower-functioning in-
mates’ foundational literacy skills and progression from one academic grade level to
the next and (ii) teaching students the skills and material necessary to earn their GED,
and place less of an emphasis on frequently administering GED tests.

TABE is a nationally rec-
ognized standardized as-
sessment for measuring
educational functioning
level gains in adult edu-
cation programs. It has
been approved by VDOE
for use among adult ed-
ucation programs in Vir-
ginia.

Fewer than 15 percent of
inmates who partici-
pated in ABE between
March 2022 and their re-
lease in 2024 earned
their GED before release.

DOC has inconsistently collected data needed to
evaluate the effectiveness of ABE for most inmates

DOC should have a meaningful performance measure for its ABE program aside from
GED attainment, such as performance on TABE tests. Having an additional perfor-
mance measure—one that allows it to measure the academic gains of all ABE partic-
ipants, not just those at higher academic levels—would be a better overall measure of
the program’s performance and complement the GED attainment measure.

ABE programs in the community and in correctional settings commonly use “educa-
tional functioning level gains” to assess both individual progress and overall program
performance. This indicator measures changes in standardized test scores (e.g.,
through a TABE assessment) or progress toward a high school credential (e.g., passing
individual GED subject tests) (sidebar).

The “educational functioning level gains” indicator is the only skill gain information
relevant for many DOC ABE participants. As outlined previously in this chapter, the
majority of DOC inmates who are enrolled in or waitlisted for ABE are at elementary
skills levels and are not close to ready to attain their GED (sidebar).

DOC currently lacks consistent data to accurately measure inmates’ academic im-
provement. Despite DOC policy requiring quarterly TABE testing, pre- and post-
TABE scores were available after the first six months of enrollment for only about 10
percent of ABE students who were enrolled for at least that duration since March
2022.
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To ensure that DOC education leadership has adequate information to assess the skill
gains of all ABE participants—not just those preparing to take GED tests—the edu-
cation operations staff in DOC’s central office should determine why TABE testing
is not occurring and take the necessary steps to ensure testing is regularly administered.

Once sufficient data is available, DOC should use it to evaluate ABE program perfor-
mance statewide and at each facility, including identifying areas of underperformance
(e.g., skill areas or facilities) and developing strategies to improve it. To ensure that
DOC leadership is aware the ABE program’s performance, the agency should ensure
that its leaders regularly receive detailed, facility-level data on TABE improvement
rates, just as they currently do with reports on GED attainment by facility.

RECOMMENDATION 7

The Virginia Department of Corrections should (i) regularly assess adult basic educa-
tion program participants using the Test of Adult Basic Education, or a comparable
assessment, (i) use test score data to measure program performance and identify
needed program improvements, and (iii) as with GED reports, require regular reports
to DOC leadership on trends in inmates’ education gains, by facility, and by grade level.
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3 Career and Technical Education Programs

State law requires the Department of Corrections (DOC) to provide inmates with
opportunities to participate in career and technical education (CTE) programs to the
extent feasible. CTE programs are intended to prepare participants for specific careers
by providing them with the academic knowledge, technical skills, and hands-on train-
ing needed to pursue employment in those occupations (sidebar). The programs also
offer opportunities to obtain industry-recognized credentials required for the targeted
occupations.

In FY25, DOC was allocated $15.3 million for CTE programs, accounting for 42 per-
cent of its total education appropriation. Almost all of the funds came from the state
general fund, though approximately $157,000 in federal funds were included in the
CTE budget. Funding was relatively stable between FY16 and FY24 for these pro-
grams after adjusting for inflation. In FY25, DOC received an additional $2.1 million
to expand its CTE offerings by using mobile trailers (see Chapter 5 for more infor-
mation on this initiative). CTE programs also generate revenue and use it to pay for
miscellaneous program costs, such as course materials, equipment, and, in some cases,
tools for inmates to help them obtain employment after release. This revenue is gen-
erated through the sale of products and services provided through the CTE programs.

Most of DOCs facilities offer CTE programs, and the courses offered at each facility
vary. Thirty-one of DOC’ 37 major correctional facilities (84 percent) provide these
programs, with each facility offering an average of four different programs. There are
31 different types of CTE programs being offered across these facilities, with the most
common programs being Business Software Applications and Introduction to Com-
puters (each offered at 16 facilities), followed by Custodial Maintenance and Electrical
(each offered at 10 facilities).

Each program is taught by a DOC-employed CTE instructor, and most positions were
filled as of April 2025. At the time, DOC employed 102 CTE instructors—98 salaried
and four part-time instructors—and had 16 CTE instructor vacancies. The eastern
region had the most vacancies with eight, while the western region had the fewest with
three. (Chapter 5 discusses opportunities to address these vacancies.)

Each CTE program requires inmates to meet specific academic requirements and a
remaining sentence long enough to complete the program. Academic prerequisites
range from fifth- and sixth-grade reading and math levels to a high school diploma or
its equivalent. Completion times vary by inmate and program, but program lengths
typically run from three months to 28 months, with a median expected completion
time of 12 months (sidebar).
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For this chapter, CTE pro-
grams refer to voca-
tional training pro-
grams. DOC also offers
other types of CTE, in-
cluding industry certifica-
tion courses and appren-
ticeships. Between
January 2024 and May
2025, approximately 350
inmates began an indus-
try certification or ap-
prenticeship program,
compared to 4,019 in-
mates who started a vo-
cational training program.

CTE programs differ
from DOC work certifi-
cation programes, like
Virginia Correctional En-
terprises (VCE) and Agri-
business. While work cer-
tification programs
provide hands-on work
experience, CTE programs
teach the skills needed to
qualify for a specific job.

The expected length of
time to complete a CTE
program accounts for
common correctional
disruptions, such as lock-
downs and other secu-
rity-related programming
delays.




Waitlist data likely un-
derestimates the actual
level of inmate interest
in CTE programs be-
cause inmates can only
be on one CTE waitlist at
a time and are required
to be at the facility where
the specific program is
offered.

The most common pro-
grams former inmates
had been waiting to
participate in include
Small Engine Repair, Elec-
tric, Custodial Mainte-
nance, Plumbing, Ma-
sonry, and Welding.
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Not many inmates participate in CTE programs
before release, and most programs have waitlists

A relatively small proportion of inmates participate in CTE programs while incarcer-
ated at DOC facilities. Around 1,100 inmates released in 2024 (16 percent) participated
in a CTE program shortly before their release. Since programs resumed in March 2022
following the pandemic, inmate participation has steadily increased, and the propor-
tion of participating inmates is in line with or above neighboring states.

DOC wnitlist data suggests that inmate demand for CTE programs far exceeds enroll-
ment capacity. In February 2025, for example, 3,252 inmates were on a CTE program
waitlist—more than double the number of inmates enrolled at the time (1,509) (side-
bar). Almost all CTE programs across DOC facilities (116 of 127 or 91 percent) had
waitlists. The largest waitlists were for Custodial Maintenance, Electrical, Heating, Ven-
tilation, Air Conditioning & Refrigeration (HVAC/R), Welding, and Masonry (Figure
3-1).

Many inmates are never admitted to a CTE program before they are released, including
some DOC has determined need further education or training to reduce their likeli-
hood of reoffending. Nine percent of all inmates released from a DOC facility in 2024
(623 inmates) were on a CTE waitlist but were not able participate in those programs
before release (sidebar). Thirty-nine percent of these inmates were determined by
DOC’s assessments to need educational or vocational programming to reduce their
risk of reoffending.

Several operational constraints contribute to DOC’s capacity limitations. Facility space
limitations, inadequate I'T infrastructure and availability, and shortages of instructional
and security staff were the most reported barriers to expanding CTE offerings. (Chap-
ter 5 of this report provides a detailed analysis of these constraints and outlines spe-
cific strategies to address them.)

Additionally, as described in chapters 2 and 5 of this report, DOC could include
among the factors used to make CTE course enrollment decisions whether inmates
need educational or vocational programming to reduce their likelihood of reoffending.
Filling available program slots with the inmates who are most likely to benefit from
CTE programming would ensure that DOC is making the most efficient and effective
use of its limited CTE program capacity.
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FIGURE 3-1
Many CTE programs have substantial waitlists statewide (as of February 2025)
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SOURCE: JLARC staff analysis of DOC inmate snapshot data (February 28, 2025).

NOTE: This figure presents waitlists for CTE programs that were active as of February 2025, rather than the current
CTE inventory. Pipefitting and Sheet Metal are no longer offered at DOC facilities as standalone programs; these
programs were either terminated because of difficulty recruiting CTE instructors or had their competencies incorpo-
rated into other CTE programs, like Plumbing or HVAC/Refrigeration.

Recent DOC CTE program completers had somewhat
better short-term outcomes than waitlisted inmates

Evaluating the effectiveness of DOC’s CTE programs requires analyzing inmates’
post-release employment and recidivism outcomes. These metrics provide the most
direct measure of whether the programs are achieving the statutory goal to assist “pris-
oners in the successful transition to free society and gainful employment” (sidebar).

Inmates who completed a CTE program were more likely to be employed after release
than inmates who wanted to participate in a program but were unable to do so (Figure
3-2) (sidebar). For example, 49 percent of recent CTE program completers were em-
ployed in the second full quarter after release, compared with 44 percent of those who
had been waitlisted for a CTE program but never enrolled (sidebar). Similar trends are
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This outcomes analysis
focuses on inmates re-
leased since April 2022 to
ensure the findings reflect
DOC's current CTE pro-
gramming. Employment
and recidivism data are
available up until Decem-
ber 2024 and December
2023, respectively. More
recent data is not availa-
ble because of data re-
porting lags.

See Appendix B for more
details.

This outcomes analysis
focuses on CTE program
completers, who make
up around half of all
participants. Between
January 2024 and May
2025, the overall comple-
tion rate for CTE pro-
grams was 47 percent.




Waitlisted inmates for
CTE programs were used
as the comparison group
for this analysis because
they had similar educa-
tional backgrounds and
motivation to further
their employability skills
as those in CTE programs.
This helps ensure differ-
ences in post-release out-
comes are more likely to
be driven by program
participation rather than
other individual charac-
teristics.

Data limitations pre-
vented JLARC staff from
analyzing whether CTE
program completers se-
cured jobs in the fields
related to their CTE pro-
gram.

The cohort used for re-
arrest outcomes differs
from that of employ-
ment outcomes because
there is a larger lag in re-
porting rearrests to DOC
for former inmates.
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found when looking at employment rates by CTE career clusters. Additionally, CTE
program completers also maintained employment at a higher rate, staying employed
for an average of 42 percent of all post-release quarters, versus 38 percent for the
waitlisted group. JLARC conducted a more sophisticated analysis of these differences,
accounting for relevant factors, such as inmate demographics, incarceration details,
and gang affiliation. After using techniques to account for these factors, program com-
pletion is still associated with higher rates of employment.

FIGURE 3-2
CTE program completers had higher employment rates than waitlisted inmates

POST-RELEASE EMPLOYMENT RATES

a1l Q2
CTE waitlist . CTE program completer
(non-participant) (participant)

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DOC employment outcomes data (April 2022 through September 2024 releases).
NOTE: The number of quarters after release that were available for analysis varied based on an inmate’s release
date. The maximum amount of time data is available for an inmate was nine quarters. This employment data is col-
lected through VEC, which does not include individuals who are self-employed, independent contractors, or em-
ployed through a few other types of avenues.

Employed CTE program completers also earned higher wages on average than those
on waitlists. CTE completers who were employed after release earned, on average,
$489 more per quarter than inmates waitlisted for a CTE program. Additionally, the
average quarterly wages of employed CTE program completers met Virginia’s self-
sufficiency level for a single-person household (~$7,100) by their second quarter after
release. After using more sophisticated techniques to account for demographic and
other relevant factors, program completion is still associated with higher post-release
wages.

Inmates who completed CTE programs while incarcerated also had lower rearrest
rates than those who had been waitlisted but never enrolled in a CTE program. Among
inmates released between April 2022 and December 2023, 18 percent of CTE program
completers were re-arrested within 12 months of release, compared with 28 percent
of non-participants (sidebar). However, these differences were not statistically signifi-
cant.
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These findings generally align with prior analyses by DOC and available national re-
search. For inmates released in FY20, DOC’s Research Unit found that CTE program
completers were employed at higher rates, earned more than non-participants, and had
lower recidivism rates. National research literature also indicates that inmates who par-
ticipate in CTE programs tend to have higher employment and lower recidivism rates
post-release than non-participants.

DOC’s CTE programs are generally well designed
and overseen, but some improvements could
support better outcomes

Although CTE completers had better outcomes than inmates who remained on wait-
lists, many did not find or maintain employment within the first year of release, a
critical factor for successful reentry into the community. (Maintaining employment in-
cludes being employed over time, either at the same or different employers.) Among
inmates who recently completed DOC CTE programs:

e 49 percent were not emploved in the first quarter after release (releases be-
tween April 2022 and September 2024), and

e (7 percent did not maintain employment for all four quarters after release
(releases between April 2022 and December 2023).

Although post-release employment outcomes are influenced by factors outside DOC’s
control, the agency could take additional steps to help inmates obtain relevant and
gainful employment. Providing well-designed and implemented CTE programs can
teach inmates in-demand skills and credentials that increase their likelihood of secur-
ing employment upon release. Targeted reentry support that connects program com-
pleters directly with employers in their respective fields can also bridge the gap be-
tween earning relevant credentials and securing a job.

DOC’s CTE programs have qualified instructors, relevant curricula and
technology, and oversight

Qualified instructors are important to ensure CTE programs teach skills that align with
those needed in the workforce. The Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) re-
quires a DOC CTE instructor to be at least provisionally licensed within the first year
of hiring (sidebar). A CTE instructor license requires at least two years of recent work

experience and necessary credentials or licenses in the instructors’ respective CTE
fields.

DOC’s CTE instructors meet VDOE’s requirements for these positions. As of Sep-
tember 2025, nearly all instructors were either fully (68 instructors) or provisionally
(25) licensed. Three of these provisionally licensed teachers were in the process of
obtaining their full license. An additional four CTE instructors were not currently li-
censed but were in the process of qualifying for a license.
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The use of provisionally
licensed instructors can
be expected as CTE in-
structors typically have
professional backgrounds
in the industries they
teach, rather than teach-
ing backgrounds.




