
 
 

2018-19 JUSTICE REFORM “TO-DO” LIST 
 
Justice Forward Virginia is a non-partisan 
political action committee created to bring 
attention to the urgent need for criminal 
justice reform in the Commonwealth—at the 
most fundamental level—and to support 
candidates for state and local office who 
advocate for comprehensive reforms to our 
justice system. 
 
In 2017-18, Justice Forward identified two 
legislative priorities: raising the larceny 
threshold (the dividing line between 
misdemeanor and larceny theft) and 
expanding criminal discovery (information 
provided to defendants about their charges). 
Through the collective efforts of many 
advocates—such as our Defenders for 
Discovery Reform Lobby Day, co-sponsored 
by NACDL and VACDL—both initiatives were 
successful: the legislature increased the 
larceny threshold to $500, and the Virginia 
Supreme Court approved a new discovery 
rule that finally allows defendants to see the 
police reports from their own cases. 
 
So, what’s next? 
 

“IT’S ALL IN THE DETAILS” 
 
It is no secret that Virginia has an unforgiving 
criminal justice system. This is not because 
Virginians are especially unforgiving, or 
because Virginia set out to make its laws as 

harsh as possible. There was no single 
legislature that created this state of affairs, 
nor was there a single bill or legislative 
package that did so. Our justice system came 
about as a result of hundreds of smaller 
proposals, each of which made the system a 
bit more punitive, or infringed just a bit on 
the rights of defendants. Individually, none 
may seem so troublesome. But together? 
Their effects are oppressive. They 
disincentivize jury trials, they subject 
defendants to more punishment, they give 
police greater authority to stop and search 
citizens. This is how mass incarceration 
starts. This is what built the school-to-prison 
pipeline. This is how a republic founded on a 
Bill of Rights abandons its commitment to 
individual liberty. 
 
Just as no single law “broke” our justice 
system, no single reform will fix it. 
Sometimes there will be an issue as 
attention-grabbing as discovery reform. 
We’re lucky to have one this year in bail 
reform that has drawn attention from the 
Attorney General and Governor, and of 
course Justice Forward is thrilled to join the 
coalition to end cash bail. More often, 
though, progress comes through the little 
victories—rolling back one mandatory 
minimum, expanding one trial right, or 
writing one source of unfair searches and 
seizures out of the law.
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These “little” issues can seem complex, they 
sometimes require a base of knowledge, and 
it isn’t always obvious why they’re 
important. Sometimes they deal with topics 
that are unsavory or politically unpopular, 
requiring a stronger stomach for change and 
deeper commitment to progress. But if we 
are serious about changing a broken system, 
it is this subject matter that requires our 
close attention. That’s is why we say that 
justice reform is “in the details.”  
 
For the upcoming legislative session, Justice 
Forward has chosen a number of new reform 
priorities, including several that might not be 
familiar to you:  
 

§ End cash bail: Replace the current 
arcane, discriminatory system of cash 
bail with an evidence-based alternative. 
 

§ Allow ex parte funding requests: Allow 
poor defendants to ask courts for 
funding without having to give their trial 
“playbook” to the prosecution. 

 

§ Tell juries the truth about sentencing: 
Permit questioning during jury selection 
about sentencing attitudes and the 
punishment the defendant faces. 

 

§ Stop making felons out of pot smokers: 
Possession of marijuana extract/hash 
oil—the ingredient in most edibles—is 
currently a felony. Make it a 
misdemeanor. 

 
 

END CASH BAIL 
 
Ø What is Bail?  
 
As it stands, Virginia employs a cash bail 
system. In this system, after a person is 
arrested, a judge must determine whether 
pretrial release is appropriate. If it isn’t, the 
person is held without bail. If it is, then the 

judge can either order release on one’s own 
recognizance—just a promise to come to 
court (sometimes with a penalty for failing to 
do so)—or on the condition of payment of a 
secured money bond.   
 
When secured bonds are used, the amount 
of money that must be paid before being 
released is known as a person’s cash bail or 
bond. There is no fixed schedule for bond 
amounts, but typical amounts might be 
$500-5000 for misdemeanors; $2500-10,000 
for property and drug felonies; and $25,000-
50,000 or much more for serious felonies.  
 
Although on rare occasion a person might be 
able to pay that amount without assistance, 
in the vast majority of cases, defendants 
must retain the services of a bail bonds 
agent, also known as a surety, to make the 
payment for them. Bail bonds companies 
typically charge defendants about 10% of 
the total bond amount: so, $100 on a $1000 
bond, $500 on a $5000 bond, and so on. If a 
person cannot make the payment, either 
personally or through a surety, they will 
remain incarcerated based on their inability 
to pay the money bail.  

 
Ø Why is Bail Reform Necessary?  
 
Virginia’s cash-based bail system is deeply 
flawed. Money bail prevents many indigent 
defendants, and almost exclusively indigent 
defendants, from leaving jail while their 
cases are pending.  
 
• Nationwide, 34% of defendants are kept 

in jail pretrial solely because they are 
unable to pay a cash bond. 

• Most of those people are among the 
poorest third of Americans.  

 
When pretrial detention depends on 
whether someone can afford to pay a cash 
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bond, two otherwise similar pretrial 
defendants will face vastly different 
outcomes based merely on their wealth:  
 
Those who can pay almost always do; Those 
who can’t never do. 
 
Those who can’t pay are left to suffer a host 
of negative consequences proven to result 
from pretrial detention: 
 

• Loss of employment or ability to seek 
employment 

• Interference with education 
• Housing instability 
• Effects on child custody 
• An impaired ability to prepare an 

effective defense 
• Increased risk of recidivism 

 
Ø Bail Reform: Not as Controversial as 

You’d Think 
 
Bail reform is much less as controversial than 
many have been led to believe. It is simply an 
effort to improve pretrial outcomes by 
substituting evidence-based practices for 
cash bail. If an alternative exists that allows 
cases to be heard just as efficiently, while 
assuring the safety of the community, and 
minimizing inequality and intrusions on 
individual liberty, why not use it? 
 
The most popular model for improving the 
current system relies on a risk-based 
approach. This model starts with the 
presumption that the majority of pretrial 
defendants should be released. It then uses 
researched, validated assessment tools to 
determine if that presumption is tenable. If 
the assessment tools show that a defendant 
is a risk for failing to appear or offending 
while at liberty, then the model imposes 
appropriate, evidence-based conditions to 
address that risk.  

Ø Virginia’s History with Bail Reform 
 
Another reason bail reform shouldn’t be 
controversial in Virginia: we’ve been 
engaged in it for over two decades—and 
we’ve done so under the belief that it 
promotes public safety.  
 
In 1994, the General Assembly passed the 
Pretrial Services Act, the purpose of which 
was to enhance public safety by establishing 
pretrial services agencies. The bill also 
included a directive that the Department of 
Criminal Justice Services research and create 
a pretrial risk assessment instrument. 
Research studies began in 1998 and a risk 
assessment tool was created soon after.  
 
That risk-assessment tool—the Virginia 
Pretrial Risk Assessment Instrument (VPRAI) 
—follows a model similar to that which has 
been proposed in states that are only now 
considering bail reform. It has since been 
validated, and supplemented by the Praxis, 
which is used in conjunction with the VPRAI 
to make recommendations about whether 
to release a defendant before trial, and if so, 
on what conditions. Pretrial officers 
throughout the Commonwealth have been 
trained to use the VPRAI, and courts that use 
it as intended have significantly reduced the 
number of defendants held in jail.  
 
Ø Because We’re Several Steps Ahead, a 

Unique Approach to Reform is Required 
 

Unlike many other states that have reformed 
cash bail systems in recent years, Virginia 
isn’t working with a blank canvas. So rather 
than start over, Virginia’s reforms should 
seek to build on the work that has already 
been done.  
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Ø The Legislature Should Consider the 
Following Reforms 

 

• Require an “ability-to-pay” assessment, 
to determine the ability of a defendant 
to pay a cash bond and allow the court to 
adjust or eliminate bond based on the 
defendant’s financial circumstances. 

• Mandate preparation and consideration 
of the VPRAI by courts. 

• Create a presumption that the VPRAI 
recommendation be followed unless 
rebutted by the Commonwealth. 

• Identify offenses for which persons may 
never be held without bond. 

• Implement safeguards to eliminate 
subjectivity and avoid disparate impacts 
on the poor and minorities. 

• Strengthen pretrial services. 
• Consider regulating or prohibiting 

compensated securities (i.e. bail 
bondsmen), and instead allow cash 
bonds to be paid through the clerk of 
court. 