JLARC conducted a sur-
vey of DOC facility staff,
which included wardens,
principals, academic
teachers, and CTE instruc-
tors. Sixty-three percent
of DOC's CTE instructors
responded to the survey.
See Appendix B for more
information.

Examples of support
REAs should provide in-
clude managing relation-
ships between education
staff and operations staff
(e.g., wardens, security
staff) at facilities, identify-
ing solutions to reduce
disruptions to education
programming, and limit-
ing the impact security
and other facility policies
have on education opera-
tions while maintaining
compliance with those
policies.

Danville Community
College offers college
credit for DOC's CTE pro-
grams at Green Rock Cor-
rectional Center.
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DOC reviews and updates the curriculum and equipment needs for each of its CTE
programs on a staggered, three-year cycle to ensure they align with current industry
standards and offer in-demand credentials. CTE instructors, in coordination with cen-
tral office staff, lead these reviews. These staff determine whether any changes are
needed to the competencies, job titles, or certifications of their programs based on
current industry practices and labor market demands. All suggested revisions must be
approved by the CTE advisory committee, which is composed of community provid-
ers in the industry, community college and university staff, as well as other state agen-
cies’ staff (e.g., VDOE and Virginia Community Colleges System staff).

Most CTE instructors reported that the curriculum and equipment used in their pro-
grams meet current industry standards and practices (sidebar). Among the CTE in-
structors who responded to JLARC’s facility staff survey:

e 92 percent agreed or strongly agreed that the skills and competencies taught
in their programs aligned with industry standards and practices; and

e 74 percent agreed or strongly agreed that students have tools and equip-
ment in their programs that are comparable to those professionals currently
use in the field.

CTE instructors who believed their programs’ tools and equipment did not align with
those used in the industry attributed the misalignhment to I'T limitations, security con-
cerns, and funding constraints. For example, inadequate broadband capabilities limit
the learning materials available to students while safety restrictions limit the types of
equipment inmates can use, particularly at higher security prisons.

Both DOC central office and facility staff oversee CTE programs. Principals are re-
quired to conduct ongoing informal and two formal classroom observations each year
to ensure program quality. Regional education administrators (REAs) reported that
they conduct regular site visits to facilities in their region to monitor instruction and
help address any programming challenges (sidebar). In addition, central office CTE
staff also reported visiting classrooms across facilities to monitor instruction and
equipment.

DOC’s CTE programs also are reviewed by external entities. All of DOC’s CTE pro-
grams are audited by the American Correctional Association (ACA) once every three
years to ensure compliance with accreditation standards such as instructional effec-
tiveness, classroom management, and safety. In addition, certain CTE programs must
meet the design and instruction requirements of partners like the National Center for
Construction Education and Research (NCCER) (for 12 programs) and the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) (for 22 programs). Five CTE pro-
grams offer college credits, which subjects them to reviews by the American Council
on Education (ACE) every three years (sidebar).

All recent external audits have found that DOC’s CTE programs comply with external
standards and requirements.
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Most DOC programs focus on in-demand jobs and skills, although
several warrant review

CTE programs should be well aligned with the current labor market to help ensure
inmates are prepared for employment and to optimize DOC educational resources.
Programs should meet three key criteria: target high-demand fields, lead to jobs offer-
ing a self-sufficient wage, and provide industry-valued certifications. This approach
helps provide participants with viable career paths and increases their likelthood of
financial stability upon release, which can help mitigate common risks associated with
reoffending, such as unemployment and financial hardship.

The majority of DOC’s CTE programs target occupations that are in high demand in
Virginia (Table 3-1). Twenty-three of 31 programs are designed to prepare inmates for
in-demand career paths. One additional program, Masonry, prepares students for a
high-demand job field through its advanced curriculum, which can be taken after com-
pletion of its foundational program. The remaining seven programs target job titles
that are not in high demand.

These seven programs that do not target high-demand occupations still prepare in-
mates for occupations with many current job openings (Table 3-2). For example, three
of the seven programs targeted occupations with over a thousand job openings
statewide between May 2024 and April 2025. Three others had more than 100 open-
ings for their targeted job openings—one of the criteria the Virginia Office of Edu-
cation Economics (VOEE) considers when determining if an occupation is in high
demand. These openings generally exceed the number of inmates who participate and
complete each of these programs, suggesting they prepare inmates for viable employ-
ment opportunities upon release.

TABLE 3-1

Some DOC CTE programs do not target in-demand jobs or certifications
CTE program High-demand jobs targeted In-demand certifications offered
Automotive Technology & Repair
Building Maintenance & Repair v
Communication Arts & Design v
Drafting/CAD v
Electrical v
Graphic Comm. & Digital Print Prod. v
Motorcycle Repair v
Roofing And Siding v

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DOC CTE program documentation and Virginia Office of Education Economics (VOEE) labor market data (May
2024—-April 2025).

NOTE: DOC offers 23 additional CTE programs that are not presented in this table because they meet the presented labor market criteria.
See Appendix F for details on these programs. VOEE determines a job title to be in high demand based on set criteria. A job title must (1)
have a typically entry-level education range of no formal education to a bachelor's degree, (2) have a minimum of 1 percent projected
growth in workforce demand in the next five years, (3) have a minimum of 100 projected statewide openings per year, on average, over
the next five years, and have median earnings that are at least 200 percent of the federal poverty level. Alternatively, a job title can be
considered high demand if it is an active “apprenticeable” occupation according to the Virginia Department of Labor and Industry.
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TABLE 3-2
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CTE programs targeting jobs not in high demand still have many job openings

CTE program

Number of DOC

Average annual job openings program participants (2024)

Automotive Technology & Repair
Building Maintenance & Repair
Graphic Comm. & Digital Print Prod.

Electrical

Roofing & Siding

Drafting/CAD

Motorcycle Repair

1,857 16
1,459 59
1,241 118
382 254
272 -
116 82
52 19

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DOC CTE participation data (2024) and VOEE labor market data (May 2024 — April 2025).

NOTE: Average annual job openings reported are a summation of the job openings for all occupations targeted by each CTE program.
Each of these seven programs had between one and eight targeted occupations. The roofing and siding program had no new program
enrollments or completers in 2024.

Entry-level wages for
Barber and Cosmetol-
ogy occupations may be
understated as the data
used for this analysis re-
lies on employees’ self-
reported wages to their
employers. Research indi-
cates that tips are un-
derreported by employ-
ees to reduce tip
contributions to the em-
ployer, tax liability, and
other financial obligations
associated with higher re-
ported wages.

DOC does not offer several programs for high-demand fields because of hiring re-
strictions related to criminal histories. Examples include healthcare (e.g,, registered
nurses and medical assistants), childcare, and education (e.g,, teachers and teaching
assistants) occupations.

Twenty-six of 31 CTE programs target at least one occupation with self-sufficient
entry-level annual wages. The average entry-level annual wages across all CTE pro-
grams’ targeted job fields were $31,868, which is approximately $3,400 above the self-
sufficiency threshold for a single-person household (adjusted to 2025 dollars).

While five programs did not have self-sufficient entry-level wages, their longer-term
wage potential makes them viable paths to self-sufficiency. These five programs were
Barbering, Cosmetology, Cabinet Making, Custodial Maintenance, and Horticulture
(sidebar). These programs targeted occupations with entry-level wages that were be-
tween 3 percent and 25 percent below the self-sufficiency threshold. However, every
occupation targeted by these CTE programs offers median annual wages that surpass
the self-sufficiency level. Median annual wages reflect the wages of experienced,
longer-tenured employees. This means that employees in these occupations can even-
tually earn self-sufficient wages if they remain in the job long enough. In 2024, about
18 percent of new CTE participants enrolled in one of these five programs.

Twenty-nine of 31 DOC CTE programs offer certifications that are in demand for
the job fields or broader industries they target, further supporting inmates’ future em-
ployability upon completion. The only programs that do not offer in-demand certifi-
cations in their respective fields are Automotive Technology & Repair and Communi-
cation, Arts & Design (Table 3-1).

Eighteen of DOC’s CTE programs met all the labor market criteria discussed above.
More information on the demand, wages, and certifications offered for job titles tar-
geted by each CTE program is presented in Appendix F
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Reconsideration of DOC's Electrical program is warranted to better
equip inmates for post-release opportunities

DOC needs to reconsider its Electrical program, one of DOC’s largest CTE programs,
because it does not lead to an occupation with a high number of job openings. This
program is intended to prepare inmates to be an electrical helper, which is an entry-
level position in the electrical industry with relatively few job openings—an estimated
average of 382 openings per year between 2024 and 2029—and no anticipated growth.
However, 11 facilities offer this program, and 995 inmates enrolled in it between
March 2022 and May 2025, making it the third-largest DOC CTE program (sidebar).
The gap between job openings and program completers suggests that completers will
have difficulty finding a job in this field after their release.

While other occupations in the electrical industry are in high demand in Virginia, they
typically require training and practical experience that are not feasible for most inmates
to obtain while incarcerated. For example, licensed electricians are in high demand, but
an individual must obtain a minimum of four years of practical experience and 240
hours of theoretical training to be eligible for the license. Some inmates may be able
to get that experience and additional training through an apprenticeship opportunity
at a DOC facility. However, these opportunities are limited based on the low need for
electrical positions at facilities, the availability of an apprenticeship mentor, and the
time remaining on an inmate’s sentence after completing the CTE program.

DOC should evaluate the curriculum for its Electrical program to determine whether
it could be modified to better prepare students for in-demand occupations. If modifi-
cations are not feasible, DOC should consider whether it would be mote cost-effective
to replace the program, in at least some facilities, with other CTE programs that target
more in-demand occupations.

The evaluation should also review the program’s enrollment criteria and re-entry sup-
port. For example, DOC could assign some program slots to inmates with longer sen-
tences—rather than reserving all slots for those nearing release—with the intention
of transitioning them into apprenticeships post-completion. The program could also
be strengthened by offering targeted employment support to help graduates secure
positions upon release, a strategy discussed in greater detail later in this chapter.

RECOMMENDATION 8

The Virginia Department of Corrections should evaluate its Electrical program and
develop a plan to either (i) improve the existing program’s curriculum and re-entry
support or (ii) replace it with one or more career and technical education programs
that would more effectively prepare inmates for high-demand employment opportu-
nities upon release.

The Electrical program
waitlist is the second
largest waitlist among
DOC's CTE programs with
430 inmates waiting for
enrollment in February
2025.
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Examples of high-de-
mand occupations that
DOC could consider tar-
geting through existing
or new CTE programs in-
clude Customer Service
Representatives; Laborers
and Freight, Stock and
Material Movers; and
First-Line Supervisors of
Food Preparation and
Serving Workers.

Chapter 3: Career and Technical Education Programs

Using additional labor market data would better ensure DOC’s CTE
programs continue to prepare inmates for relevant careers

While most programs prepare inmates for occupations that are currently in demand,
a third of the occupations targeted across DOC’s CTE programs were projected to
experience a decrease in job openings between 2024 and 2029. This could make some
of these programs less useful/valuable to inmates upon release, particulatly for pro-
grams with few current job openings, such as the Motorcycle Repait or Drafting/ CAD
programs.

Additionally, DOC does not offer in-demand credentials in all its programs. For exam-
ple, DOC offers the Microsoft Office Specialist certification through its Computer
System Technology Program but not its Communications, Arts & Design program,
even though these certifications are in demand for one of the program’s targeted oc-
cupations. Similarly, the EPA 609 certification is also in demand for the Automotive
Technology & Repair program but is only offered for the HVAC/Reftrigeration pro-
gram. Broadening access to this and other existing certifications—such as OSHA 10,
OSHA 30, A+ CompTIA, and Autodesk certifications—could further align some of
DOC’s programs with labor market needs. These certifications are conferred by third-
party industry groups (e.g., Microsoft) that verify whether an inmate has satisfied the
requirements for the certification. Making in-demand credentials available for more
programs would not require DOC to partner with new industry groups, but rather to
work with its existing industry partners.

While DOC’s current CTE program design reviews appear to be well structured, it
should integrate Virginia’s labor market data into this triennial process. VOEE pro-
vides regularly updated data on the projected demand and wages of occupations in
Virginia, as well as the certifications and skills that are in demand for each occupation.
This data will help ensure all DOC programs continue to prepare students for relevant
occupations and certifications, allowing DOC to determine whether programs should
be replaced by another existing one or by a new program targeting other high-demand
tields (sidebar).

RECOMMENDATION 9

The Virginia Department of Corrections should incorporate an analysis of relevant
labor market data maintained by the Virginia Office of Education Economics into its
triennial reviews of career and technical education programs to (i) ensure the occupa-
tions and credentials targeted by each program are in high demand, (ii) identify new
programming that would align with newly identified high-demand occupations, and
(iii) take steps to modify its programming as necessary and feasible.
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Lack of a formal process to connect inmates with relevant job
opportunities prior to release undermines CTE program effectiveness

Connecting inmates with relevant job opportunities before release is a key strategy to
help them avoid barriers to securing employment. Research literature indicates that
former inmates face barriers to employment, including employer reluctance to hire
people with criminal records, gaps in employment history, and a lack of workforce
skills like interviewing, job searching, and resume writing;

While CTE program completers have higher employment rates than those left on the
waitlist, a significant number still were not employed within their first quarter of re-
lease, suggesting additional re-entry support is needed for these inmates. In addition
to the recommended improvement to the CTE curricula discussed previously, provid-
ing targeted re-entry support can help better prepare inmates for employment.

DOCs re-entry division provides some employment assistance and has staff at some
facilities to help with job skills like interviewing, but this support is not available at all
facilities or to all inmates who will soon be released (sidebar). In addition, the support
is not targeted to specific CTE programs or industries.

DOC central office has recognized this gap in re-entry support for CTE participants
and has piloted a new position to better connect them with relevant employers. DOC
created a federally grant-funded business developer position in January 2023 for the
welding program, which engages with welding and manufacturing employers to raise
awareness of the DOC welding program and the benefits of becoming a second-
chance employer (sidebar).

Expanding DOC’s business developer program would provide CTE participants who
are about to be released from DOC with targeted employment support, increasing
their likelihood of securing and maintaining work upon release. Assigning specific ca-
reer clusters to each business developer is the most effective way to ensure they have
the specialized knowledge needed to work with employers. This approach allows de-
velopers to become experts in their assigned fields, improving collaboration and out-
comes with industry partners.