 
 

EX PARTE FUNDING REQUESTS 
 
Ø All Defendants Require Access to Expert 

Witnesses 
 
With evidence in criminal cases becoming 
more and more complex, defendants must 
increasingly rely on experts— DNA analysts 
forensic psychologists, ballistics experts, and 
the like. Experts are expensive, though, so 
without funding assistance from the court, 
most poor defendants would lack the basic 
tools necessary for an adequate defense. 
 
Ø Poor Defendants Must Disclose Trial 

Strategy to the Prosecution 
 
Prior to granting funding, Virginia requires 
that indigent defendants request it from a 

judge, through a procedure known as a 
motion. This involves both a written request 
(the prosecutor receives a copy) and a 
hearing in open court. Through that process, 
the defense must explain: 
 

• Who the expert is that it wishes to hire 
• What the expert will say 
• Why the testimony is important—how it 

fits into and advances the defense case  
• Why the defendant will be deprived of a 

fair trial if he does not have an expert 
 
In other words, the defense must broadcast 
its trial strategy to the government. This is 
just as unfair as it sounds—no different than 
making a football team hand its playbook to 
an opponent—but with much higher stakes. 
 
Ø Proposed Changes to the Law 
 
Judges are perfectly capable of determining 
whether defendants need expert assistance 
without soliciting the input of prosecutors. 
In fact, they already do so in death penalty 
cases, where ex parte funding requests are 
routine, and expressly authorized by statute. 
 
The General Assembly should extend that 
authorization to all types of cases, and 
permit all indigent defendants to ask for 
funding without telling the prosecutor why. 

 
 

TELL JURIES THE TRUTH ABOUT 
SENTENCING 

 
Ø Jury Sentencing in Virginia 
 

Virginia is one of six states that retains a 
practice known as jury sentencing in non-
death penalty cases, where defendants 
convicted by juries are also sentenced by 
juries. Elsewhere, when juries convict 
defendants, the judge sentences them.  
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It seems intuitive that if juries are to decide 
cases as fairly and equitably as judges do, 
they should have access to the same basic 
sentencing information, and the same 
power to impose the full range of sentencing 
options. Perhaps it would surprise you, then, 
to learn the following: 
 

• Virginia law strictly forbids juries from 
receiving sentencing guidelines or any 
other information judges typically use to 
help them render fair sentences. 

• Unlike judges, juries can’t suspend prison 
time, order probation, or recommend 
any alternatives to incarceration, such as 
drug or mental health treatment.  

• All juries can do at sentencing is impose 
fines and incarceration. 

• Juries aren’t even allowed to know the 
potential punishment in a case until after 
they’ve convicted someone—even if 
mandatory minimums are involved. 

 
Ø Jury Sentencing as Means of Coercing 

Guilty Pleas 
 

Without options other than prison, without 
any of the information judges use to render 
fair sentences, and without knowing the 
potentially dire punishment resulting from a 
conviction, it should come as no surprise 
that juries are far more likely to impose 
egregious “outlier” sentences. Prosecutors 
know this and use their leverage accordingly, 
treating the threat of jury sentencing just 
like mandatory minimums—as a means of 
coercing guilty pleas. 
 
Ø Jurors Must Be Told the Truth About 

Sentencing 
 

The right to an impartial jury is absolute, 
both at the guilt and sentencing phases of a 
trial. Despite this, the prevailing view in 

Virginia is that when selecting a jury, the 
topic of sentencing is off-limits.  
 

• Parties must be careful to ensure jurors 
remain as ignorant as possible regarding 
the potential punishment in a case. 

• A charge may carry a mandatory 5 years, 
20 years, or life in prison, and the jury 
still won’t know that until after they’ve 
voted to convict. 

• In all other states that retain jury 
sentencing, jurors receive sentencing 
information during jury selection and 
may be questioned on their attitudes 
toward punishment. 

 
Ø Proposed Reforms 
 

Although much about jury sentencing 
requires scrutiny, an obvious first step is to 
guarantee an informed and impartial jury for 
the sentencing phase of trial. The legislature 
should allow jurors to be advised of potential 
punishment and permit questioning on 
sentencing attitudes during jury selection. 

 
 

STOP MAKING FELONS OUT OF 
MARIJUANA SMOKERS 

 
While many states—including our neighbors 
—have migrated toward more sensible drug 
policy, Virginia remains committed to the 
war on drugs. Marijuana is illegal for 
recreational purposes, and although 
cannabidiol [CBD] is now legal for medical 
use, CBD oil has no intoxicating effects, and 
represents but a small fraction of the 
marijuana consumed. In fact, if your 
marijuana oil/extract contains THC, there’s a 
good chance that it’s not just illegal to 
possess—it’s a felony.  
 