Creating three business developer positions would allow DOC to focus its employer-
engagement efforts on the three career clusters that comprise the majority of its CTE
programs, which collectively accounted for about 75 percent of all CTE completers
released in 2024. Once these roles are in place, DOC should report on the extent to
which post-release outcomes improve and whether more positions are needed to sup-
port CTE participants.

Establishing these new business developer positions will require additional funding;
DOC reported that the grant-funded pilot position cost approximately $93,000 for
salary and benefits.
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RECOMMENDATION 10

The General Assembly may wish to consider including in the Appropriation Act (i)
funding for three business developer positions to help inmates who participate in the
Virginia Department of Corrections (DOC) career and technical education (CTE)
programs prepare to obtain employment after release, and (i) language directing DOC
to report on the post-release employment outcomes of CTE students and the extent
to which additional business developer positions are needed, if any.

About half of CTE participants do not complete their
programs, and facility transfers are a leading cause

Greater attention by DOC to its facility transfer practices would also increase the im-
pact of CTE programs and the state funds used to support them, as facility transfers
are a leading reason why only about half of inmates enrolled in a CTE program com-
plete it. Between January 2024 and May 2025, CTE programs had a 47 percent com-
pletion rate, and facility transfers have been the second most common reason why
inmates have not completed CTE programs in recent years (Figure 3-3).

FIGURE 3-3
Facility transfers are among the most common reasons for CTE program non-
completion (March 2022 through May 2025)

Unknown \
Other ———

Voluntary

£ et withdrawal
Disciplinary

withdrawal 4,649
CTE

non-completers

Facility
transfer

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DOC education program participation data (March 2022 through May 2025).
NOTE: "Other” includes program participation ending because of medical transfers, releases into the community,
termination of the program, or withdrawals by DOC for reasons not otherwise specified.

Education and facility staff can request “transfer holds” when aware of upcoming
transfers for program participants, but requests and approval are inconsistent across
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facilities. Data validates these inconsistencies as facility transfers accounted for 7 per-
cent to 89 percent of CTE non-completions across facilities between January 2024
and May 2025.

Facility transfers are necessary for a variety of reasons. For example, inmates may need
to participate in substance abuse or sex offender treatment programming that they can
only access at another facility. An inmate may need to be transferred to a facility with
a different security level because of changes in their behavior. DOC has also closed
correctional facilities and changed the security level of some facilities, which has ne-
cessitated inmate transfers (sidebar).

While transfers may be warranted for a variety of reasons, transferring inmates before
they complete their CTE program disrupts inmates’ progress. Only 7 percent of in-
mate transfers between March 2022 and May 2025 resulted in inmates re-enrolling in
the same program at a new facility; 14 percent were enrolled in different CTE pro-
grams, while the remaining 79 percent did not re-enroll in any CTE programs. Data
also shows that more than half of inmates who were participating in CTE programs
at their time of transfer had already finished at least half of their program (based on
the amount of time expected to complete it) (Figure 3-4). For many inmates, re-en-
rollment in programs may not be possible because the program is not available at the
new facility or has no available seats.

FIGURE 3-4
More than half of transferred CTE participants who did not complete their
program are estimated to have already completed at least half of it

INMATES TRANSFERRED PRIOR TO PROGRAM COMPLETION
453

336

304

180
19% 125
11%
8%

Less than 25% More than 25% Around half More than 55% Nearly completed At or more than
but less than 45% but less than 75% (75% to 99%) expected time
to complete

28%

Estimated proportion of program completed at time of transfer

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DOC program participation data (March 2022 through May 2025).

NOTE: This analysis is based on DOC's estimated times to complete each CTE program. However, an inmate may
take more or less time to complete a program based on their learning capabilities. DOC has policies giving teachers
the authority to remove students from their class if adequate progress is not being made in a program.

Commission draft
41

For context, DOC had
several facility closures
and security level
changes since 2024. It
closed three facilities and
changed the security lev-
els of four facilities.




Chapter 3: Career and Technical Education Programs

DOC’s new “Virginia Model” initiative could increase the number of facility transfers.
This initiative is offering programming and incentives to inmates with a history of
good behavior, a key incentive being a transfer to a correctional facility with better
amenities and freedoms. DOC educational staff reported that some inmates who have
been transferred to and from these correctional facilities have experienced disruptions
to their educational programming because transfers are being scheduled without con-
sidering the impacts on inmates’ educational programming;

DOC should ensure that its transfer process adequately considers inmates’ CTE pro-
gram participation, which should include developing clear criteria for the use of “tem-
porary holds” for inmates participating in these programs. At a minimum, the criteria
should account for three key factors: (1) whether the inmate’s current CTE program
is offered at the receiving facility, (2) how much of the program the inmate has already
completed, and (3) whether the inmate wishes to remain at the facility and complete
the program or be transferred to another facility and potentially not complete the pro-
gram. This assessment could be used to determine when a temporary hold makes sense
and whether the inmate can realistically finish the course within the hold timeframe.

RECOMMENDATION 11

The Virginia Department of Corrections should (i) develop clear criteria for using
temporary transfer holds for inmates in Career and Technical Education (CTE) pro-
grams and (if) require designated staff to use these criteria to guide their transfer deci-
sions for CTE participants.
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Postsecondary Educational Programs at

DOC Facilities

DOC’s postsecondary educational programs are designed to provide inmates with col-
lege-level learning opportunities. Available national research, including a 2018 meta-
analysis by the RAND Corporation and a 2024 meta-analysis by the Washington State
Institute for Public Policy, indicates that inmates who participate in postsecondary ed-
ucation programs are less likely to recidivate than non-participants. The effects of
postsecondary education programs on post-release employment have been less con-
clusive than those on recidivism, primarily because of limited high-quality research on
employment outcomes.

DOC offers far more Adult Basic Education (ABE) and Career and Technical Educa-
tion (CTE) programs than postsecondary programs, and most postsecondary pro-
grams are relatively new. As of September 2025, fewer than half of Virginia’s major
facilities offered at least one postsecondary program, although the types of programs
vary (sidebar). Seventeen of DOC’s 37 major facilities provided postsecondary educa-
tion through contracts with eight community colleges and one four-year university
(Table 4-1). Postsecondary programming provided in DOC facilities includes both ac-
ademic programs, including associate degree programs, and CTE programs, such as
courses on HVAC, business management, and precision measurement. Inmates’ post-
secondary education options depend on the DOC facility they are in; one facility may

offer only a single CTE course, while another may offer a full associate degree course
load.

Most postsecondary programs in DOC facilities were established recently and were
prompted by a 2020 federal law that restored Pell Grant eligibility for incarcerated
students (sidebar). This change created a funding source for inmate tuition payments
and generated nationwide interest among colleges to provide postsecondary programs
to incarcerated individuals.

DOC’s postsecondary programs are typically taught on-site at correctional facilities by
instructors employed by Virginia higher education institutions. In addition to class-
room space, DOC provides administrative and security staffing support to facilitate
instruction. College courses are typically taught during evenings or weekends to avoid
conflicts with other DOC programming and operations.

Eligible inmates typically do not pay for college course tuition. Instead, the programs
are funded through a combination of Pell Grants, state-level need-based aid that is
also available to the general public (e.g;, “FastForward”), and financial assistance from
individual higher education institutions.

Postsecondary education programs operating within Virginia’s correctional facilities
are subject to quality assurance standards from both regional and federal accrediting
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Chapter 4: Postsecondary Educational Programs at DOC Facilities

bodies. All partner colleges and community colleges are accredited by the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges (SACSCOC), which
ensures a baseline of institutional quality through a peer-review process. Additionally,
to be eligible for Pell Grant funds for incarcerated students, a college program must
be designated as a Prison Education Program (PEP), which requires a separate appli-
cation and review from both SACSCOC and the U.S. Department of Education (ED).

TABLE 4-1
Overview of postsecondary programming offered in DOC facilities (as of September 2025)
Number of
DOC
Types of postsecondary programs Description College providers facilities
Piedmont CC,
Academic programming that fulfills VA Wesleyan,
Associate degree programs in general general education requirements for Rappahannock CC,
studies, liberal arts, or science transfer to a four-year degree program. Southside VA CC 11
Paul D Camp CC
Wytheville CC,
Mountain Empire CC,
Germanna CC,
Career and technical certificate Vocational classes that result in Southside CC,
(non-credit bearing) programs certificates but not college credits. Rappahannock CC 7
Vocational classes that result in
certificates or associate degrees Danville CC,
Career and technical credit-bearing programs and can accumulate college credit. Southside VA CC 6

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DOC and VCCS documents, staff interviews, and DOC program participation data.

NOTE: Career and Technical credit-bearing programs category includes DOC-provided CTE programs that students can earn community college credit
for. As of September 2025, some types of programming are offered at multiple DOC facilities. Most facilities that offer associate degree programs also
offer a "Uniform Certificate” as a lower-value credential for students who only complete the first half of associate degree coursework.

“Potentially eligible” is
defined as having a GED
or high school diploma.

DOC's data system
tracks only individual
course completions but
does not maintain data
on progress toward a
specific degree (e.g., as-
sociate in general stud-
ies). This outcomes analy-
sis focuses on individuals
who have completed one
or more postsecondary
courses and were re-
leased since April 2022.

See Appendix B for more
details.

Only 2 percent of DOC’s population is enrolled in
postsecondary programs

As of September 2025, only a small proportion of potentially eligible DOC inmates
participate in postsecondary programs, although the number of inmates participating
has increased in recent years (sidebar). In February 2025, about 3 percent of potentially
eligible inmates (2 percent of the total state-responsible inmate population in DOC
facilities) were enrolled in a postsecondary course. The number of inmates enrolled in
postsecondary programs increased from 346 in February 2023 to 446 in February
2025.

Recent postsecondary participants had somewhat
better employment outcomes than non-participants

Evaluating the effectiveness of DOC’s postsecondary programs requires analyzing the
post-release employment and recidivism outcomes of participating inmates (sidebar).
DOC inmates who completed at least one postsecondary course were employed at
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higher rates than comparable DOC inmates who did not participate in a postsecondary
program (Figure 4-1) (sidebar). Fifty-four percent of postsecondary course completers
were employed two quarters after release, which is 10 percentage points higher than
the comparison group. Postsecondary course completers who were employed after
release also earned higher wages (on average, $550 more per quarter) than nonpartici-
pants. JLARC conducted a more sophisticated analysis of these differences, account-
ing for relevant factors, such as inmate demographics, incarceration details, and gang
affiliation. After using techniques to account for these factors, postsecondary course
completion is still associated with higher rates of post-release employment and wages.

There was also a difference in 12-month rearrest rates between postsecondary course
completers and non-participants (22 percent versus 28 percent, respectively). How-
ever, these differences were not statistically significant. (More information about
JLARC’s analyses of post-release outcomes is available in Appendix B.)

Nearly half of postsecondary course completers also participated in CTE programming.
Of the 240 postsecondary program completers, 27 percent completed vocational pro-
grams, and 16 percent participated in vocational programs but did not complete them.
Therefore, it cannot be determined whether these outcome differences are due to
postsecondary education, vocational education, or some combination.

FIGURE 4-1
College participants were employed at higher rates than inmates with no
college programming for two quarters post-release

POST RELEASE EMPLOYMENT RATES

Q1 Q2

Postsecondary course completers

m CTE waitlist
(Participant)

(Non-participant)

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DOC employment outcomes data (April 2022 through September 2024 releases).

NOTE: The number of quarters after release that were available for analysis varied based on an inmate’s release date.
The maximum amount of time data is available for an inmate was nine quarters. This employment data is collected
through VEC, which does not include individuals who are self-employed, independent contractors, or employed
through a few other types of avenues.
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Security restrictions at
some DOC facilities may
prevent implementing
some types of postsec-
ondary programs, such
as career and technical
education programs that
require certain tools as
part of the curriculum.

JLARC staff interviewed
staff from eight out of
nine higher education
institutions that have
active partnerships with
DOC major facilities as
of September 2025
about their experiences
working within DOC cor-
rectional facilities and
perspectives on statewide
oversight of postsecond-
ary education in DOC fa-
cilities.

Chapter 4: Postsecondary Educational Programs at DOC Facilities

Several administrative changes would improve
postsecondary program operations at DOC facilities

In 2024, the General Assembly passed legislation to expand educational opportunities
in DOC facilities, including postsecondary programs. That legislation, which was ve-
toed by the governor in anticipation of this study, would have established a task force
to implement “a consistent education program” across all state correctional facilities.
It would have directed DOC to “implement a postsecondary education program that
provides access to coursework. ... in every state correctional facility operated by DOC
by July 1, 2030.”

Providing consistent postsecondary programming across all DOC facilities has several
advantages but would likely be challenging, especially in the near term. Offering con-
sistent postsecondary programs at DOC facilities would expand inmate access to these
programs since not all facilities have them and enable inmates to continue their edu-
cation if they transferred facilities. However, DOC wardens and principals report con-
siderable security, space, and information technology barriers to significantly expand-
ing postsecondary programs across DOC facilities (sidebar). (For more information
on other factors hindering program expansion, see Chapter 5.)

In the meantime, however, DOC could better support expanding postsecondary pro-
grams with certain administrative changes. Until recently, each correctional facility has
been largely responsible for negotiating with Virginia’s higher education institutions,
and DOC central office oversight has been minimal. This is reasonable given the rela-
tively small amount of college programming currently available at correctional facili-
ties. However, if the General Assembly wishes for DOC inmates to achieve more
widespread access to postsecondary programs, a more robust central office role is
needed.

DOC central office’s organization of postsecondary oversight
reportedly contributes to delays in program implementation

Timely administrative processes are important to expanding postsecondary programs;
delays can postpone the implementation of new programs or temporarily prevent in-
mate access to federal aid. Offering federal Pell Grants to incarcerated students is an
administratively demanding process requiring close coordination between colleges and
state departments of corrections. For example, the federal Prison Education Program
application process requires that memorandums of understanding (MOUs) and data-
sharing agreements be established before the higher education institution can offer
Pell Grants to incarcerated students.

In interviews, higher education institutions and facility staff commonly reported that
DOC central office delays hindered deployment of new programs (sidebar). College
and facility staff reported experiencing long wait times to have MOUs and data-shar-
ing agreements approved by DOC central office. For example, some college staff
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reported that it took between six and 12 months to receive an MOU approval. These
delays are reportedly due to approval and finalization of these agreements and not
time spent drafting the documents.

DOC central office has recently taken steps to improve statewide oversight and sup-
port of postsecondary programming. DOC hired a college coordinator at the central
office, whose responsibilities include developing an MOU template, helping to facili-
tate negotiations between individual correctional facilities and higher education insti-
tutions, and leading communications with the Virginia Community College System
(VCCS) and the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia. However, the indi-
vidual correctional facilities remain responsible for the day-to-day management of the
programs. The coordinator serves as the intermediary for nine higher education insti-
tutions and 16 DOC facilities.

The new college coordinator position appears helpful, but stakeholders are concerned
the position’s organizational placement within the education division may limit its ef-
fectiveness and ability to address issues quickly. As of September 2025, the college
coordinator position reported to the assistant superintendent of academics, who is
responsible for DOC’s adult education and special education programs. These pro-
grams are substantively different from postsecondary programs (e.g., in goals, funding
structures, instructional staff, etc.), and therefore, this supervisory structure seems
misaligned. Additionally, about half of DOC’s postsecondary programs are CTE, and
the assistant superintendent of academics does not have purview over CTE programs.
A better approach would be to have the college coordinator position report directly to
the DOC superintendent of education. A more direct reporting relationship with the
DOC superintendent could help reduce delays in finalizing the inter-agency agree-
ments required for new postsecondary programs, because it would give the college
coordinator greater authority and reduce time for decision-making and approvals.

RECOMMENDATION 12
The Virginia Department of Corrections should elevate the position of the college
coordinator to report directly to the department’s superintendent of education.

Lack of operational policies and procedures contributes to
inconsistent oversight of DOC'’s college programs

Similar to other states’ correctional systems, DOC develops and maintains a substantial
number of operating procedures to “guide DOC staff... in all matters related to DOC
operations.” DOC operating procedures range from the use of the DOC logo to
health services administration and facility security and control. Collectively, these op-
erating procedures are intended to help ensure the uniform application of DOC di-
rectives.

In the education division, however, DOC lacks operating procedures for managing
and implementing postsecondary programs at its facilities. DOC provides procedures
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for its adult education programs and CTE programs, including information on admin-
istration and management, class organization, student orientation, and educational
testing. However, as of September 2025, the only operating procedure pertaining to
college programs is one sentence specifying that the DOC superintendent “will desig-
nate staff to administer college programs and to coordinate services related to college
courses for inmates.”

The lack of policies has reportedly challenged higher education instructors’ ability to
provide classes comparable to those provided to traditional college students. Higher
education staff observed that there is inconsistency across (and within) DOC facilities
regarding college programs’ operations, particularly concerning allowable educational
materials like textbooks and classroom supplies. Higher education staff report that
allowable materials vary widely across facilities of the same security level and that ap-
proved materials can change depending on the warden’s preferences. For example, col-
lege staff have reportedly struggled to consistently provide materials needed for lab-
based science classes, which is a required component of the Associate Degree in Gen-
eral Studies program.

Creating operating procedures to guide the management and administration of post-
secondary programs, similar to those already established for DOC’s other types of
education programs, would help support postsecondary programs, especially as they
expand. The new operating procedures should cover topics such as approved educa-
tional materials (by security level and other relevant factors), program waitlist manage-
ment, and enrollment prioritization based on assessed need and prior educational en-
rollments. These new operating procedures should be shared with higher education
providers, as appropriate, to ensure DOC requirements are clearly understood by all
parties.

RECOMMENDATION 13

The Virginia Department of Corrections should develop and maintain operating pro-
cedures for the administration of its postsecondary education programs that, at a min-
imum, address the use of educational materials, waitlist management, and program
eligibility.

Cost-sharing arrangements among DOC, VCCS, and higher education
partners would help support program expansion and implementation

To operate postsecondary programs within DOC facilities, various administrative and
security needs must be addressed. Administrative needs include scheduling classes,
managing waiting lists, reporting data, and addressing logistical challenges. Security
needs include providing sufficient security staff to move inmates to and from educa-
tional classrooms and to remain in or near classrooms during the classes.

According to DOC central office and facility staff, some programs would have been
unable to meet these critical program needs if DOC facility staff had not voluntarily
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performed them in addition to their other responsibilities. For example, multiple facil-
ities with postsecondary programs have recently been unable to assign enough security
staff to the education buildings in the evenings because of staff shortages (sidebar).
Consequently, principals at these facilities have been volunteering to work security in
the halls to enable postsecondary programs to run normally, according to DOC central
office and facility staff. Stakeholders, including staff from DOC facilities, central of-
fice, and higher education institutions, also report that various other administrative
tasks needed for postsecondary programs to operate, including scheduling, managing
waitlists, and data reporting, are frequently handled by DOC facility staff in addition
to their normal work duties.

While it is reasonable for DOC to bear some of the administrative and security re-
sponsibilities and associated costs of these programs, relying on staff volunteers to
work additional hours to run these courses is not sustainable over the long term and
could compromise the delivery of postsecondary programs.

To support the sustainability and expansion of postsecondary programs, DOC should
develop a formal and transparent process for identifying and managing the added costs
required for their implementation. Addressing these costs should be a required part of
the MOU for all new and renewing programs. Under this process, higher education
institutions should document their expected program costs and revenues, while DOC
assesses its additional security and administrative costs to run the program. Based on
the estimated costs and revenues, DOC should propose and negotiate a cost-sharing
agreement with the relevant higher education institution to help offset its costs, when
feasible. For example, the arrangements could require the higher education institution
to pay for the costs of stipends for security or administrative staff who must work
overtime to run the program.

Cost-sharing arrangements should be determined on a program-by-program basis and
may not be possible in all cases. Any agreement should reflect a reasonable allocation
of costs without increasing student tuition and fees.

RECOMMENDATION 14

The Virginia Department of Corrections (DOC), in collaboration with the Virginia
Community College System and other participating higher education institutions,
should develop a process for (1) documenting the administrative and security costs to
DOC of providing each existing and proposed postsecondary program, (i) document-
ing higher education institutions’ costs and revenues for each program; and (iif) nego-
tiating a cost-sharing arrangement to offset DOC costs with net revenues, if any,
earned by the higher education institutions when feasible.

Six DOC facilities that
offer postsecondary
programs were among
the 10 facilities with the
highest correctional of-
ficer vacancy rates as of
July 2025. This includes
Nottoway CC (40%),
Lunenburg CC (39%),
Buckingham CC (36%),
Fluvanna CC for Women
(35%), St. Brides CC
(30%), and State Farm CC
(29%).
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Chapter 4: Postsecondary Educational Programs at DOC Facilities

Most common postsecondary program likely not
most useful to inmates

As of September 2025, the postsecondary program offered at most facilities, the As-
sociate in General Studies, does not by itself align with labor market needs. Instead, it
is designed to provide inmates with credits that can be applied toward a bachelor’s
degree. Examples of courses in the Associate in General Studies program include Col-
lege Success Skills, College Composition I and II, as well as other core requirements
for a bachelor’s degree, including Quantitative Reasoning and Religions of the World.

The Associate in General Studies program, while useful to traditional college students,
is limited for inmates since most cannot pursue a bachelor’s degree while incarcerated.
Because DOC does not currently offer any bachelor’s degree programs (outside of
any inmate self-funded correspondence courses), inmates must wait until after release
to apply their Associate in General Studies credits to a bachelot’s degree. Currently,
neither DOC nor VCCS can report on how often inmates successfully transfer their
Associate in General Studies credits to a four-year degree. Ultimately, other types of
postsecondary credentials are more likely to lead to successful outcomes for inmates.

National experts and correctional staff from other states recommend that postsec-
ondary correctional education programs prioritize teaching skills that enhance an in-
mate’s employability. This approach is intended to better prepare incarcerated individ-
uals to secure employment and support themselves upon release. Some states have
already adopted this workforce-focused approach. Ohio’s correctional system, for ex-
ample, intentionally offers degrees in subject areas like communications, substance use
counseling, and business.

Other credentials that could be offered by higher education institutions may better
align with the post-release realities for most inmates. Institutions in North Carolina
offer an Associate Degree in Applied Science in HVAC and a comparable amount of
credit hours in entrepreneurship. In Washington, state facilities offer associate degrees
in various directly employable fields like automotive repair technology, graphic design
and web development, and welding,

DOC, in collaboration with VCCS, should consider whether other types of credentials
would be more useful to inmates than the Associate in General Studies. If DOC de-
termines that other credentials would be more useful, it should develop and implement
plans to replace or supplement the Associate in General Studies. For example,
Southside Virginia Community College provides associate degree coursework in both
General Studies and Business Management degree tracks at five DOC facilities.

Where the Associate in General Studies is found to be the most useful credential, DOC
should ensure that the MOUs specity that participating higher education institutions
will provide reasonable supports to help program participants transfer their credentials
upon release. At this time, no such expectations are established in the MOU .
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RECOMMENDATION 15

The Virginia Department of Corrections (DOC), with the assistance of the Virginia
Community College System, should (i) evaluate whether a program other than the As-
sociate in General Studies would provide a postsecondary credential that is more useful
to inmates after release from DOC custody and, (ii) if a more useful credential is iden-
tified, replace the Associate in General Studies program with it.

RECOMMENDATION 16

The Virginia Department of Corrections should require that any memorandum of
understanding with a higher education institution to provide the Associate in Gen-
eral Studies degree program at a correctional facility include assurances that the
higher education institution will assist inmates as needed with transferring their
course credits and credentials to a bachelor’s degree program.
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Supporting Educational Program Access
and Effectiveness

In recent years, both legislators and the governor have expressed interest in expanding
access to educational programs in Department of Corrections (DOC) facilities.
JLARC staff have identified several short-term operational changes at DOC that could
improve the effectiveness of existing educational resources and increase access for
inmates who would benefit most.

Several operational changes could improve
educational programming access and efficiency

DOC wardens, principals, and teachers seem to generally be interested in increasing
educational opportunities for inmates. However, several barriers make it challenging
to do so, particularly shortages of physical space, security staff, and I'T infrastructure.
(Figure 5-1).

FIGURE 5-1
Wardens and principals report that space, security staffing, and IT are the most
significant barriers to expanding educational programming

PLEASE RATE THE EXTENT TO WHICH EACH OF THE FOLLOWING FACTORS IS CURRENTLY A CONSTRAINT
TO PROVIDING NEW OR EXPANDING EXISTING EDUCATIONAL OR CTE PROGRAMS AT YOUR FACILITY:

85%

64%

45% 45%
36%
33%
18 “Moderate”

constraint
“Severe” or
“significant”
constraint

Availability and Shortages of Availability of Shortages of Security Inmate interest Availability of  Inmate behavior

adequacy of IT  security staffing suitable gualified protocols {e.g., and necessary challenges

infrastructure to support physical space instructional movement participation equipment and
programs staff restrictions, levels materials

lockdowns)
N=33 facility wardens and principals

SOURCE: JLARC Survey of Wardens, Principals, and Teachers (July — August 2025).
NOTE: The 33 responding facility wardens and principals represented a majority of DOC's major correctional facili-
ties (25 of 37).
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While additional funding is needed to meet a significant portion of unmet demand for
education programs, some unmet demand can be met through operational efficiencies
rather than solely new spending. For example, minimizing unnecessary delays in in-
mates’ educational programs would reduce the time it takes for inmates to complete a
program, opening seats sooner for other inmates. Adopting a more strategic approach
to enrollment—one that considers how likely an inmate is to benefit based on DOC
assessments—would also help. Given the multiple aspects of prison operations, adopt-
ing strategies to improve access to education programming will involve collaboration
with other DOC divisions (Table 5-1).

TABLE 5-1
Identified near-term improvements to DOC'’s educational programs will require support from other units
within DOC
Improvement DOC unit support needed
Consider the information DOC already collects on the extent to which educational/voca- Counseling
tional programming could reduce an inmate’s recidivism risk in enrollment decisions
Reduce avoidable security-related disruptions to class attendance Operations / Security

Improve the hiring process/competitiveness of compensation for education program staff
Ensure the DOC education superintendent can effectively manage funds appropriated to

Human Resources
Finance

DOC for educational programming

Provide more timely IT support for existing educational technology
Use “temporary holds” for inmates deemed eligible to transfer to another facility, where prac-

Information Technology Unit
Central Classification Services

ticable and appropriate, if it is determined that a transfer would impede educational progress

Chapter 3)

SOURCE: JLARC staff analysis.

DOC inmates released
between July 2022 and
December 2024 with the
highest assessed educa-
tional or vocational
needs had the lowest
employment rates and
earnings. Similarly, in-
mates assessed to have
the lowest educational or
vocational needs had the
highest employment rates
and earnings.

DOC does not consider inmates’ recidivism risk when making
educational program enrollment decisions

Reducing inmates’ risk of recidivating is a primary goal of educational programming;
National research indicates that correctional programs, including education programs,
should focus on inmates at high risk of re-offending and target their “criminogenic
risk factors.” Addressing these factors can reduce an individual’s likelihood of re-of-
fending.

DOC does not currently consider an inmate’s risk of recidivating or how educational
or vocational programming could reduce this risk when making class enrollment deci-
sions. DOC uses the Correctional Offender Management Profiling for Alternative
Sanctions (COMPAS) assessment to estimate each inmate’s recidivism risk level and
evaluate their educational or vocational programming needs. Inmates who score higher
on educational and vocational needs are assessed to need these programs to lower their
risk of reoffending. The COMPAS assessment appears to be a faitly reliable predictor
of an inmate’s actual experiences shortly after release (sidebar).
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Available data suggests that many inmates assessed as needing educational program-
ming to reduce recidivism risk were on waitlists, while some assessed as unlikely to
need it to reduce reoffending risk were enrolled in programs. For example, in February
2025, there were 1,432 inmates on the adult basic education (ABE) program waitlist
who had a “probable” or “highly probable” need for educational or vocational pro-
grams. At the same time, 43 percent of inmates (1,134 inmates) who were enrolled were
assessed as “unlikely” to need educational programming to reduce their risk of
reoffending. Data showed similar trends for CTE programs: 1,046 inmates enrolled in
a CTE program (70 percent) had been assessed as having an “unlikely” need for edu-
cation or vocational training, while 1,308 inmates on CTE waitlists were identified as
having a “highly probable” or “probable” need for it. Forty-five percent of the 1,219
inmates who were released in 2024 and who were on an ABE and/or CTE waitlist
were determined by DOC’s assessments to need educational or vocational program-
ming to reduce their risk of reoffending.