Possession of any quantity of most extracts 
of marijuana (even residue) is a felony in 
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Virginia. Extract is what’s used to make many 
edibles. It is also popular to smoke. Just like 
the plant form of the drug, marijuana in 
extract form is generally harmless, so there’s 
little sense in punishing it so harshly.  
 
The legislature should make possession of 
marijuana extracts/oil a misdemeanor. 
 

 
 

OTHER AREAS OF FOCUS 
 
In addition to our 2018-19 legislative 
priorities (above), Justice Forward Virginia 
supports many other advocacy initiatives, a 
number of which are discussed below. 
 
Ø Eliminate Interdiction from the Code 
 
In Virginia, sometimes “just being near 
alcohol can land you in jail.”  
 
Virginia retains on its books an arcane law 
called “interdiction,” which allows courts to 
label people “habitual drunkards,” often 
after they’ve committed alcohol-related 
crimes. The decision to declare someone a 
“habitual drunkard” happens at a civil 
hearing, where the person isn’t entitled to 
an attorney to help fight the allegations, and 
sometimes when the person isn’t even 
present. Once “interdicted” and branded a 
“habitual drunkard,” it’s a class one 
misdemeanor to purchase, consume or 
possess alcohol, meaning that every 
infraction can result in up to a year in jail. 
 
The law almost exclusively affects persons 
who are homeless or have marginal housing. 
Individuals who aren’t homeless are almost 
never interdicted. The majority of the people 
affected are minorities, and of course almost 
all of them are very poor. Although many 
interdicted persons suffer from alcoholism, 
many of them don’t, and of those that do, 

the majority are in fact dually-diagnosed, 
meaning they also suffer from serious 
mental illness.  
 
Jail is not a treatment facility, and jails 
shouldn’t be front-line caretakers for the 
chronically mentally ill. They aren’t able to 
provide the type of treatment mentally ill 
individuals need, nor should they be 
expected to. That’s a job for mental health 
professionals, in settings appropriate to the 
treatment of addiction and serious mental 
illness. If what we want is to help the most 
destitute, vulnerable people in our 
communities, we should ensure they have 
access to intensive mental health and 
substance abuse treatment, and stop 
pretending we’re making the situation 
better by locking sick people away so the 
public can’t see them. 
 
There’s also the matter of arbitrary 
application of the law. The interdiction 
statute itself does little to promote an 
informed decision by the Commonwealth. It 
doesn’t define “habitual drunkard” or 
provide guidance as to the types of people 
who should be adjudicated. Of course, this 
doesn’t mean the Commonwealth couldn't 
fill in the blanks and inform itself if it wanted.  
 
Along those lines, it’s worth noting that 
when Virginia prosecutors seek to interdict a 
person, they do not request a psychological 
evaluation to determine the nature and 
extent of the person’s addiction, or whether 
their struggles are more a product of mental 
illness. In addition, the Commonwealth does 
not ensure representation by counsel at 
interdiction hearings or solicit the advice of 
mental health professionals to determine if 
interdiction is an appropriate intervention.  
 
Then again, this might be because the 
answer would always be the same: it’s 
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inappropriate, unfair, and it doesn’t work. 
While many persons suffering from 
alcoholism owe their sobriety to residential 
alcohol treatment, intensive outpatient 
services, and the expertise and compassion 
of mental health professionals, none owe 
their sobriety to interdiction. Nothing about 
the statutory scheme promotes or is geared 
toward alcohol treatment—the law is strictly 
punitive. It’s no more than a vagrancy law; a 
way to sweep “undesirables” off of the 
street and into jail cells.  
 
As the Legal Aid Justice Center puts it, 
“[interdiction] just seems really ancient. 
Alcohol is legal for all of us, except for… 
people who have been deemed undesirable 
by” prosecutors. Unjust laws shouldn’t 
persist simply because those affected have 
no one to advocate for them. Now is the 
time to remove interdiction from the Code. 
 
Ø Increase Funding for Indigent Defense 
 
It is no secret that indigent defense counsel 
are overworked and underfunded. Public 
defenders carry the majority of the load in 
representing Virginia's indigent accused, and 
they typically earn considerably less than 
prosecutors in the same jurisdictions. 
Further, Virginia's rates of reimbursement 
for private court-appointed counsel are very 
low, and fees are “capped.” For example, if a 
private court-appointed attorney is assigned 
to a burglary case—punishable by 20 years 
in prison—that attorney is entitled to a 
maximum of $445.00, whether the case 
requires 2 hours of work or 200 hours.  
 
Although the legislature has made funds 
available for “waivers” of the fee caps, those 
waivers are themselves subject to caps set 
by the Supreme Court of Virginia; caps that 
are firm and cannot be exceeded, regardless 
of the work entailed by a given case. And 

frequently, the waiver funds are expended 
prior to the end of the fiscal year, and by 
statute are not replenished, meaning that at 
some point, waiver funds simply aren't 
available at all. Funding for court-appointed 
appellate attorneys might be the worst of all; 
it’s not unheard of for an attorney who has 
spent over 100 hours on an appeal to be paid 
$600 or less—not even minimum wage. 
 
Virginia court appointed attorneys know 
when they're appointed to serious felony 
matters that their work is very likely to go 
uncompensated. As one might expect, low 
public defender salaries and arbitrarily 
capped fees take their toll on the cohort 
willing to represent indigent defendants. 
Although indigent defense attracts some of 
the very best lawyers in Virginia, it also 
attracts some of the worst, and the result is 
a failure to safeguard the rights of many 
poor defendants to competent counsel. 
 
The legislature should increase funding for 
public defenders and other indigent defense 
attorneys. 
 
Ø Create Different Degrees of Robbery 
 
In Virginia, all robberies are punishable by 5 
years to life in prison. This is true no matter 
how serious or minor the case:  
 

• Whether an armed robbery that 
endangered the victims’ lives, or a simple 
act of bullying, where one teenager 
threatened to beat up another if he 
didn’t give him his shoes.  

• The former example is one of the most 
serious offenses encountered in the 
justice system. The latter arguably 
shouldn’t even be treated as a crime. 

 
The potential for unjust outcomes as a result 
of this one-size-fits-all approach cannot be 
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overstated. First, if a person charged with 
robbery is convicted by a jury, jury 
sentencing laws require the jury to impose 
the minimum 5 years in prison, whether they 
want to or not, and even in circumstances 
where a judge might not incarcerate the 
defendant at all.  
 
Although a judge can later suspend that 
recommendation, there’s a prevailing belief 
among most judges that jury sentences 
should not be disturbed.  
 
Second, one of the most common species of 
“robbery” is bullying. Schools, police and 
prosecutors sometimes use their discretion 
to forgo robbery charges against young 
people accused of bullying, but many don’t. 
And when they don’t, a young person faces 
serious consequences: a felony conviction, a 
felony record for life, and prison time  
 
As many other states have, Virginia should 
establish degrees of robbery that reflect the 
seriousness of the crime committed. 
 
Ø End Debtor’s Prison Practices: Court 

Costs, Fines, and Suspended Licenses 
 
A hot topic throughout the country, Virginia 
is among the worst offenders when it comes 
to piling court costs and fines on defendants, 
then punishing them for nonpayment. 
Nonpayment results in license suspensions, 
which affect employability, the ability to 
retain a job, and the likelihood of rearrest 
and incarceration both for nonpayment 
itself, as well new charges for driving on a 
suspended license.  
 
The result is that the effects of criminal 
convictions are compounded, years into the 
future, creating a form of modern day 
“debtor’s prison.” The legislature should act 

to reduce the harmful effects of this 
counterproductive enforcement scheme. 
 
Ø Implement Safeguards Against 

Unreliable Informant Testimony 
 
“[T]he use of informers, accessories, 
accomplices, false friends, or any of the 
other betrayals which are ‘dirty business’ 
may raise serious questions of credibility.” 
On Lee v. United States, 343 U.S. 747 (1952).  
 
Testimony by informants and other 
witnesses who testify for benefit is by far the 
most common source of false criminal 
convictions in the United States; a fact that 
exposes a deep structural flaw in the 
criminal justice system, easily exploited by 
those acting on self-interest, one for which 
due process has yet to find a reliable 
countermeasure.  
 
• The Innocence Project reports that in 

15% of all wrongful convictions 
overturned by DNA, an informant or 
similar witness testified at trial.  

• A comprehensive historical study of 350 
erroneous convictions concluded that 
one-third of them were due to “perjury 
by prosecution witnesses”—twice as 
many as the next leading source, 
erroneous eyewitness identification.  