DOC already considers inmates’ recidivism risks and assesses the need for program-
ming when it makes enrollment decisions for other types of programs. For example,
DOC policies for case management specify that “the counselor or a member of the
treatment team should base the inmate’s individual program assignments on the results
of the inmate’s risk/needs assessment and the identified criminogenic factors that ap-
ply to that inmate.” These expectations do not extend to educational programming,

DOC needs to consider inmate recidivism risk in making educational program enroll-
ment decisions. Reducing recidivism is a primary goal of DOC’s education program,
and both national research and analysis of DOC inmates’ outcomes indicate that ed-
ucational programming is associated with positive employment and recidivism out-
comes. DOC should balance inmates’ recidivism risks with other relevant factors that
need to be considered, such as the time remaining on an inmate’s sentence (sidebar).

According to DOC central office staff, neither the central office nor the facility’s edu-
cational staff has access to inmates” COMPAS assessment results, which are in DOC’s
primary data system (CORIS). Principals will need this information to consider recid-
ivism risk in making enrollment decisions.

RECOMMENDATION 17

The Virginia Department of Corrections should (i) specify in its operating procedures
that principals, when making educational program enrollment decisions, should give
consideration to enrolling inmates who have been identified through the Correctional
Offender Management Profiling for Alternative Services (COMPAS) assessment as
needing educational or vocational programming to reduce their risk of re-offending
after release, and (ii) ensure principals have ready access to inmates’ COMPAS assess-
ment results.

As of September 2025,
DOC used length of stay
as one prioritization cri-
terion, where inmates
closer to release are to be
enrolled before those far-
ther from their release
date. Other factors, such
as whether the inmate
has sufficient time left to
complete the program or
if the inmate is eligible for
special education ser-
vices, may be considered
depending on the type of
program.
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Reducing avoidable security-related disruptions to class would help
inmates progress through class more quickly

Correctional facilities face numerous security-related challenges that can impact the
delivery of educational programming. Navigating these challenges requires close co-
ordination between the facilities” educational and security staff. DOC policies require
facility leadership to “minimize cancellation of educational programs to the extent
possible,
other facility priorities. DOC policies also require facility leadership to “ensure, to the

2

recognizing that security requirements and processes must supersede all

extent possible, the availability of inmates to participate in educational programs.”

Educational programs at some DOC facilities appear to experience regular disruptions
and attendance and enrollment challenges. For example, based on available data,
JLARC staff estimate that security lockdowns, the late movement of inmates from
their housing units to the classroom, and unavailable security officers were responsible
for about 4,600 hours of lost ABE instruction and 5,400 houts of lost CTE instruc-
tion statewide in 2024. These disruptions were a primary driver of missed instruction
for these programs, accounting for an estimated 35 percent of all missed ABE hours
and 63 percent of all missed CTE hours.

Some level of class cancellations and sporadic inmate attendance should be expected
in a prison setting. However, DOC is unable to evaluate with existing data whether
prison leaders are complying with the expectation that they minimize cancellation of
educational programs, and educational staff at some facilities reported believing this
expectation was not being fully met. A majority (57 percent) of the 135 DOC teachers
and principals responding to JLARC’s survey agreed that leaders at their facility were
doing everything they could to minimize class interruptions and cancellations. How-
ever, 27 percent of respondents, located at 16 different facilities, disagreed.

DOC has begun to collect data to evaluate how often and why these program disrup-
tions occut, but the data is not fully reliable. For example, the frequency of disruptions
causing class cancellations is likely underreported because facilities report to the DOC
central office only disruptions that cause the cancellation of all ABE or all career and
technical education (CTE) classes. Facilities do not report disruptions that cause the
cancellation of some classes. Additionally, facilities inconsistently track the impacts of
security “lockdowns” on class cancellations; in some facilities, class cancelations are
not counted because teachers send classwork to the inmates in their housing units
during a lockdown.

DOC’s current data collection efforts also provide limited insight into inmates’ class
attendance. For example, existing attendance reports do not distinguish between stu-
dents who arrive on time and those who arrive late. According to DOC central office
and facility staff, students may regularly miss most of a class because of the time it
takes to safely move inmates from their housing units or other areas of the facility to
the classroom.

Commission draft
56



Chapter 5: Supporting Educational Program Access and Effectiveness

DOC should review the information it collects from correctional facilities on class
cancellations and student attendance to identify opportunities to improve its useful-
ness or reliability. Relatively minor adjustments to current data-collection efforts, in-
cluding clarifying for teachers what information should and should not be reported,
would make them more worthwhile.

Data improvements should include better documenting class disruptions and student
attendance and how often inmates arrive late to class. This would allow DOC central
office staff to assess whether wardens are minimizing avoidable class disruptions.
DOC should regularly provide wardens and their regional supervisors with statistics
comparing their facilities” class cancelations and student tardiness to those of other
facilities.

Wardens could take actions to minimize class disruptions and improve student attend-
ance. For example, this could range from small changes like training new security staff
on the process of moving inmates to class to larger changes such as using educational
programming to dictate inmate housing assignments. Wallens Ridge State Prison, one
of DOC’s maximum-security facilities, recently decided to house inmates participating
in educational programs in the same housing unit, which staff report has made it easier
to move inmates to and from classes. Lunenburg Correctional Center has adopted a
similar strategy. This specific approach may not be safe and practicable at all DOC
facilities, however.

RECOMMENDATION 18

The Virginia Department of Corrections should (i) review the information collected
from correctional facilities on class cancellations and student absences to determine
whether additional or different information is needed to effectively track the frequency
of and reasons for them; (ii) take steps to ensure that the information is collected and
reported to the central office consistently across correctional facilities; and (iif) provide
this information to wardens regularly to help them minimize disruptions to educa-
tional programs.

In addition to collecting and using more data, DOC should amend its policies to clarify
that wardens are responsible for ensuring not only that class cancellations are avoided
as much as possible, but that inmates arrive at their classes on time, to the extent safe
and practicable.

RECOMMENDATION 19

The Virginia Department of Corrections should amend its policies to clarify that war-
dens are expected to minimize inmates’ late arrival to class to the extent safe and prac-
ticable.
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Improving the timeliness of hiring teachers would enable DOC to
enroll more inmates in classes

Vacant teaching positions limit inmates’ access to correctional education programs and
the overall effectiveness of programs. DOC has experienced some challenges recruit-
ing and retaining educational staff in recent years. As of May 2025, 16 of DOC’s 115
CTE positions (14 percent) were vacant, and 12 of its 78 ABE positions (15 percent)
were vacant. Turnover rates for FY25 through May 2025 were approximately 16 per-
cent for ABE teachers and 13 percent for CTE instructors. The vacancy rates among
DOC teachers appear substantially higher than among public school teachers statewide
(3.4 percent during the 2024—25 school year), based on available data, and would have
placed DOC in the top 10 vacancy rates in the state among school divisions that year.

DOC appears not to be filling vacant positions in a timely manner. As of May 2025,
facility educational positions, including CTE teachers, ABE teachers, and librarians,
had been vacant for a median of 249 days.

In survey responses, several wardens and principals cited lengthy hiring processes as a
primary challenge to filling vacancies. Others reported low compensation, especially
for CTE teachers, was a barrier to filling vacancies. Negative perceptions about work-
ing in a correctional facility were also cited as a cause of low applicant volume.

RECOMMENDATION 20

The Virginia Department of Corrections should (i) identify the primary causes of de-
lays in filling vacant instructor positions for educational programs, and (ii) take appro-
priate steps to improve the timeliness in filling these positions.

Eliminating all waitlists
for educational pro-
grams could not be
achieved solely by in-
creasing the number of
instructors, as facilities
face a variety of other
constraints, including in-
sufficient classroom
space.

When the Department of Correctional Education was transferred to DOC in 2012,
the personnel funding transferred to DOC was reportedly insufficient to fill all educa-
tional positions. As a result, since 2012, DOC has purposefully held a certain propor-
tion of its educational positions vacant (approximately 12 percent in FY25). DOC
estimates that it would need an additional $4.3 million to fully fund all educational
positions.

Filling all these vacant teacher positions would not eliminate program waitlists but
would increase the number of inmates who could participate in educational program-
ming, JLARC staff estimate that filling all 28 vacant teaching positions would allow
between 700 and 1,100 additional inmates to enroll in an educational program (side-
bar).

Better internal controls would help ensure funding for instruction is
fully spent and spent only on educational programming
In recent years, DOC has (1) not spent all of its General Assembly appropriations for

educational programming and (2) spent some of this appropriated funding for non-
educational purposes.
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Over the past two fiscal years, DOC’s education division ended each year with unspent
fund balances, partially because central office educational program staff do not have
timely or reliable information on their budget balances. In FY25, the division had a
balance of $250,903 at year-end, while in FY24, it ended with $93,564 in unspent
funds. However, DOC canceled its 2025 planned professional development confer-
ence for ABE teachers because it believed the division had insufficient funds to cover
the conference’s $35,000 cost. Ultimately, the division had sufficient funds, but this
was not conveyed to division leaders until too close to the end of the fiscal year to
spend the money strategically. Educational staff also indicated that had they known
about the available funding, they would have purchased needed educational supplies
for classrooms and potentially hired a new teacher.

DOC should ensure that its educational division receives sufficient information to reg-
ularly monitor educational program spending and unspent balances. This would help
the DOC superintendent more effectively “control expenditure of educational re-
sources as prudently and effectively as possible,” as required by DOC policy.

DOC leadership appears to be aware of its need to provide unit heads, including the
DOC superintendent, more control over and information about their budgets. In a
September 2025 memo, the DOC director announced that relevant staff would be
receiving more information from DOC leadership to better understand their budgets
starting in October 2025.

RECOMMENDATION 21

The Virginia Department of Corrections (DOC) should take steps to ensure that its
unit heads, including the DOC superintendent, have sufficient, accurate, and timely
information to regularly monitor spending and unspent balances within their respec-
tive programs.

DOC should also develop and implement a process to ensure that all funds appropri-
ated for educational programming at DOC are used for educational programming. It
appears that at least some funding appropriated for education at DOC is being used
for non-instructional purposes.

According to DOC central office staff, some teachers are being paid overtime to work
certain security posts outside of regular hours. This practice may be warranted at some
facilities, especially when there are critical security staffing shortages, but educational
program funds should not be used to cover the overtime costs (sidebar).

Using Auditor of Public Accounts (APA) data, JLARC staff estimate that as much as
$220,000 appropriated to DOC for educational purposes in FY25 was used to pay for
staff overtime at DOC facilities. While APA data does not detail the overtime activities
that were being compensated (e.g., instruction versus security), two facilities (Bucking-
ham and Greensville) that accounted for almost half of these overtime payments also
have especially high correctional officer vacancy rates, increasing the likelihood that
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some portion of the overtime was for security-related activities. DOC should take
steps to ensure that educational funds are used only for educational purposes in the
future.

RECOMMENDATION 22

The Virginia Department of Corrections (DOC) should establish specific financial
controls to ensure that all funds appropriated to DOC for education are used exclu-
sively to support educational programs.

DOC teachers and principals report frequent problems with classroom
educational technology, lack of timely support, and repairs

DOC’s educational programs rely on functioning computers and networks for various
critical tasks, including student assessments and instruction. DOC ABE program
teachers use technology, such as smartboards and document cameras, for lessons, and
students complete computer-based skills practice and GED assessments. Similarly,
some CTE programs, including Business Software Applications, are heavily reliant on
functioning computers for student learning, and other programs, including custodial
maintenance and sanitation, may present lessons on computers to help inmates learn
foundational concepts before participating in hands-on activities.

Through survey responses and interviews, teachers and principals expressed concerns
related to educational technology, particularly regarding network speeds, internet ac-
cess, I'T support, and the reliability and functionality of computers and software. For
example, only 28 percent of surveyed teachers and principals agreed that internet ac-
cess at their facility was adequate to support instructional needs, and less than half (42
percent) reported that “student-use” computers functioned reliably most of the time
(Figure 5-2).
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FIGURE 5-2
DOC teachers and principals reported problems with internet access, IT support, and computer and
software reliability

48% 41% 49% 42%
62% Disagree

Neither Agree
Nor Disagree

63%
45% 45% 42%
Agree

“Instructor-use” There are enough Educational “Student-use” IT support and Internet access at
computers function  “student-use” software used by computers function repairs are provided  this facility is
reliably most of the computers available students functions reliably most of the in a timely manner adequate to support

time. in my classroom.  reliably most of the time. when technology instructional needs.
time. issues affect
instruction.

N=135 facility teachers and principals

SOURCE: JLARC Survey of Wardens, Principals, and Teachers (July — August 2025).
NOTE: "Disagree” includes responses of “strongly disagree” and “disagree”, and similarly, “agree” includes “strongly agree” and “agree”.

DOC central office staff report plans to improve the network speeds in classrooms
and increase instructor access to the internet, but DOC needs to address other IT
problems, such as delays in addressing repairs and replacements. Through interviews
and survey responses, correctional education teachers and instructors reported con-
siderable frustration with the IT support provided. Only 38 percent agreed that IT
support and repairs were provided in a timely manner when technology problems af-
fect instruction. The following quotes illustrate some of the concerns raised related to
the current levels of I'T support teachers receive:

Twenty percent of my classroom computers are non-operational, and there is
no plan (to my knowledge) to repair or replace them in the near future. This
limits my ability to educate my students and severely limits my ability to increase
their computer familiarity for future testing ease of use. (ABE teacher)

Our computers are often down for weeks to months at a time before our I'T
person comes to fix them. The educational programs themselves are often slow
and crash, or stop working altogether. I have learned never to rely on our tech-
nology when I plan my daily instruction. (ABE teacher)

Computers stay down too long before being fixed, and sometimes they don't get
fixed the first time, then you have to wait again. (CTE instructor)

Unclear causes—potentially inefficient ticketing processes or insufficient I'T staffing—
are leading to slow IT support for teachers needing help with classroom technology.
For classroom technology, DOC staff are required by policy to submit service requests
through the agency’s I'T support ticketing system, and inefficiencies in this process may
contribute to I'T support delays.
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However, evidence also indicates that DOC may not have enough IT support staff to
respond quickly to educational IT issues or handle the agency’s growing IT initiatives.
As of September 2025, DOC had nine field technology staff members dedicated to
supporting educational technology at facilities across the state, and DOC central office
staff report challenges providing sufficient I'T support for the growing number of IT
initiatives being implemented across the agency (sidebar). Supporting DOC’s concerns
about insufficient I'T staffing, a JLARC analysis revealed that DOC budgeted the low-
est total amount and proportion of IT spending on staffing among Virginia’s largest
state agencies in FY25.

Considering DOC’s plans for expanding its IT infrastructure at DOC facilities, the
agency should ensure it has adequate I'T support for existing educational technology.

RECOMMENDATION 23

The Virginia Department of Corrections (IDOC) should (i) identify the causes of the
lack of timely and effective support for educational technologies at DOC facilities; (ii)
take appropriate steps to address the causes; and (iii) request additional funding for
personnel if an insufficient number of IT support staff is a primary cause.

Additional security staff at certain facilities and
mobile trailers would improve inmate access to
educational programs

Security staff shortages at some DOC facilities are so severe that it is not realistic to
expect these facilities’ educational programs to be fully operational. Limited space is
another key constraint to the expansion of educational programming at DOC facili-
ties.

Targeting funding for additional security staff at certain facilities
could improve inmates’ access to educational programs

Security staff are essential for educational programs to operate safely. A secure and
controlled classroom allows both inmates and staff to engage in educational activities
safely and without disruption. Security staff are needed to manage the logistics of
moving inmates to and from class, prevent the unsafe use of equipment and tools in
classrooms or their removal from the classrooms, and de-escalate potential conflicts.
During correctional officer shortages, facility leadership must prioritize essential secu-
rity posts (e.g., medical runs), which can understandably lead to non-essential activities,
including education, being canceled for the day.

DOC continues to face significant challenges in maintaining safe staffing levels in its
facilities. A 2024 consultant’s report found that DOC facilities are “critically, and, in
many cases, dangerously short-staffed,” particularly for correctional officer positions,
which are the front-line staff directly managing populations on units and in programs.
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As of July 2025, DOC had 1,534 correctional officer position vacancies, ranging from
no vacancies at Wise Correctional Unit to a 64 percent vacancy rate at Greensville
Correctional Center (Figure 5-3). These security vacancies are most acute in the eastern
region and lowest in the western region.

Figure 5-3
Correctional officer vacancy rates across DOC facilities vary widely (July 2025)

CORRECTIONAL OFFICER VACANCY RATE (JULY 2025)

Greensville CC 64%
Lawrenceville CC 54%
Sussex | SP 50%
State Farm WC 48%
Nottoway CC 40%
Lunenburg CC 39%
Buckingham CC 36%
Fluvanna CCW 35%
St. Brides CC 30%
State Farm CC 29%
Indian Creek CC 28%
Dillwyn CC 28%
Central VA CU 28%
River North CC 26%
Haynesville CC 25%
Beaumont CC 21%
Virginia CCW 17%
Baskerville CC 17%
Deerfield CC 16%
Coffeewood CC 15%
Rustburg CU 13%
Pocahontas State CC 12%
Green Rock CC 10%
Keen Mountain CC 9%
Red Onion SP 9%
Patrick Henry CU 8%
Halifax CU 8%
Marion CTC 6%
Bland CC 5%
Wallens Ridge SP 5%
Cold Springs CU 3%
Caroline CU 3%
Wise CU 0%

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of DOC correctional officer vacancy rate data (July 2025).

Security staff shortages have affected inmates’ access to educational programming,
Insufficient security coverage was commonly reported to contribute to educational
program delays and disruptions. Additionally, as described previously, these shortages
have resulted in education staff being delegated security responsibilities, diverting
them from their primary duties. Educational staff raised concerns that assigning them
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these responsibilities could lead to increased turnover because of higher workloads, a
misalignment with job expectations, or security incidents resulting from improper
training.

The 2024 consultant report for DOC identified various reasons for security staff va-
cancies in DOC facilities, and some of these were outside the department’s control.
Inadequate salaries were commonly cited as a primary cause of recruitment and reten-
tion difficulties. Other contributing factors included facility culture and the belief that
employment opportunities outside of corrections offered a more desirable work envi-
ronment.

Addressing security staff vacancies at certain facilities, including Greensville Correc-
tional Center, Lawrenceville Correctional Center, Sussex I State Prison, St. Brides Cot-
rectional Center, and Nottoway Correctional Center, would have a particularly positive
effect on inmates’ access to educational programs. These five facilities had a correc-
tional officer vacancy rate of at least 30 percent as of July 2025, operated between six
and 10 educational programs, and collectively housed 27 percent of DOC’s 22,742
inmates as of February 2025.

Recent General Assembly funding for mobile educational trailers
should help increase student access to CTE programs

Establishing new CTE programs in correctional facilities can be challenging because
of the high costs of establishing needed space and equipment. Hands-on trades like
construction and manufacturing require large labs to house industry-grade equipment.
These programs can also necessitate facility modifications—including specialized elec-
trical, plumbing, and safety features—to support training and ensure safe operations.
They may even require facilities to be expanded to create suitable program space.

Despite the benefits these programs offer inmates, investing in permanent CTE pro-
gramming space can be inefficient. Operational changes, such as a shift in a facility’s
security level, can render a program unsafe to continue operating and force it to shut
down. While some equipment can be transferred to other facilities and programs, the
substantial investment in the fixed lab space is lost. Staffing challenges present similar
risks. Because qualified CTE instructors can be difficult to recruit, a single departure
can suspend a program indefinitely, requiring DOC to invest additional funds to re-
purpose dedicated classroom space.

DOC has begun establishing 7z0bile educational programs to cost-effectively overcome
these constraints. Mobile programs are classrooms in mobile trailers where instructors
can transport classroom space and equipment to facilities to provide instruction to
inmates. This model eliminates the need for dedicated space inside facilities and pro-
vides flexibility to relocate the program space and equipment to new facilities if oper-
ational needs or staff change.

DOC currently has a mobile welding trailer that recently completed instruction for a
cohort of students at Deerfield Work Center. The program provides students with
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full-day, theoretical and hands-on training four days a week. It can be completed within
three months and supports up to six students simultaneously. The mobile program is
now being moved to Brunswick Community Corrections Alternative Program

(CCAP).

The General Assembly recently allocated an additional $2.1 million to expand DOC’s
CTE offerings through three additional mobile programs by the end of FY26 (side-
bar). DOC has contracted with a vendor to develop these units, which will include one
HVAC/Refrigeration program and two electrical solar programs, and each program
has a capacity for 12 students per session. DOC is still developing the instructional
model, including whether to run a single, accelerated all-day cohort or two half-day
cohorts, which would serve 24 students over a longer period.

Implementing mobile CTE programs is a cost-effective strategy for expanding and
diversifying CTE offerings across DOC facilities. As demonstrated by the welding pro-
gram’s move from Deerfield to Brunswick, a single mobile unit can serve multiple
locations, maximizing its reach and providing equitable access to training across the
state. The upcoming launch of HVAC and solar programs further demonstrates the
model can be used for several different types of programs. This approach allows DOC
more flexibility to evolve to labor market demands without being constrained by the
availability of suitable space at any single institution.

Future efforts to expand CTE offerings should prioritize the mobile program model.
This could include adding more trailers for DOC’s existing CTE programs or adding
new CTE programs. For example, other correctional and educational systems have
successfully implemented mobile training for carpentry, painting, advanced manufac-
turing, heavy equipment operations, and computer-based programs like business soft-
ware applications. Any new program, however, should be selected based on its align-
ment with current labor market needs in Virginia.
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Appendix A: Study resolution

Inmate Education and Vocational Training Programs
Authorized by the Commission on November 7, 2024

WHEREAS, the Code of Virginia directs the operation of educational and vocational programs in all
correctional institutions; and

WHEREAS, the average daily population in the state prison system has been about 23,000 in recent
years, and many state responsible inmates are housed in regional or local jails; and

WHEREAS, inmates after they are released have unemployment rates at least four times higher than
the general population; and

WHEREAS, research suggests that participation in education and vocational training programs and
successful employment post-release lower the likelihood of reoffending; and

WHEREAS, the Virginia Department of Corrections strategic plan emphasizes the importance of
opportunities to participate in educational and vocational programs and the promotion of postrelease
employment; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED by the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission that staff be directed to review
the availability and effectiveness of inmate education and vocational training programs, including
those that focus on providing life skills necessary for success. In conducting its review, staff shall: (i)
inventory the programs at each correctional institution and identify how they are funded and staffed;
(if) evaluate whether the programs are sufficiently available and appropriately designed to meet the
needs of inmates and the Virginia labor market; (iii) evaluate participant outcomes, to include employ-
ment, academic or industry credentials, or further education; (iv) compare Virginia’s programs to evi-
dence-based and best practices; and (v) evaluate the feasibility and potential effectiveness of providing
educational and vocational services in local and regional jails.

JLARC shall make recommendations as necessary and review other issues as warranted.

All agencies of the Commonwealth, including the Virginia Department of Corrections, VirginiaDe-
partment of Criminal Justice Services, Virginia Employment Commission, Virginia Departmentof Ed-
ucation, Virginia Community College System, Virginia Compensation Board, Office of theExecutive
Secretary of the Supreme Court of Virginia, Virginia Criminal Sentencing Commission,Virginia State
Police, the Virginia Department of Workforce Development and Advancement, andlocal sheriffs’ de-
partments, shall provide assistance, information, and data to JLARC for this study,upon request.
JLARC staff shall have access to all information in the possession of agencies pursuant to § 30-59 and
§ 30-69 of the Code of Virginia. No provision of the Code of Virginia shall be interpreted as limiting
or restricting the access of JLARC staff to information pursuant to its statutory authority.
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Appendix B: Research activities and methods

Key research activities JLARC performed for this study include:

e structured interviews with leadership and staff of the Virginia Department of Corrections
(DOC) and other state agencies, leadership and staff of Virginia’s major correctional facil-
ities and local and regional jails, community colleges, former DOC inmates, other correc-
tional stakeholders, and subject-matter experts in the nation and Virginia;

e site visits to six DOC correctional facilities;

e surveys of DOC wardens, principals, and teachers, local and regional jails, and individuals
recently released from DOC facilities;

e analysis of DOC data and other state agencies’ data;
e reviews of previous reports on Virginia’s correctional education programs;
e reviews of national research; and

e reviews of relevant documentation, such as those related to laws, regulations, and policies
relevant to the provision of correctional education in Virginia.

Structured interviews

Structured interviews were a key research method for this report. JLARC conducted around 100 in-
terviews. Key interviewees included:

e central office staff of DOC and other state agencies;

e wardens, principals, and teachers at DOC correctional facilities;
e former inmates of DOC cortrectional facilities;

e staff of Virginia community colleges and universities;

e leadership and programming staff of local and regional jails; and

e stakeholders and subject-matter experts in Virginia and nationally.

Central office staff of DOC and other state agencies

JLARC conducted around 45 structured interviews with DOC central office staff. Topics varied across
interviews but were primarily designed to understand DOC’s oversight and administrative functions
related to the provision of correctional education. DOC staff were also asked for their perspectives
on opportunities to improve both the effectiveness and availability of Virginia’s correctional education
programs.

JLARC also interviewed staff of the Virginia Department of Education (VDOE), the Department
of Planning and Budget (DPB), the Office of the State Inspector General (OSIG), the Virginia Com-
munity College System (VCCS), and the Compensation Board.

Leadership and staff of DOC'’s correctional facilities

JLARC staff conducted around 15 individual and group interviews with wardens, school principals,
teachers, and other staff from eight state correctional facilities in Virginia, including:
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e Deerfield Correctional Center;

e Fluvanna Women’s Correctional Centert;
e Green Rock Correctional Center;

e Lunenburg Correctional Center;

e Red Onion State Prison;

e St. Brides Correctional Center; and

e Wiallens Ridge State Prison.

Interview topics included the logistical challenges in providing educational programming in DOC
facilities, prioritization and enrollment decisions; class schedules and structures; and instructional re-
sources (e.g., equipment, software, textbook materials) available to teachers. Leadership and staff were
also encouraged to share ideas for improving education operations in DOC facilities based on their
own experiences and expertise.

Former inmates of DOC correctional facilities

JLARC staff conducted four structured listening sessions with former DOC inmates who had been
released from DOC since 2023. Sixteen former DOC inmates volunteered to participate in these ses-
sions.

The sessions focused on these individuals’ perspectives on correctional education, particularly any key
issues they experienced in accessing or receiving instruction in these programs, as well as the re-entry
support they received for securing employment while incarcerated. Individuals were also asked for
their perspectives on opportunities to improve both the effectiveness and availability of Virginia’s
correctional education programs.

Staff of Virginia community colleges and universities

JLARC interviewed staff of seven community colleges and two other higher education institutions
that have active contracts to provide college-level coursework in DOC facilities. Interview topics in-
cluded staff perspectives on current postsecondary program availability, funding, staffing, and opera-
tions. Staff were also asked for their opinions on DOC’s support for postsecondary programs and
strategies to ensure that postsecondary programs are maximally useful for inmates being released from
DOC facilities.

Leadership and programming staff of local and regional jails

JLARC staff conducted around nine individual and group interviews with sheriffs and superintendents
overseeing local and regional jail operations in Virginia, as well as local and regional jail staff overseeing
educational program operations within these facilities. Interview topics focused on the current avail-
ability and operations of education programs in each respective facility. Staff were also asked for their
perspectives on the need to implement new or expand existing education programs, barriers to in-
creasing education offerings in these facilities, and other considerations that should be made when
deciding whether to increase these offerings.
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Stakeholders and subject-matter experts in Virginia and nationally

JLARC staff interviewed various Virginia stakeholder groups and subject-matter experts, including
representatives of:

e Virginia’s Pre-release and Post-Incarceration Services (PAPIS) providers
e The Humanization Project
e Virginia Re-entry Councils

e The Virginia Consensus for Higher Education in Prison

JLARC staff also interviewed national subject-matter experts, including representatives of:
e The American Correctional Association
e The RAND Corporation
e The Vera Institute
e Washington State Institute for Public Policy
e Research Triangle Institute (RTI) International

e C(Correctional education staff in other states

These interviews were used to gather stakeholder perspectives on a variety of topics, including satis-
faction with educational programming provided in Virginia’s major correctional facilities, challenges,
and concerns regarding the provision of those programs, ideas for addressing those concerns, and
actions taken in other states to address similar challenges.