• False informant testimony is likewise the 
most common source of false 
convictions in Virginia. 

 
The reason false informant testimony 
remains so pervasive is because of the 
reticence of courts to implement available, 
effective measures to prevent it. Instead, 
courts continue to rely on traditional 
safeguards that are almost entirely 
ineffectual. Primarily, those safeguards 
consist of the defendant’s right of 
confrontation and the government’s 
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obligation to adduce only truthful, reliable 
testimony. Neither achieve their intended 
objectives, however, highlighting the need 
for other appropriate, available relief.  
 
What can be done by the legislature?  
 
• Require informant testimony to be 

corroborated by other evidence in order 
to be admissible at trial.  

• Mandate that in all cases where the 
prosecutor intends to elicit informant 
testimony, the court conduct a 
“reliability hearing” to assess whether 
the informant is telling the truth.  

• Require that juries be instructed as to 
the unreliability of informant testimony. 

 
Ø Protect and Expand Criminal Discovery 
 
After over a decade of advocacy, in the Fall 
of 2018 the Virginia Supreme Court finally 
approved new criminal discovery rules, 
which will go into effect in July 2019. The 
changes to the discovery rules represent 
more of a middle-ground than a defense 
wish list.  
 
For example, although the new rules finally 
give defendants the right to see the police 
reports from their own cases, they may not 
entitle a defendant to copies of them. This 
means that the government could ostensibly 
require defense counsel to manually copy 
any documents in its possession, regardless 
of the volume or amount of time entailed by 
the copying process. This is already the 
status quo in a number of jurisdictions, 
where prosecutors have been known to use 
manual copying requirements to burden 
defense attorneys with clerical work, in 
order to gain leverage in a case. 
 
That said, the new discovery rules absolutely 
represent a large step toward a more fair 

justice system. As such, the “tough on crime” 
lobby will undoubtedly attempt to reverse 
any progress it can, so advocates must 
remain guard against those efforts, while 
looking for opportunities to expand criminal 
discovery even further.  
 
Ø Hold Local Prosecutors Accountable 
 
No matter where you are in America, the 
local elected prosecutor is almost certainly 
the most powerful individual in your 
courthouse. They decide who gets charged 
with a crime and how most criminal cases 
are resolved. They set charging policies to 
account for the individual values of their 
communities, and can even elect to forgo 
prosecution of certain crimes entirely.  
 
With more than nine out of every 10 cases 
resolved by a plea bargain—meaning the 
judge has little or no role—prosecutors often 
unilaterally decide who gets a second chance 
and who doesn’t, and who goes to prison 
and for how long. Mandatory minimums, 
jury sentencing and other laws allowing 
extraordinarily harsh punishment have only 
increased their power to extract guilty pleas 
and prison time.  
 
In addition, Virginia prosecutors wield their 
considerable influence every year in the 
legislature, where opposition from the 
Virginia Association of Commonwealth’s 
Attorneys [VACA] can easily undermine or 
sink even modest attempts to make the 
criminal code more compassionate. VACA is 
by far the most powerful criminal justice 
lobby in the state, and their influence dwarfs 
that of criminal defense interests. 
 
A truly humane criminal justice system is 
likely impossible without fair-minded 
prosecutors. With an increasing focus on 
“progressive prosecution”—led by people 
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like Larry Krasner in Philadelphia—and with 
Virginia prosecutor elections set for Nov. 
2019, now is the time for Commonwealth’s 
Attorneys to embrace reform as 
representing the will of their constituents. 
 
Ø Other Reforms We Support 
 
• Prohibiting the odor of marijuana as 

grounds to seize and search 
• Reduction of mandatory minimums 
• Elimination of redundant code sections, 

especially related to fraud offenses, in 
order to limit overcharging 

• Automatic expungement upon acquittal 
• Allow for expungement of certain 

misdemeanor convictions 
 

 
STAY CONNECTED 

 
More than almost any other public policy 
issue, criminal justice reform depends for its 
success on the participation, input and 
passion of the few advocates who care about 
it the most. We want you to be involved, and 
hope you will consider partnering with us. 
Please follow us on Facebook and Twitter, 
add your name to our email distribution list, 
and consider making a financial 
contribution. 
 

Twitter 

• @JusticeFwdVa 

Facebook: 

• www.facebook.com/JusticeForwardVa 

Email:  

• justiceforwardva@gmail.com 

Website (with fundraising link):  

• www.justiceforwardva.com 
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