Site visits
JLARC staff visited six DOC correctional facilities, comprising various levels of security:
e Deerfield Correctional Center;
e Fluvanna Women’s Correctional Centert;
e Lunenburg Correctional Center;
e Red Onion State Prison;
e St. Brides Correctional Center; and

e Wiallens Ridge State Prison.
During the site visits, JLARC staff conducted structured interviews with facility staff (details of which

are discussed above), toured the facilities, including academic and CTE classroom spaces, and ob-
served classes.

Surveys

For this study, JLARC staff conducted surveys of (1) DOC facility staff, (2) individuals recently re-
leased from a DOC facility, and (3) local and regional jails. Additionally, JLARC shared a feedback
form with DOCs testing staff.
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Survey of DOC wardens, principals, and teachers

The survey of DOC facility staff was administered electronically to wardens, principals, and academic
and CTE teachers of all 37 DOC correctional facilities. The survey was designed to gather these staff’s
perspectives on the design, delivery, and effectiveness of Virginia’s correctional education and CTE
programs. It also aimed to gather their perspectives on the challenges and barriers impacting these
programs, and staff’s satisfaction with their job and workplace support. JLARC received 160 responses
from DOC facility staff at 32 DOC facilities, although some staff work at multiple DOC facilities.

The overall survey response rate was approximately 67 percent, and response rates varied by position
type (53 percent for wardens, 82 percent for principals, and 68 percent for teachers).

Survey of former inmates of DOC facilities

To gather direct perspectives from recently released individuals on their experiences with correctional
education, JLARC staff developed and administered an electronic survey. The survey was designed
for individuals released from a DOC prison on or after January 1, 2023, who either participated in or
wanted to participate in an education or job training program while incarcerated. The objective was
to collect feedback on program experiences, accessibility, and post-release utility to help inform po-
tential findings and recommendations.

There is no comprehensive statewide list of recently released individuals available for direct distribu-
tion of surveys. Therefore, JLARC staff worked with PAPIS providers, community-based organiza-
tions that provide re-entry and other services directly to former inmates, as well as the Humanization
Project, to distribute the survey. These organizations further shared the survey link with other service
providers in their networks.

Despite these distribution efforts, JLARC received only 52 responses. Due to the low response count
and the non-random, convenience-based sampling method, the survey results were not statistically
generalizable to the entire population of individuals recently released from VADOC facilities. How-
ever, they did provide additional insight into the experiences and perspectives of those who had been
released from DOC facilities, as well as some commonly reported challenges.

Survey of local and regional jails

The survey of local and regional jails was administered electronically to all 56 authorities. Each jail was
asked to submit one response by the staff member who was most familiar with the education and
vocational programming offered at the facility or who would have the most knowledgeable perspective
on implementing these programs if they weren’t currently available.

Staff were asked to provide information about the educational programs they provide, including
whether they were provided in-person or virtually, who provided instruction, how they were funded,
and the current schedule and class sizes for these programs. JLARC also asked local and regional jail
staff for their perspectives on the current availability of educational programming in their facilities
and any barriers to expanding or implementing educational programming,

JLARC received an 80 percent response rate for the survey, with responses from 45 of the 506 jails.
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Feedback form for DOC testing staff

JLARC also sent a feedback form to DOC’s educational testing staff, including staff who administer
GED tests and conduct GED bootcamps. Staff were asked about their workload, job challenges,
concerns about or ideas for improving DOC’s approach to testing, and thoughts on any other ways
DOC’s correctional education programs could be improved.

JLARC received a 68 percent response rate on the feedback form, with responses from 17 of the 25
staff members.

Data collection and analysis

JLARC collected data from DOC and the Virginia Office of Education Economics (VOEE) to ana-
lyze for this study. JLARC staff also used publicly available data from other states’ correctional agen-
cies, the University of Washington’s Center for Women’s Welfare, Lightcast, and the U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics.

Analysis of correctional facility inmate population and education program participation
(Chapters 1, 2, 3, and 4)

JLARC received DOC CORIS snapshot data on inmates held in DOC facilities, including their de-
mographics, education status, assessed risk levels and needs, sentence length, and current enrollment
and waitlist status for DOC education programs. DOC also shared demographic information, facility
placements, and sentencing dates for state-responsible inmates held in local and regional jails. Data
was available for inmates held in these facilities on the last day of February in 2025, 2024, and 2023.

JLARC also received data on inmates’ participation in education programs, including the type of pro-
gramming, dates of participation, facility, and participation status. Data was available for any partici-
pation that occurred between January 1, 2020, and May 1, 2025.

JLARC used these datasets to analyze correctional education participation, completion, and need
trends overall and across facilities and inmate characteristics.

Analysis of outcomes for former inmates of DOC correctional facilities (Chapter 2, 3, and 4)

JLARC received DOC release event data on state-responsible inmates who were released between
April 2022 and December 2024. Data included inmates’ sentence start and end dates, demographics,
release location, whether the inmate had spent time in a DOC facility during their incarceration, and
other inmate characteristics that are associated with recidivism and employment outcomes (assessed
recidivism risk level, mental health status, substance use history, gang affiliation status, etc.).

Additionally, DOC shared two more datasets with information from other state agencies on these
inmates’ employment and recidivism outcomes. Both data sets could be combined with the DOC
release event data through a unique identification number for each release.

e One dataset included Virginia Employment Commission data on these released inmates’ quar-
terly earnings and employer industry (NAICS code) for each employer between 2022 and 2024.
Data was available only if the inmate was employed in Virginia and was not self-employed.
Employment data for inmates’ first and second full calendar quarters after release was available
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only for inmates who were released by September 2024 and June 2024, respectively. The max-
imum number of follow up periods was nine quarters after release.

e The other dataset included Virginia State Police and DOC data on whether these inmates were
rearrested, reconvicted, or reincarcerated as a state-responsible inmate six, 12, and 24 months
after release. Due to data lag, reconviction and reincarceration data was available for very few
inmates, and rearrest data was only available for inmates released through December 2023.

Together, this data was used with DOC program participation data to develop descriptive statistics of
how education program participants’ employment rates, wages, and rearrest rates compared to similar
non-participants soon after release.

JLARC also conducted regression analyses to control for various factors in its outcomes analysis and
limit the impact of these other factors on the results. Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regressions were
used to analyze the outcomes of former inmates within the first full quarter of their release, if avail-
able, and all available quarters after their release, with the longest period being up to nine full quarters
after release. The main outcomes analyzed included employment, quarterly wages (dollar amount and
natural log), and re-arrests.

Comparing outcomes of program participants and completers to former inmates who were never
removed from a waitlist for a program was a key feature of the regression analysis. This approach
helped to mitigate selection bias as inmates who had been placed on a waitlist were more likely to
demonstrate similar interest and motivation in the programs as those who participated in them. The
CTE waitlist was the control group for participants in postsecondary education programs, as DOC
does not maintain a waitlist for those programs. ABE participants were compared to former inmates
who appeared on the ABE waitlist but were never enrolled. Inmates were not included in the waitlist
group if they participated in any postsecondary or CTE programming since March 2022, regardless
of the type of program for which they were on a waitlist. However, some participants enrolled in both
postsecondary and vocational training programs.

To ensure the findings were robust, the models also controlled for a wide array of demographic,
background, and temporal characteristics. These control variables included: age, length of stay, sex,
race, ethnicity, education and vocational assessment levels, mental health needs, criminal history, sub-
stance abuse history, known gang affiliation, the number of prior incarceration events, calendar quar-
ter, and inflation. Some specifications included locality and facility of release.

Analysis of DOC staffing data (Chapters 1, 2, 3, and 5)

JLARC received educational staffing data from DOC to analyze current staffing levels, vacancies, and
licensure statuses of education staff in DOC’s facilities. Teacher licensure data was received for adult
basic education teachers as of April 2025 and for CTE instructors as of September 2025. Filled and
vacant teaching positions for both academic and CTE programs across DOCs facilities were provided
for May 2024 through May 2025.

JLARC also received security staffing vacancy data from DOC for July 2025. This was available by
DOC region and facility.
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Analysis of DOC adult basic education test assessment data (Chapter 2)

JLARC staff received DOC data on all GED and Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE) subject tests
administered at a DOC facility from January 1, 2020, to May 1, 2025. Data included test types and
subjects, dates, facilities, and scores, as well as an inmate identification number that connected this
data to the other inmate-related data shared by DOC. Additionally, DOC provided a list of all GED
earners, including the date the final subject test was passed, for the same time period.

This data was used to analyze trends in measurable skill gains, student testing, and the academic levels
of inmates enrolled in or waitlisted for adult basic education. An inmate’s academic level—whether
they were enrolled in a class or on a waitlist—was determined by their most recent TABE score or
passed GED test prior to February 29, 2025, to the extent data was available. For students enrolled
for at least six months, “measurable skill gain” was achieved if they either progressed one or more
grade levels between their first and last TABE scores or passed a GED subject test within that period.
Additionally, the rate of testing was calculated as the percentage of these long-term students who had
at least two TABE scores recorded during their first six months of enrollment.

Analysis of labor market data (Chapter 3)

JLARC received labor market data from the Virginia Office of Education Economics (VOEE) to
analyze the demand for current occupations and certifications offered through DOC’s CTE programs,
and to analyze the median earnings of the targeted occupations in Virginia. JLARC received 2024 data
indicating whether DOC’s targeted CTE occupations were in high demand, according to the VOEE’s
established criteria; the median annual earnings for those occupations; and the size of the workforce.
Information on the projected annual openings and changes for each occupation between 2024 and
2025 was also included. The certifications most in-demand for each occupation that DOC’s CTE
programs targeted were also provided for May 2024 through April 2025.

JLARC also utilized 2023 Labor Market Information (LMI) data from Lightcast to analyze entry-level
earnings for each occupation targeted by DOC’s CTE programs. The 25" percentile of earnings for
each occupation was used as an estimate for the entry-level earnings.

The self-sufficiency threshold used for JLARC’s analysis came from publicly available data through
the Center for Women’s Welfare at the University of Washington. The most recent available self-
sufficiency standards for Virginia were for 2021. As for all its earnings analysis, JLARC accounted for
inflation and adjusted earnings to 2025 dollars using the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics” Consumer
Price Index.

Analysis of education program availability data (Chapter 5)

JLARC recetved DOC hours of operations, attendance and enrollment, and institutional capacity re-
ports from DOC to analyze trends in DOC education programs’ availability. These reports included
data on the occurrence of program disruptions, enrollment rates, attendance rates, and classroom

capacities by facility and month for 2024. JLARC additionally used DOC CORIS snapshot data (de-
scribed above) to support these analyses.
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Analysis of local and regional jail population trends (Appendix D)

JLARC received data from the Compensation Board’s LIDS database to analyze the placement sta-
tuses (e.g., pre-trial, post-trial awaiting placement, post-trial locally responsible) and length of place-
ments for inmates of all Virginia’s local and regional jails. Publicly available average daily population
data for February 2025 was used to analyze the placement status of inmates. JLARC requested place-
ment length data from the Compensation Board for all inmates released from these facilities in FY24.

Review of previous reports on Virginia's correctional facilities

JLARC staff reviewed a variety of previous reports, audits, presentations, and other materials pub-
lished in recent years pertaining to DOC’s correctional education system. The review of these mate-
rials helped inform the team’s understanding of the previous challenges identified in the correctional
education system, the current oversight of the system, and the broader challenges in the correctional
system affecting the delivery and quality of education services in Virginia.

Materials reviewed included:

e American Correctional Association narrative reports on facilities” education programs;
e DOC preaudits of facilities’ ABE and CTE programs;

e other audit reports for DOC’s CTE programs, including those by the American Council
on Education and National Center for Construction Education and Research;

e DOC research unit reports on DOC’s ABE and CTE programs;
e DOC Reports to the General Assembly; and
e DOC security staffing consultant report (2024).

Review of national research

JLARC staff reviewed publications and resources on correctional education from national organiza-
tions, including resources from:

e American Council on Education;

e C(California Legislature’s Nonpartisan Fiscal and Policy Advisor;
e (Coalition on Adult Basic Education;

e Correctional Education Association;

e Council of State Governments;

e Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority;

e RAND Corporation;

e US. Department of Education; and

e Washington State Institute for Public Policy.

Document review

JLARC also reviewed numerous other documents and literature pertaining to correctional education
programs in Virginia and nationwide, such as:

Commission draft
75



Appendixes

federal laws, regulations, and policies pertaining to correctional education, special educa-
tion, and Workforce Innovation and Opportunity grant funding;

VDOE requirements and documents relating to its adult education programs;

federal regulations related to the provision of Pell Grants for incarcerated individuals and
technical guides to creating Pell-eligible Prison Education Programs (PEPs);

technical guides to GED, TABE, and COMPAS assessments;

DOC CTE program curricula documentation;

journal articles and government reports on trends in correctional education and federal
and state cotrectional facilities;

annual reports for Virginia’s local and regional jails on the programs available in each facil-
ity, including education and vocational programs; and

other states’ laws, regulations, policies, and processes related to the provision of correc-
tional education.
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Appendix C: Agency response

As part of an extensive validation process, the state agencies and other entities that are subject to a
JLARC assessment are given the opportunity to comment on an exposure draft of the report. JLARC
staff sent an exposure draft of this report to the Department of Corrections and the secretary of
public safety and homeland security.

Appropriate corrections resulting from technical and substantive comments are incorporated in this
version of the report. This appendix includes a response letter from the Department of Corrections.
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

CHADWICK S. DOTSON Department of Corrections P.0. BOX 26963
DIRECTOR RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 23261
(804) 674-3000

November 3, 2025

Hal E.Greer, Director

Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
919 East Main Street, Suite 2102

Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Director Greer,

On behalf of the Virginia Department of Corrections | want to extend our sincere appreciation for
the opportunity to review and comment on the exposure draft of Virginia's Correctional
Education Programs. Thank you also for meeting with our Senior Leadership team in person on
October 23, 2025, to discuss the findings and recommendations.

The Report is a thorough and thoughtful study on correctional education, and it reflects the
many complexities and challenges of providing education in secure prison environments with
limited resources. The report also reflects the excellent work of our educators and other prison
staff who support safety and programming, and the passion and dedication that guides their
work. Education provides a critical role in lasting public safety as evidenced by the significantly
lower recidivism rate of our academic and career and technical education (CTE) graduates. We
are proud of the programming provided within VADOC and we also continually seek and
embrace the opportunity for continual growth and improvement.

We largely agree with the Report's recommendations, including challenges and opportunities
that exist in correctional education. We will thoughtfully consider implementing all
recommendations. Among these are:

e« We will better balance student learning measures with targeted outcome measures
(GEDs) by returning to TABE testing of all students at reguiar intervals.

e We will review the education level of all inmates by June of 2026 to ensure that anyone
who tests as needing services is either enrolled in school or is documented on a waiting
list.

¢ We are seeking funding for automated solutions to reduce the incidences of inmates
being removed from school due to prison transfers and will seek funding for business
developers to focus on the post release employment of CTE graduates.

o We will ensure monthly data is collected and shared with wardens, principals and
leadership to resolve barriers and support student full-time attendance of classes.



* We will reorganize our administrative support staff to report to the Superintendent to
provide stronger leadership to Memorandums of Understanding with colleges and
universities to ensure courses meet the employment needs of our population.

¢ We will consider cost sharing arrangements with post-secondary schools to alleviate the
agency from bearing added costs of administrative support and security supervision of
post-secondary education in prisons.

We appreciate JLARC's recognition of the importance of correctional education as a
cornerstone of changed lives, stronger families and safer communities. The Commission’s
findings affirm our commitment to providing high quality education programs that equip
individuals with the skills and knowledge needed to become employed, support families, and
lead productive, law-abiding lives after release.

Thank you again for JLARC's careful analysis and constructive, practical recommendations. We
look forward to continuing collaboration with our multiple stakeholders to advance correctional
education outcomes.

Sincerely,

[

Chadwick S. Dotson
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Appendix D: Educational programs in local and regional jails

The correctional education study resolution directed JLARC to evaluate the feasibility and potential
effectiveness of providing educational and vocational services in Virginia’s 56 local and regional jails.
This appendix is intended to address that directive and serve as a resource for legislators interested in
better understanding educational programming in these facilities.

JLARC reviewed annual reports on each jail’s educational services and programs; surveyed jail staff;
interviewed sheriffs, jail superintendents, and program staff; and analyzed Compensation Board data
on jail placements and inmates’ lengths of stay. Information on educational programming was col-
lected from 51 of the 56 jail authorities in the state (91 percent). The jails that did not provide any
information to JLARC on their educational programming are in the counties of Accomack, Page,
Patrick, and Pittsylvania, and the city of Portsmouth. More information on the methods used can be
found in Appendix B.

Virginia’'s jails house both state- and locally responsible inmates, inmates awaiting
trial, and inmates awaiting sentencing

Virginia has 56 local and regional jail authorities, but the state has 63 total jail facilities. While jails consist
of only one facility, Blue Ridge Regional Jail Authority has five jail facilities and Southwestern Virginia
Regional Jail Authority has four.

Jails house individuals under both pre-trial and post-trial placement statuses. Pre-trial placements in-
clude individuals who are awaiting trial. Post-trial placements include individuals who have been con-
victed and are awaiting sentencing or are serving all or a portion of their sentence in jail.

In addition to their placement status, jail inmates are classified as either “locally responsible” or “state-
responsible.” Locally responsible inmates include all inmates who are pre-trial and inmates convicted
of misdemeanors or felonies with a sentence of 12 months or less. State-responsible inmates include
inmates who are convicted of one or more felonies with a total sentence of more than 12 months.
The Department of Corrections (IDOC) decides whether state-responsible inmates serve their sen-
tence in a jail or a state prison.

In February 2025, the average daily population in Virginia’s jails was 20,651. Over half (54 percent)
of these were pre-trial inmates. Forty-one percent had been convicted and were either awaiting sen-
tencing or serving a portion of or all of their sentence in jail. The remaining population committed
ordinance violations or were federal, juvenile, or out-of-state placements.

Jails’ average daily population (ADP) and composition of inmates vary across Virginia’s local and
regional jails. The median ADP across facilities was 261, with populations ranging from 20 to 1,141
inmates (Figure D-1). Between 21 percent and 74 percent of all inmates housed within one of these
jails were pre-trial inmates, and 18 percent to 69 percent were post-trial inmates. Three facilities—
Alexandria, Northern Neck, and Piedmont—had a notable portion of federal inmates.
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TABLE D-1
Average daily population across Virginia's jail facilities varies both in size and composition
(February 2025)
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SOURCE: JLARC analysis of average daily population data from the Virginia Compensation Board (February 2025).
NOTE: Sixty-two facility locations are presented above, each belonging to one of the 56 local or regional jail authorities. Blue Ridge Re-
gional Jail Authority’s Bedford and Campbell facilities each had an average daily population of one inmate and are not pictured above.

Most jails offer some educational programming for inmates, though they are not
required to by state law

State law permits, but does not require, local and regional jails to offer educational and vocational
programming to inmates. If a jail does opt to provide these types of programs, it must establish written

policies, procedures, and practices that govern the availability and delivery of educational services for
inmates.

Most jails in Virginia report offering some form of adult education to inmates within their facilities.

Forty-nine of the 51 jails JLARC received programming information from reported offering these
programs (Table D-1). Those offerings included adult basic education, GED testing and preparation,
special education, and/or English as a Second Language courses. These courses are generally taught
in person by instructors hired through public schools, the jail, adult learning centers, or community
colleges and universities. Some jails offer self-guided adult education courses on tablets or computers
that inmates can participate in during their placement.
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Twenty-eight of the 51 jails responding to JLARC requests also reported offering career and technical
education (CTE) programs. Most of these programs are relatively short courses that teach specific
credentials (e.g., ServSafe, OSHA 10, NCCER Core) or stackable skills that inmates can either use in
various fields or transfer to a full vocational program in the community upon release. Fewer jails re-
ported being able to offer long-term (e.g., 8-12 months) CTE courses, similar to those available at
some DOC facilities. CTE programs are taught either in-person by an instructor hired by the jail or a
community partner (e.g,, a community college or adult learning center), or through self-guided courses
on tablets.

Few facilities offer postsecondary, credit-bearing courses for inmates. Eleven facilities reported
providing these types of programs through partnerships with community colleges. Some of these
programs are provided in-person, and others are taught through virtual instruction.

TABLE D-1
Types of education programs offered in Virginia's jails (as of 2025)

Local or regional jail authority Adult education Career and technical education College education

Albemarle-Charlottesville Regional Jail v v v
Alexandria ADC
Alleghany Regional Jail

V
Vv Vv
Arlington County Detention Facility v

Blue Ridge Regional Jail Authority

Botetourt/Craig County Jail

Central Virginia Regional Jail

Charlotte County Jail

Chesapeake City Jail
Chesterfield County Jail
Culpeper County Jail

Danville City Jail

Eastern Shore Regional Jail
Fairfax County ADC
Fauquier County ADC

Franklin County Jail

Gloucester County Jail

Hampton City Jail

Henrico County Jail

Henry County Jail

Lancaster County Jalil
Loudoun County ADC
Martinsville City Jail
Mebherrin River Regional Jail

Middle Peninsula Regional SC

Middle River Regional Jail

Montgomery County Jail

New River Valley Regional Jail

Newport News City Jail
Norfolk City Jail
Northern Neck Regional Jail

< <1< 1< 1< 1< 1< 1< 1< 0121212121212 1212129121212 012912 1210201214 12121 =
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Local or regional jail authority Adult education Career and technical education College education
Northwestern Regional ADC v v

Pamunkey Regional Jail v v

Piedmont Regional Jail v

Prince William-Manassas Regional ADC v v

Rappahannock Regional Jail v v

Richmond City Jail v v

Riverside Regional Jail v v v
Roanoke City Jail v v v
Roanoke County Jail v v v
Rockbridge Regional Jail v v

Rockingham/Harrisonburg Regional Jail v

RSW Regional Jail v

Southampton County Jail

Southside Regional Jail v

Southwest Virginia Regional Jail Authority v v

Sussex County Jail

Virginia Beach City Jail v

Virginia Peninsula Regional Jail v

Western Tidewater Regional Jail v

Western Virginia Regional Jail v v

SOURCE: JLARC analysis of local and regional jails annual programming reports, and survey responses.

NOTE: "ADC" = Adult detention center. "SC" = Security center. Six local jails are not listed because they did not submit annual reports or
survey responses to JLARC. These jails include Accomack County Jail, Page County Jail, Patrick County Jail, Pittsylvania County Jail, and
Portsmouth City Jail.

Relative to the total jail population, few jail inmates appear to be enrolled in educational programming
at any given time. For the jails that provided information on the number of inmates currently partici-
pating in their programs, a median of 17 inmates were enrolled in adult education and eight inmates
were enrolled in CTE. Only two facilities with postsecondary programs provided enrollment infor-
mation, with 10 and 15 students reported in each of those programs.

Most jails reported meeting demand for adult education programs, and expanding
educational programming would require additional funding, space, and staff

Most jails reported being able to meet demand for adult education programs but not CTE and post-
secondary education programs. Only nine jails responding to JLARC’s survey reported they were un-
able to expand or establish adult education programs to meet notable unmet demand for these pro-
grams; these facilities collectively had an ADP of approximately 3,400 inmates, around 700 of whom
were state-responsible inmates. However, 22 jails reported not being able to meet demand for CTE,
and 21 reported the same for postsecondary programs.

The most common reasons jails reported for being unable to meet demand for these education pro-
grams were constraints on funding, instructional staff, and physical space—barriers which can be
costly to address.

e Funding: Around half of jails that were unable to meet demand for each of these pro-
grams reported funding limitations as a primary constraint. Jails are not allocated funding
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specifically for educational programming, but they commonly cover a portion of or all the
costs for these programs through other funding. This reportedly limits jails” ability to ex-
pand programs, especially when funding would be taken away from other jail operations.
Community partners also receive funding to operate these programs at 27 jails, either cov-
ering all (at 10 jails) or a portion of the costs (at 17 jails), but jails’ lack of control over
these funds also hinders their ability to expand programming.

e DPhysical space: Around half of jails unable to meet demand for these programs reported

space constraints to be a primary reason. Similar to DOC, jails lack space to establish
classrooms needed to provide additional instruction. This challenge is particularly promi-
nent in small local jails that reported not having designated space for their primary func-
tions, including visitation, legal counsel meetings, or operational meetings. Expanding or
implementing education programs at these facilities would require costly facility expan-
sions or greater use of multi-use spaces that are already experiencing scheduling conflicts.

e Instructional staff: Jails that reported being unable to meet demand for adult education

and postsecondary programs reported finding instructional staff for these programs to be
another primary constraint.

Relatively short stays among jail inmates and other constraints make
comprehensive educational programming less cost-effective than in prisons

Even if resource constraints were overcome, providing comprehensive educational programming in
jails is challenging because jail inmates typically spend less time in jail. First, pre-trial inmates, who
make up a large proportion of jail populations, are subject to various court proceedings that make it
difficult to participate in educational programming, Post-trial inmates, including state-responsible in-
mates, have short stays, averaging two months. This limits the types of programs they are likely to
complete and benefit from.

These circumstances differ substantially from those of inmates placed in DOC facilities, where edu-
cation programming is more extensive. Inmates in DOC facilities serve an average of four years, which
is significantly longer than inmates in local and regional jails. Even if post-trial inmates were placed in
DOC facilities, their access to educational programs would not necessarily improve. Less than 10 per-
cent of participants in DOC’s adult education, CTE, or college programs had sentence lengths of a
year or less.

Additionally, other more pressing needs, like mental health treatment, may take precedence over edu-
cational programming in jail settings. Jail superintendents and sheriffs reported that many inmates
have urgent mental health needs that must be addressed before inmates can actively participate in
education or other types of jail programming. In 2024, 37 percent of jail inmates were assessed to
have a mental illness, a proportion that has been growing in recent years. With growing needs, mental
health costs increased 62 percent between 2015 and 2024 (adjusted for inflation), according to the
Compensation Board. With limited funding, space, and staff, these medical needs may be more critical
to prioritize over educational programs during inmates’ short stays.

If additional educational opportunities are pursued, some strategies and programs currently used by
some Virginia jails could be considered. For example:
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Tablet programming: Self-guided adult basic education, CTE, and college programs
could be offered through tablets, which would help overcome space and staffing con-
straints. Eleven jails in Virginia reported offering these types of educational opportunities
to their inmates. These facilities contracted with vendors who provide tablets with an in-
ventory of different academic and vocational training courses that inmates can participate
in.

Targeting short-term CTE: Many jails provide CTE courses that are short in length and
provide inmates with skills and credentials that can be used for various occupations upon
release. Examples of these include certification courses—such as OSHA 10, VDOT flag-
ger, ServSafe, and NCCER Core certifications—and stackable occupation-specific
courses—such as fundamentals for horticulture and landscaping occupations, food safety
knowledge for food handler occupations, and introduction to customer services and cus-
tomer service management courses. These types of courses should be prioritized over
longer-term vocational programs so that inmates have a greater likelihood of completion
during their relatively short placements.

Prioritize adult basic education and CTE: Given existing resource constraints, jails

should prioritize offering adult basic education and CTE programs over postsecondary
academic courses. Jails commonly reported that inmates’ placement lengths and academic
levels were insufficient to warrant expanding postsecondary, credit-bearing course offer-
ings in their facilities. Forty-seven percent of the jail respondents that did not offer post-
secondary credit programs indicated it was because inmates’ placements were too short.
Some also indicated that many inmates do not have a high school diploma or equivalent,
making them ineligible for this additional programming,.
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Appendixes

Appendix G: Recent trends in GED subject test pass rates
among DOC inmates

This appendix provides additional information on trends in subject test pass rates among DOC in-
mates since 2022. The percentage of GED subject tests passed by DOC inmates has decreased in
recent years, and this decline has occurred in all four subject tests that individuals are required to pass
to earn their GED (Figure G-1).

FIGURE G-1

Declining subject test pass rates extend to all subjects

REASONING THROUGH LANGUAGE ARTS MATHEMATICAL REASONING
TEST ATTEMPTS PASS RATE TEST ATTEMPTS PASS RATE
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SOURCE: DOC data on GED tests taken at DOC facilities from January 2022-March 2025.
NOTE: A test taker needs a score of 145 or higher to pass a subject test.
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